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In the changing global environment of development coop-
eration, trust funds have emerged as a significant pillar of 
the global aid architecture, used to address limitations in 
bilateral aid and fill perceived gaps in the operations of ex-
isting multilateral institutions. They currently account for 
about 11 percent of official development assistance (ODA), 
and they finance a substantial part of the World Bank’s 
business. The activities they fund are highly varied, rang-
ing from huge global programs with their own governance 
structures to conventional development projects, debt and 
disaster relief operations, and technical assistance.

This IEG evaluation, undertaken at the request of World 
Bank executive directors, assesses the value of the trust 
fund vehicle as a way of delivering aid and the effectiveness 
and efficiency of the deployment of trust fund resources. 
In addition, the evaluation assesses the Bank’s management 
and accountability for the use of trust fund resources and 
the impact of trust funds on the Bank’s development role.

The evaluation finds that donors, recipients, and the World 
Bank have considerable overlapping interests in this vehi-
cle, but their interests may diverge on specific issues such 
as how trust fund allocation decisions are made and how 
trust funds are governed and managed. Furthermore, while 
trust funds can add value by providing coordinated grant 

financing for specific countries, development issues, and 
especially global public goods, the deployment of trust 
fund resources does not consistently work in accordance 
with the Paris Declaration aid principles of country owner-
ship and donor coordination. Notably, many trust funds of 
global scope involve insufficient recipient participation and 
lack clear outcome objectives.

Because trust funds help overcome limitations in bilateral 
aid, address operational gaps in the existing multilateral 
system, and enable the Bank to enhance its development 
role, the Bank should continue to accept them. But IEG 
recommends that the Bank and trust fund donors agree on 
a more strategic and disciplined approach to Bank accep-
tance and management of these funds, as described further 
in this evaluation. In particular, the Bank should strength-
en its framework guiding the acceptance and management 
of Financial Intermediary Funds—trust funds where the 
Bank does not have supervision or oversight of the use of 
resources, and which often pose greater reputational risks. 
For other trust funds, a three-pillar approach consisting of 
country-specific trust funds; global and regional partner-
ship programs; and multidonor, multirecipient umbrella 
facilities would allow the Bank to strengthen the effective-
ness, efficiency, and accountability for results.

foreword

Vinod Thomas
Director-General, Evaluation
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summary

As development challenges expand and expectations inten-
sify for accelerated aid results, trust funds have emerged as 
a significant pillar of the global aid architecture, used along-
side bilateral and multilateral aid. In 2007–08, trust funds 
accounted for about 11 percent of total official development 
assistance (ODA), and they now finance a substantial part 
of the World Bank’s business (figure 1).

Trust funds do not demonstrably provide additional re-
sources at the global level. Donor countries generally allo-
cate money to trust funds from within a fixed aid budget 
in order to earmark and pool aid for particular countries 
or issues, or to foster innovations in aid financing and ap-
proaches. But trust funds add value as a distinct aid vehicle 
by providing coordinated financing and grant resources 
for individual countries, targeted development issues, and 
global public goods. The value added of trust funds is more 
evident when they support global public goods than when 
they are used merely to supplement national development 
efforts. 

Trust funds have not been a consistently effective way of 
providing financing. They do not necessarily integrate well 
with countries’ own programs, nor do they foster coordina-
tion on the ground with other sources of aid. The way they 
are designed and managed influences their effectiveness. No-

tably, many trust funds of global scope involve insufficient 
recipient participation in the design of their objectives and 
modalities and lack clear outcome objectives. Also, single-
donor trust funds generally work less well than multidonor 
funds (MDTFs) in improving aid efficiency and coordina-
tion (except in the case of trust funds that finance activities 
in a single country). 

Substantial management changes will be needed to increase 
the effectiveness and efficiency of trust funds as a channel 
of development assistance. Improved accountability for the 
results of trust-funded activities can be achieved only with 
full integration of Bank-managed trust fund resources into 
the Bank’s mainstream management processes. 

While continuing to accept trust funds that fill critical gaps 
in the provision of aid, the Bank should develop a more 
strategic approach to accepting and managing these funds. 
The evaluation recommends that the Bank create a three-
pillar structure for trust funds to foster more effectiveness, 
efficiency, and accountability for results in the use of their 
resources. It should also initiate a discussion with its share-
holders to explore the comparative advantages of multilat-
eral and trust fund aid modalities.

What are Trust funds?

Trust funds are vehicles for channeling aid resources from 
governmental and nongovernmental donors to be admin-
istered by a trustee organization such as the World Bank 
or other development organization. Trust funds are not 
programs in themselves; rather, they are dedicated sources 
of funding for programs and activities agreed between the 
donor(s) and the trustee organization (box 1). 

Trust funds administered by the World Bank are highly 
varied. They comprise single-donor and multidonor 
funds, and may provide financing to single or multiple 
recipient countries in support of a specific issue. They 
include Financial Intermediary Funds (FIFs)—for which 
the Bank holds, invests, and disburses funds when in-
structed by another body, without Bank supervision or 
oversight of the use of the resources—as well as trust 
funds whose programs and activities are managed by the 
Bank. 

The activities that trust funds finance are also highly varied, 
ranging from huge global programs with their own gov-

   
gure 2.1

   
Trust Funds Amount to about 11  
Percent of Total Aid from OECD 
Member Countries (2007–08 annual 
average)

Sources: OECD (2010), other OECD/DAC data, and data from the 
World Bank.
Note: The years referenced are calendar years.
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ernance structures to conventional development projects; 
debt relief operations; and studies, technical assistance, 
and project preparation carried out by the World Bank or 
recipients. For example, trust funds are now supporting a 
global program to accelerate achievement of universal pri-
mary education, coordinated support to Afghanistan and 
the West Bank and Gaza, climate adaptation pilots in mid-
dle- and low-income countries, and technical assistance to 
improve disaster preparedness.

This evaluation assesses what is known about how effec-
tively and efficiently trust funds are being used and rec-
ommends future directions. In making this assessment, 
the evaluation team undertook 8 country case studies 
and in-depth reviews of 36 trust-funded programs. It 
interviewed numerous officials of donor- and recipient-
country governments, other stakeholders, and Bank 
management and staff. It also reviewed the growing lit-
erature on trust funds, including reports from other mul-
tilateral agencies.

scale, rationale, and issues 

While the channeling of aid resources through trust funds 
has grown in response to perceived limitations of bilateral 
and multilateral aid mechanisms in meeting changing de-
velopment challenges, the use of the trust fund vehicle has 
raised strategic issues for the effectiveness, efficiency, and 
coherence of the international aid system. 

Size 
The most recent data available indicate that in 2007–08, 
trust funds accounted for about 11 percent of total ODA. 
The World Bank administers the largest amount of donor 
trust fund resources of any development organization. Do-
nors contributed $57.5 billion to trust funds administered 
by the World Bank over the fiscal 2002–10 period (figure 
2). Their total trust fund contributions exceeded their In-
ternational Development Association (IDA) contributions 
in each of the last three IDA replenishment periods (cover-
ing fiscal 2003–05, 2006–08, and 2009–11). More than half 

BOx 1 TruST FuNDS SiNCE THE 1960s

The early decades

in 1960 several donors established the Bank’s first trust fund to cofinance the indus Basin project in pakistan. over the next 30 
years, trust fund contributions were used primarily to cofinance international Development association (iDa) and international 
Bank for reconstruction and Development (iBrD) investments and support technical assistance. a few were also launched to 
finance new multilateral global and regional initiatives, notably the Consultative Group on international agricultural research 
and the river Blindness (onchocerciasis) Control program. in addition, toward the end of the 1980s, several donors set up trust 
funds to support the Bank’s work program. The largest of these was the Japanese Grant facility, which evolved into the policy 
and human resources Development program. 

1990 to the present

in the early 1990s, the Bank’s trust fund portfolio began expanding substantially in both size and in terms of the activities 
supported. This expansion occurred first in response to major international initiatives such as the Montreal protocol and rio 
environment conference—which led to the ozone Trust fund and Global environment facility—and in support of the West 
Bank and Gaza following the oslo accords. Three more initiatives in the latter half of the 1990s—the heavily indebted poor 
Countries initiative, support for Bosnia and herzegovina, and the Consultative Group to assist the poor—further expanded 
the scope and boosted momentum. even more rapid and substantial expansion has come since 2000 with the establishment 
of trust funds, notably aimed at accelerating achievement of the Millennium Development Goals, assisting in post-conflict 
situations of high political profile, and supporting the provision of global public goods, including through new, large financial 
intermediary funds (fifs) such as the Global fund to fight aiDs, Tuberculosis, and Malaria (the Global fund) and the Climate 
investment funds. The recent decade also saw the beginning of major trust fund support for the international finance 
Corporation’s (ifC) advisory services.
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the donor contributions went to FIFs. Contributions to the 
largest FIF—the Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis, 
and Malaria (the Global Fund)—alone amounted to $15.8 
billion over the period. The other half of the donors’ trust 
fund contributions went to funds that support Bank-man-
aged programs and activities. 

The current World Bank trust fund portfolio
In fiscal 2010 the Bank administered about 1,075 active 
trust funds entrusted to it by just over 200 donors. That is 
the number of trust funds set up with donor contributions 
and actively disbursing funds in support of programs and 
activities through 16 trust-funded FIFs and over 180 Bank-
managed trust-funded programs. The latter programs dis-
burse grants that are supervised by the Bank and executed 
by recipients or by the Bank (see the annex to this Sum-
mary). Over the last three years (fiscal 2008–10), the total 
disbursements of the Bank-managed trust funds amounted 
to $10.6 billion, or about 8 percent of the Bank’s total dis-
bursements to recipient countries, and almost a quarter of 
the expenditures from the Bank’s net administrative budget 
used for project appraisal and supervision, analytical work 
and technical assistance, and other Bank work.

While there is now a plethora of trust fund donors (gov-
ernmental and nongovernmental), relatively few tradi-
tional donor governments provide the bulk of all trust fund 
contributions. Since 2002, 10 donor governments have ac-
counted for about 74 percent ($43 billion) of total contribu-

tions, with the United States and United Kingdom together 
accounting for 26 percent ($15 billion). Of these top do-
nors, four contribute mainly to FIFs (United States, Japan, 
Germany, and France) and four contribute mainly to IBRD/
IDA trust funds (United Kingdom, European Community, 
Netherlands, and Norway), as shown in figure 3. 

All but 2 of the 16 trust-funded FIFs are MDTFs. In con-
trast, the majority of Bank-managed trust funds are single-
donor funds, although these funds currently account for 
only about 26 percent of total Bank-managed trust fund 
disbursements because they are, on average, much smaller 
than the MDTFs. 

Rationale 
Donors use trust funds to do things that would not be pos-
sible through traditional multilateral aid channels, such 
as earmarking their trust fund contributions for particu-
lar countries and development issues and engaging in the 
Bank’s implementation of programs and activities. And, to 
address limitations in bilateral aid, donors use trust funds 
to pool funds for particular programs, tap into the capaci-
ties and systems of the trustee organization, and distance 
themselves from politically controversial activities (see 
figure 4). The choice is made—primarily for political rea-
sons—to direct aid to particular countries or issues, and 
large global funds are typically created at the initiative of 
high-level government officials. 

   
gure 2.1

   
Contributions to Bank-Administered Trust Funds Have Surpassed Contributions to iDA

Sources: Trust fund accounting system, trust fund database, and World Bank Group annual reports.
Note: The IDA 9 total contribution amount, which was reported in Special Drawing Rights (SDRs), has been converted into U.S. dollars by ap-
plying the average daily exchange rate over the fiscal 1991–93 period. The figure does not include the current IDA 15 replenishment period 
because trust fund contribution totals are currently known only through mid-FY11, though as of that date they had already exceeded donors’ 
IDA 15 contributions. FY = fiscal year.
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gure 2.1

   
Two of the Top 10 Donors Account for a Quarter of All Trust Fund Contributions, 
But They Direct Their resources in Starkly Different Ways (FY02–10)

Source: Trust fund database.
Note: World Bank trust fund resources are drawn from net income.

FigurE 3
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Trust fund activities, however, generally give donors less 
visibility and credit than they derive from their bilateral 
aid, a factor that has been a source of considerable concern. 
This is one reason donors insist on special reporting, which 
allows them to show their parliaments and publics how 
their specific trust fund contributions were used, but this 
practice is a source of inefficiency.

For individual recipient countries, trust funds can be an ad-
ditional source of aid for country programs and facilitate 

donor coordination and harmonization, thus reducing the 
transaction costs of working with multiple donors. Some 
trust funds can also provide funding reasonably quickly in 
response to a request for project preparation, specialized 
technical assistance, or add-on components to an existing 
program or project. This flexibility and responsiveness is 
valued by recipient countries. Nevertheless, recipient coun-
tries prefer direct budget support over financing from trust 
funds, which do not typically involve them in initiation, de-

   
gure 2.1

   
Donors Mainly use Trust Funds to Fill gaps in the System of Multilateral AidFigurE 4
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sign, or management and may not align well with their own 
budgeting and planning. 

For the Bank as a trustee institution, trust funds add re-
sources to its country operations and work program and 
to its engagement in global activities outside the country-
based model, notably activities aimed at the provision of 
global or regional public goods in areas such as environ-
mental preservation and control of communicable diseases. 
But, along with the added resources to bolster its business, 
trust funds bring additional responsibilities and risks to 
the Bank. Moreover, they challenge the Bank to work with 
donors to ensure that trust funds complement rather than 
compete with the business of the Bank, IDA in particular.

Issues
This evaluation does not assess the outputs and outcomes 
of the programs and activities that trust funds finance. Evi-
dence on trust-funded program and activity outputs and 
outcomes has been taken into account where available, but 
such evidence is very limited. 

Trust funds face the same problems as other sources of 
official aid in measuring and attributing results. Deter-
mining their impact is made even more difficult by the 
frequent lack of a results framework with clear outcome 

objectives and indicators for monitoring progress in 
trust-funded programs and activities (box 2). There are 
some exceptions, such as trust-funded activities that are 
paired with IBRD/IDA operations. Few of the 36 ran-
domly selected trust fund programs reviewed for this 
evaluation had defined their desired outcomes; the great 
majority had defined their objectives simply in terms of 
inputs or outputs, and most of these lacked monitorable 
indicators. 

The value added of the Trust fund vehicle

One dimension of the effectiveness of trust funds is their 
added value as a distinct aid-financing vehicle. In assessing 
their added value, this evaluation considers the additional-
ity of trust fund resources, their relevance to country and 
global priorities, and the distinctive contributions of the 
trust fund vehicle in financing development.

Additionality
There is no clear evidence that trust fund resources have 
added to global ODA, although a few have helped intro-
duce nontraditional ways of mobilizing finance. Typically, 
each donor country establishes its overall aid envelope 
and channels some portion of it through trust funds. The 
growth in the use of trust funds appears to be increasing, 
at the margin, the proportion of aid channeled multilater-
ally, while contributing to fragmentation of the aid archi-
tecture where they support separate global programs, and 
to an increase in earmarked (as distinct from core) funding 
entrusted to multilateral institutions. 

The relevance and the distinctiveness of trust 
fund financing 
The majority of trust funds reviewed have supported pro-
grams and activities of material development importance, 
consistent with country and global development priorities 
and the Bank’s mandate and strategies. But the trust funds 
themselves are not well integrated into the Bank’s coun-
try assistance strategies or the consultations around them, 
which makes it more difficult to ensure their alignment and 
coordination with overall aid at the country level (see box 3 
for a positive exception to this finding).

BOx 2 POOr iNFOrMATiON iMPAirS ACCOuNTABiliTY

The Bolivia case study found that it is extremely difficult to obtain reliable information on the use, monitoring, and evaluation 
of trust funds. Different sources of data (such as eTrust fund, operations, Concessional finance and Global partnerships, 
individual fund sites, and the Bank’s Bolivia Web site) all give slightly different accounts. 

in indonesia, sector managers complained that the information they receive is inadequate for decision making. a sector 
manager said, “eighty percent of the …approvals in my in box each day have to do with trust funds—and often i don’t really 
know what i am approving.” 

Sources: evaluation case studies. 
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BOx 3 iNDONESiA: SuCCESSFul iNTEgrATiON OF TruST FuNDS WiTH THE COuNTrY STrATEgY

indonesia presented the only example among the country case studies done for this evaluation of the full integration of the 
major trust funds into the country strategy. The partnership strategy presents objectives, activities, and intended results for 
each of the engagement areas and lists all available resources (lending, nonlending assistance, and trust funds) that will be 
deployed to achieve those goals. The same approach is followed in periodic engagement strategy notes produced by country 
unit and sector unit staff, which summarize recent progress toward engagement area goals; the status of lending, analytic and 
advisory activities, and trust-funded programs; and issues for management attention. 

Source: indonesia country case study.

BOx 4 MulTiPlE FiNANCiNg SOurCES SuPPOrT A lArgE PrOgrAM iN ETHiOPiA 

The productive safety nets program, an adaptable program loan now in its third phase, aims to replace ethiopia’s cycle of 
emergency food aid with a sustainable and predictable way of addressing chronic food insecurity, primarily through food-
for-work activities. The program receives both cash and food cofinancing from several donors. There are 11 different trust 
funds, including 1 MDTf and several single-donor trust funds, associated with the program, as well as considerable non–trust-
funded cofinancing. all donors are included in the program’s comprehensive donor coordination processes. The design of the 
MDTf has reduced transactions costs for the government, as well as for donors. Yet the benefits of the 11 trust funds for the 
implementation of the Bank-supported program come at a high cost: many staff are required to manage the accounts and 
paperwork, and senior staff are required to devote considerable time to managing relations with donors.

Source: ethiopia case study.

Many trust funds support country-specific activities by fi-
nancing investments or technical assistance to build capaci-
ties. This support has generally reflected country priorities 
and accomplished intended outputs when used to scale up 
country operations. 

Scaling up operations. Trust fund support for scaling up 
operations has generally been provided as cofinancing (or 
other blended funding) of a Bank operation. Some large 
Bank-supported operations in Bangladesh and Ethiopia, 
for example, benefit from multiple separate trust funds 
along with aid from other sources. Donors provide 
MDTFs and single-donor trust funds—sometimes both—
because they want to channel more funds to a particular 
country that their bilateral aid program cannot handle 
or they want to piggy-back on the Bank’s technical and 
fiduciary expertise. In this use of trust funds, recipients 
tend to see little difference between trust fund financing 
and World Bank funding or standard donor cofinancing. 
For example, in Ethiopia, a large MDTF enabled donors 
to provide substantial funding for basic services when the 
donors were reluctant to provide assistance directly to the 
government (box 4). Staff finds flexibility enhanced by the 
combination of trust funds and other forms of assistance, 
but also notes that this requires considerable additional 
time to manage. 

Responding to post-conflict or post-disaster circum-
stances. By providing resources on grant terms, trust funds 
have supported post-conflict and post-disaster countries 

and territories unable to borrow from IDA or the IBRD. In 
these locations, which include East Timor, the West Bank 
and Gaza, and Aceh in Indonesia, MDTFs have also served 
as platforms for aid coordination even when they have ac-
counted for only a small proportion of total aid, although 
their achievements, like those of other aid sources, have 
been constrained by weak institutions and exogenous fac-
tors (box 5). 
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Investing in global public goods. Grant financing provid-
ed by trust funds has also been instrumental in promot-
ing investments in developing countries for the provision 
of global or regional public goods. Most of this investment 
to date has focused on control of communicable diseases; 
environmental preservation; and, more recently, climate 
change adaptation and mitigation. On issues involving 
global externalities, “grants are an incentive to trigger in-
ternal actions within countries and also provide the Bank 
with a way to engage with line ministries in middle-income 
countries,” according to a Bank sector manager. 
In addition, trust funds finance a plethora of technical as-
sistance activities, which ranged in size from $50,000 to 
$350,000 in 2010. On the whole, trust fund financing for 
analytical and technical advisory work has been well re-

BOx 5 MulTiDONOr TruST FuNDS: A liMiTED SHArE OF TOTAl AiD, BuT AN iMPOrTANT AiD  
COOrDiNATiON PlATFOrM iN POST-CONFliCT SiTuATiONS

in fragile and conflict-affected situations, MDTfs are now the primary source of finance for Bank-managed programs—
accounting for $1.8 billion in commitments in fiscal 2009 compared with $1.4 billion in iDa commitments. how well has the 
Bank implemented these trust funds? The Bank is well regarded for its leadership, technical skills, and apolitical approach, but 
donors express frustration with cumbersome Bank-mandated processes, especially procurement. 

Bank-managed MDTfs for post-conflict situations have had three important advantages:

•	 They	provide	a	forum	for	donors	to	coordinate	activities	that	fall	both	inside	and	outside	the	trust	fund,	including	through	
the creation of a joint needs assessment at the outset, as in afghanistan, north sudan, iraq, and elsewhere. in the special 
case of iraq, even though only a small fraction of donor support was provided through the Bank- and un-managed trust 
funds, the governance structure of the MDTf served as a point of encounter for coordination between the united states 
and donors who opposed the initial military action.

•	 They	can	insulate	the	technical	aspects	of	project	design	and	implementation	from	political	considerations	in	highly	
charged environments, as in the Multicountry Demobilization and reintegration program project in rwanda. 

•	 Transactions	costs	are	reduced	for	capacity-stretched	recipients,	although	parallel	structures	introduced	to	accelerate	
implementation have tended to persist longer than anticipated.

But there were also some important obstacles to successful implementation of the MDTfs: 

•	 In	several	cases,	capacity	building	was	not	as	effective	as	anticipated,	perhaps	reflecting	the	use	of	parallel	structures	
for initial implementation. in iraq, poor security prevented the location of staff in the field to provide informal technical 
assistance. slow capacity building led to implementation delays, restructured projects, and slower than expected impact 
on the ground. progress in building capacity in north sudan has been uneven and modest compared with the scale of the 
challenge.

•	 Relations	with	the	United	Nations	were	almost	universally	weak,	particularly	in	the	important	early	stages	of	support.	In	
north sudan, the un was expected to implement initial emergency operations as the government built up capacity to work 
with the Bank’s fiduciary systems, but disagreement over the use of un procurement and financial management systems 
led to substantial delays. one problem is the differing timetables for the two institutions—the Bank’s focus on development 
requires a long view, while the un’s political and security focus demands short-term solutions.

•	 Donors’	interest	in	channeling	resources	through	Bank-managed	trust	funds—to	ensure	high	fiduciary	standards	and	a	
focus on results—was in some cases inconsistent with their desire for rapid implementation of emergency operations. The 
tension emerged in extensive complaints regarding cumbersome procurement systems and snail-paced disbursements. for 
example, in south sudan there was a public row over the Bank’s slow implementation, which was related to its strict rules 
for oversight while working with partners with very low capacity. 

Sources: random sample; scanteam (2010); rwanda case study; schiavo-Campo (2003).
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garded and found useful by government officials when it 
has directly addressed government policy processes and 
programs. Several government officials interviewed em-
phasized the value of flexible, “just-in-time” policy and 
technical advice, but many were critical of financing for 
studies whose topics they saw as donor-driven and focused 
on issues outside their country strategies and programs. 
Summing this up in an interview for the evaluation, one 
Bank country manager in the Africa Region noted:

[I]t is staff in those sectors that are crowded out of 
the CAS [country assistance strategy] and/or who 
do not accept that theirs is not a sector expected to 
feature active Bank engagement in the country who 
then go looking for trust-fund funding (since this is 
not made available by the CMU [country manage-
ment unit]). It is this sort of entrepreneurial activity 
that leaves counterparts complaining about studies 
not relevant to the country and studies that lie out-
side donor coordination mechanisms.

In sum, what is the added value of the trust fund as a ve-
hicle for delivering aid? First, trust funds seem indispens-
able in providing coordinated grant financing in response 
to country emergencies, such as the tsunami in Indonesia 
and transition to independence in East Timor. Second, 
they add value as a vehicle for financing global and re-
gional public goods—such as the responses to avian flu 
and climate change—which require customized financing 
and governance arrangements and for which the country-
focused model of the World Bank (and other multilateral 
development banks) is unsuitable. Third, in support of in-
dividual countries’ development efforts, such as support 
for primary education, trust funds may add value by com-
pensating for the limited availability of grant funds and the 
absence of earmarking mechanisms in the World Bank and 
other multilateral development banks, although an alter-
native might be to eliminate these gaps through changes to 
multilateral financing arrangements. 

Consistency of Trust funds with principles of 
aid effectiveness

While trust funds add value by overcoming limitations in 
bilateral aid and filling operating gaps in the multilateral 
aid system, trust-funded programs do not consistently op-
erate in effective ways. They do not necessarily integrate 
well with countries’ own programs or foster coordination 
on the ground with other sources of aid. 

Significant shortcomings in the effective deployment of 
trust fund resources stem from inconsistencies with core 
Paris Declaration principles of country ownership and do-
nor coordination (as well as a general weakness in manag-
ing for results, as noted above). These inconsistencies, this 

evaluation finds, stem not from the type of activities that 
trust funds support, but rather from their core structural 
features, notably whether they are single-recipient-country 
or multiple-recipient-country in scope and single- or mul-
tidonor in their financing and governance arrangements.

Country ownership
Trust funds established to aid a single country generally are 
well adapted to the country’s needs and conditions and work 
well in delivering aid aligned with a country’s own planning 
and programming. Box 6 provides three examples of coun-
try-specific trust fund financing that is well integrated into 
recipient programs and appears to have worked well.

In contrast, many global funds—including funds that 
support national development efforts in multiple coun-
tries and those that finance the provision of regional or 
global public goods—involve little or no recipient par-
ticipation in their initiation and design (except for some 
of those structured as partnership programs). Their sup-
port activities do not always align with individual coun-
try priorities and are not necessarily well integrated into 
country programs. For example, the Rwandan authorities 
view the Global Fund’s three target diseases as elements 
of broader national health challenges, and have had diffi-
culty convincing the Fund to support broad health system 
strengthening (box 7). 

Also, trust-fund financing has been effective when its fi-
nancing modalities have been well adapted to country con-
ditions, but not when modalities have been prescribed by 
a program rather than matched to individual country cir-
cumstances. Contrasting uses of the Education for All/Fast 
Track Initiative (EFA/FTI) trust fund in Benin, Ethiopia, 
and Rwanda illustrate this point (box 8).
Recipient officials find that these weaknesses—especially of 
global funds—have created difficulties for country planning 
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and programming when they require redundant country plans 
and reports, impose eligibility criteria ill-suited to country 
conditions, decline to work through country systems, and fail 
to deploy their funds in a timely and predictable way. Though 
recipients have found funding from small technical assistance 
grants useful when it has directly addressed pressing policy 
and program concerns, the officials interviewed criticized fi-
nancing for studies with topics driven by donors and focused 
on issues outside their country strategies and programs. 

Aid coordination
Trust funds, especially MDTFs, can serve to foster policy co-
herence among donors and bring together what would oth-

BOx 7 THE glOBAl FuND MEETS DiSEASE TArgETS BuT NOT HEAlTH SYSTEM CAPACiTY NEEDS

a five-year evaluation of the Global fund has shown that it has made substantial contributions, on the whole, in providing 
increased funding for the scaling up of interventions in the three disease areas of aiDs, tuberculosis, and malaria. This support 
has contributed to increases in the availability of services, better coverage across populations in countries, and reduction in 
the burden of disease. 

Yet the evaluation (and a forthcoming ieG Global fund review) also points to weaknesses in the sustainability of intervention 
programs at the country level, in part because of reduced incentives for country programs to engage in national planning for 
future resource allocations and the Global fund’s inadequate attention to capacity building, while at the same time making 
heavy demands on existing sector capacities. 

experience has varied by country, though sustainability of intervention programs is at issue in all countries where the 
Global fund is a significant source of finance, and integration of activities is a problem in many. for example, independent 
evaluation indicates that in Cambodia the Global fund has had some success enabled by good government leadership 
and a well-functioning government-donor coordinating mechanism, but has still faced problems with fragmented project 
units, inadequate integration into the national planning process, and difficulties because of weaknesses in national fiduciary 
systems. in Burkina faso, the Global fund needs to coordinate better with other sources of aid to allow for a balanced 
allocation of resources among the country’s priorities of coping with the three Global fund diseases, as well as pressing issues 
of maternal and child health.

Sources: Macro international inc. (2009); ieG forthcoming.

erwise be piecemeal aid contributions. This pooling eases the 
burdens on governments of dealing with multiple donors. 
But while trust funds may provide for strong coordination 
among participating donors, they do not necessarily coordi-
nate well with those outside the pool, and actual gains to en-
hanced aid coordination and donor harmonization are less 
than generally claimed. Vertical, issue-focused funds do not 
necessarily align well with support for broader sector devel-
opment through horizontal support. In addition, the evalu-
ation found shortfalls in the predictability of aid flows in the 
vertical funds examined, which impedes planning by recipi-
ents of use of their own funds and those of other donors. 

BOx 6 WEll-iNTEgrATED TruST-FuNDED ACTiviTiES HElP SCAlE uP COuNTrY OPErATiONS

in Bangladesh, a large multidonor trust fund cofinances the government’s health, nutrition, and population support program 
along with an equivalent amount of funding from iDa. Donors used the multidonor trust fund vehicle as a way to provide 
substantial funding for the program rather than providing direct budget support (previously used in a health sectorwide 
approach) due to concerns about weak financial management and the potential for misuse of funds. according to donors, the 
fiduciary risks are reduced by having the Bank serve as a “buffer” and by using the Bank’s comparative strengths in financial 
and risk management. 

in indonesia, a multidonor trust fund is supporting the national program for Community empowerment, whose direction is set 
by the government. The MDTf provides: cofinancing of iBrD/iDa operations; grants to recipients, including nongovernmental 
organizations, for technical assistance and capacity building; grants to the Bank for analytical and advisory activities and the 
MDTf office; and grants to the Bank to cover supervision and project management costs. according to the government, the 
MDTf was a quicker way to mobilize resources to expand the program than would have been possible through Bank lending 
or bilateral support.

in rwanda, the global health results-Based financing program financed a pilot test of performance-based financing for 
interventions in child and maternal health at the village level, a critical area of development in rwanda. The government 
intends to scale up the program nationwide if the results of the impact evaluation are positive. 

Source: Bangladesh, indonesia, and rwanda case studies.
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BOx 8 TruST FuNDS NEED FlExiBiliTY iN MATCHiNg AiD MODAliTiES TO COuNTrY CONDiTiONS

The efa/fTi was established to provide support quickly and consistently with countries’ own education sector strategies and 
programs. sector budget support is therefore its preferred funding modality. But this mode of support has not always proved 
appropriate, and efa/fTi has in some cases adjusted to country circumstances.

•	 In	Rwanda,	the	government	views	EFA/FTI	as	“a	model	aid	program”	because	its’	funding	supports	the	government’s	own	
education program and is delivered through sector budget support using rwanda’s country systems. While the fund is 
multidonor at the global level, the government needs to interact with only the partner managing the fund at the country 
level.

•	 In	Ethiopia,	the	major	government	education	program	receives	project	support	from	a	pool	of	financing	including	EFA/FTI,	
iDa, and other donor funds. Though questions were raised in an independent evaluation of the efa/fTi program about the 
choice of project rather than sector budget support, this was the only viable approach under political circumstances that 
made donors unwilling to provide direct support to the government, and it contributed substantially.

•	 In	Benin,	EFA/FTI	was	provided	as	pooled	sector	budget	support	along	with	IDA	financing,	but	the	weak	government	
consensus around an education strategy did not warrant this type of support, and the program encountered significant 
implementation problems.

Sources: rwanda, ethiopia, and Benin case studies.

Yet even where trust funds have generated improved co-
ordination, donors find trust fund coordination processes 
“too time-consuming.” Overall, MDTFs work better than 
single-donor funds in delivering both aid coordination and 
efficiency gains. The exception is single-donor trust funds 
focused on a single country. In these cases there are no sig-
nificant differences in the performance of trust funds with a 
single or multiple donors. 

Multicountry/multidonor trust funds that finance the ac-
tivities of global or regional partnership programs have 
governance structures through which authority and ac-
countability are shared by the Bank and other partners for 
the oversight and strategic direction of the financial re-
sources that the partners dedicate to the global, regional, 
or country-level activities of the programs. When donors 
want collective oversight and accountability, a trust-funded 
partnership offers a suitable structure, but many partner-
ships have been found to have governance shortcomings. 

From the perspective of recipients, the shortfalls in the aid 
practices of trust funds limit their overall added value as a 
source of development support. Notably, the coordinated 
grant financing provided from trust funds is seen to come 
at the cost of redundant program planning and reporting 
and the lack of the use of country systems (box 9).

The impact and Management of Trust funds 
within the Bank

Trust funds support the Bank’s pursuit of its development 
mandate by scaling up country operations, facilitating its 
partnership role on a global scale, and financing the pi-
loting of innovative development financing and technical 
approaches. They also entail operational and reputational 
risks that are not being adequately managed. 
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BOx 9 rECiPiENTS’ BAlANCE SHEET ON TruST FuNDS

recipient officials say they have derived benefits from the use of trust funds when trust funds:

•	 Provided	coordinated	grant	financing	

•	 Supplied	funds	when	they	can’t	borrow	from	the	multilateral	development	banks	or	when	bilateral	donors	are	reluctant	to	
“go it alone” 

•	 Reduced	transaction	costs	and	piecemeal	funding	by	pooling	bilateral	aid

•	 Were	accompanied	by	the	World	Bank’s	convening	power	and	technical	expertise	

•	 Were	a	more	flexible	resource	to	tap	for	just-in-time	assistance	than	Bank	project	or	program	funding.	

recipients also state that trust funds—especially global funds that operate in multiple countries—have tended to create 
obstacles to their own program planning and implementation that they do not typically encounter with aid provided through 
the Bank. They have found trust funds to be particularly obstructive when they:

•	 Require	redundant	plans	and	reports

•	 Impose	eligibility	criteria—such	as	outcome	targets	or	implementation	modalities—ill-suited	to	country	conditions

•	 Provide	funds	unpredictably—in	some	cases	obliging	recipients	to	front-load	implementation	or	scale	back	plans	

•	 Do	not	coordinate	fund	activities	well	with	related	operations	

•	 Entail	implementation	arrangements	determined	by	the	trust	fund,	not	country	systems

•	 Are	not	transparent.	

on balance, recipients consider trust funds as second-best to direct budget or sector program support and preferable to small 
and piecemeal project support. and they see the use of trust funds as needing to be more consistent with aid effectiveness 
practices of country ownership and country-led aid coordination.

Source: interviews with recipient officials conducted for this evaluation.

Influence on Bank business
Besides adding resources to Bank country operations, trust 
funds have influenced the shape of Bank business in three 
distinct ways, each of which provides opportunities for the 
Bank’s pursuit of its development mandate, while posing 
both challenges and risks.

•	 Expansion of the Bank’s role. Pooled grant financing 
provided through trust funds has expanded the Bank’s 
role and its coordination with donors for two kinds of 
activities that fall outside its ongoing country programs: 
(1) post-conflict and post-disaster situations (as in the 
West Bank and Gaza and Aceh, Indonesia) and (2) the 
71 trust-funded global and regional partnerships in 
which the Bank participates (such Cities Alliance and 
the Consultative Group on International Agricultural 
Research). Some of these uses of trust funds have prov-
en difficult to link with individual countries’ long-term 
development efforts in a manner necessary to achieve 
sustained results. They have also made heavy demands 
on the time of Bank management and staff. Ensuring 
the effectiveness and efficiency of these trust-funded 
activities requires a more integrated approach to the al-
location of trust fund and Bank resources. 

•	 Support for an issue-focused business model in parallel 
with the country-focused model. Most FIFs and more 
than half of IBRD/IDA trust funds are designed to sup-
port a particular sector or theme in multiple recipi-
ent countries (such as EFA/FTI and the Gender Trust 
Funds). Public administration and law is the most pop-
ular such sector, accounting for more than one-third of 
IBRD/IDA trust fund disbursements, followed by edu-
cation and health and social services. About two-thirds 
of Bank sector managers interviewed for this evaluation 
report that access to this type of support enhances their 
unit’s work modestly or significantly. In the absence of 
fuller integration of trust funds into Bank sector and 
country assistance strategies, however, it is not possible 
to determine how trust funds affect Bank work overall, 
or whether they help to generate an optimal allocation 
of total available resources. The question this raises for 
the coherence of Bank business is not the targeting of 
resources on a particular issue, but rather how the de-
termination is made of which issues to target and who is 
driving the agenda of the Bank. This is one underlying 
reason for the recommendation below to create a three-
pillar structure for Bank-managed trust funds that is 
responsive to development needs while clearly reflect-
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ing responsibilities and accountabilities for the use and 
results of trust fund resources. 

•	 The establishment of FIFs as a Bank business line. The 
16 active trust-funded FIFs, which received contribu-
tions exceeding $30 billion in fiscal 2002–10, constitute 
a significant line of business for the Bank. Key examples 
are the Global Environmental Facility and the Global 
Fund for AIDs, Tuberculosis, and Malaria. Each FIF 
was established in an ad hoc way—many as the result 
of a high-level political initiative—and customized to 
donor requirements. Notwithstanding the legal limita-
tions on the Bank’s responsibility for FIF-funded activi-
ties, these large undertakings entail opportunities and 
risks for development effectiveness and for the Bank. 
Independent evaluations indicate that the record to 
date is mixed on the development and aid effectiveness 
of FIF-funded partnership programs. It would be advis-
able for the Bank to review FIF experience to determine 
if its current framework for accepting and managing 
FIFs remains adequate for ensuring consistency with 
the Bank’s overall trust fund policy of only accepting 
trust funds (including FIFs) that promote development 
and aid effectiveness. 

Provision of supplemental resources for the 
Bank work program
Budget constraints are a main reason staff seek trust funds. 
Trust fund resources used by the Bank in support of its 
work program have grown significantly in relation to the 
Bank’s administrative budget, and now account for about 
23 percent of total Bank budget resources (Bank budget and 
Bank-executed trust funds). Units draw on trust funds for 
a wide range of Bank-executed activities, especially non-
lending technical assistance and incremental economic and 
sector work. They also pay for coordination and partner-
ship work, and sometimes provide operational support for 
the preparation and supervision of projects. Overall they 
account for 32 percent of expenditures on the Bank’s core 
knowledge products, with three-quarters of that total used 
for Bank analytical and advisory services (figure 5).

Accountability and risks
Managerial accountability is a way to ensure that resources 
are used to deliver results. The Bank’s accountabilities for the 
trust funds it manages are—with some exceptions—weaker 
than for IBRD/IDA and Bank budget-financed activities. 
These accountability weaknesses arise because the Bank 
and donors have agreed to parallel allocation, approval, and 
business processes (for example, for quality assurance, su-
pervision, and results reporting). Despite ongoing efforts at 
mainstreaming trust funds in Bank operational processes, 
many processes are attached to the source of funds rather 
than the development activity being financed. For example, 
some trust fund resources are allocated to Bank projects 

and studies using a lengthy and unpredictable process that 
is not synchronized with annual planning and budgeting 
exercises. This has generated inefficiency and weak ac-
counting for results. If Bank-managed trust funds are to be 
used efficiently and in an accountable way, they need to fol-
low the same policies, processes, and procedures that guide 
the use of the Bank’s core resources. 

The Bank’s management framework  
and policy
The Bank’s 2007 trust fund framework and policy focus 
primarily on financial and operational control processes, 
and are being implemented. But neither the framework nor 
the policy has been used to elucidate strategic issues in the 
Bank’s continuing uptake of responsibility in administer-
ing donor trust funds and their impact on Bank business. 
There are four such issues: (1) when and why trust funds 
should be used in advancing the Bank’s mandate; (2) what 
features of trust fund design and management foster their 
aid effectiveness; (3) the assignment and segregation at the 
corporate level of three separate functions: mobilizing trust 
fund resources, managing trust-funded programs, and 
managing the risks of Bank trust fund administration; and 
(4) how to account for the uses and results of the FIFs and 
the Bank-managed trust funds.

Overall, there are potential missed opportunities and risks 
to the Bank and its clients from the Bank continuing to ac-
cumulate trust fund resources and responsibilities without 
a strategic approach and more effective accountability. Cli-
ents face potential development risks and the Bank faces 
potential reputational risks from the Bank accepting trust-
eeship of individual trust funds that later fail to generate 
results and from taking on obligations that operate outside 
Bank operational policies (as in the case of the FIFs) or 
operate inconsistently with Bank commitments to aid ef-

   
gure 2.1

   
Trust Funds Finance over a Third of 
the Bank’s Core Knowledge Products

Source: World Bank database.
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fectiveness principles as set out in the Paris Declaration. 
Moreover, the unpredictability of multiyear donor contri-
butions to established trust funds and, therefore, of trust 
fund financing to recipients poses risks to program plan-
ning, both for clients and the Bank. 

recommendations

This evaluation concludes that because trust funds address 
limitations in bilateral aid and the existing multilateral 
system and have enabled the Bank to enhance its devel-
opment role, the Bank should continue to accept them. 
But changes are needed to foster more effective, efficient, 
and accountable use of trust funds. This evaluation rec-
ommends that the World Bank adopt a more structured 
and disciplined approach to the mobilization and deploy-
ment of these funds, based on the following three specific 
recommendations: 

1. For trust funds other than FIFs. To better align trust 
funds with recipient, donor, and Bank strategic priorities 
and improve their effectiveness, efficiency, and account-
ability for results, IEG recommends that the Bank adopt a 
three-pillar structure for trust funds, consisting of country-
specific trust funds, global and regional partnership pro-
grams, and umbrella facilities (see figure 6).

•	 Country-specific trust funds: The Bank should continue 
to accept trust funds created to support operations in a 
single country, because these funds have generally worked 
well in filling financing gaps and deploying donor funds 
in line with recipient priorities. They have allowed donors 
to target priority issues or countries, while at the same 
time helping mitigate the limits of bilateral aid exper-
tise and enhance aid coordination. The funds should be 
managed and accounted for using the same processes as 
for Bank budget or IDA/IBRD lending, and the relevant 
vice presidential unit should be accountable for their use 

and results in the context of country assistance strategies. 
If the existing trust fund portfolio were mapped to this 
proposed pillar, the pillar would account for nearly two-
thirds of total IBRD/IDA trust fund disbursements.

•	 Global and Regional Partnership Programs: For trust-
fund supported multicountry programs in which do-
nors want to be actively involved in governance and 
implementation, a formally structured partnership can 
foster stakeholder voice, transparency in governance 
and operations, and accountability for results. When 
partners select this option, the Bank should continue to 
participate and require that each partnership program 
have a charter, a governing body, a management unit, 
and terms of reference to guide the Bank’s participation. 
If the existing trust fund portfolio were mapped to this 
proposed pillar, the pillar would account for about one-
quarter of total IBRD/IDA trust fund disbursements.

•	 Umbrella facilities: The Bank and donors should phase 
out the other multiple-recipient-country funds (includ-
ing both those that support Bank-executed activities 
and those that support recipient-executed activities) 
and establish instead a small number of multidonor, 
multirecipient umbrella facilities to mobilize and deploy 
trust fund resources. This approach would help to solve 
the problems identified in the evaluation—operational 
inefficiency, inadequate accountability for results, and 
lack of objective and transparent allocation criteria.

Each such umbrella facility would be designed to support 
one or more of the strategic priorities agreed by the donors 
and the Bank. For example, the Bank might establish one 
facility focused on a priority theme such as governance or 
social development, which would receive trust fund con-
tributions and allocate resources upfront to vice presiden-
tial units for work in the thematic area. The administrative 
arrangements for each facility would be designed to con-

   
gure 2.1

   
Three-Pillar Structure for iBrD/iDA Trust FundsFigurE 6

Source: IEG.

Bank-administered trust funds

IBRD/IDA trust funds

Multicountry

Single-country
programs

Umbrella
facilities

Global and
Regional

Partnership
Programs

Global and
Regional

Partnership
Programs

Financing
mechanisms

Financial Intermediary Funds



summary |       21

solidate fund-raising, allocate the funds predictably and 
efficiently, and hold Bank staff and management account-
able for results. Arrangements need not be uniform across 
the facilities and could include sub-facilities or windows to 
which donors could direct contributions. (See figure 7.) The 
Bank would provide a single annual report on each facility 
to the Bank’s Board and all the facility’s donors (rather than 
reporting to donors individually). If the existing trust fund 
portfolio were mapped to this proposed pillar, it would ac-
count for only about one-tenth of total IBRD/IDA trust 
fund disbursements.

Implementing this recommendation would entail a careful 
consultation process between donors and the Bank, ad-
dressing, for example, selection of themes, mobilization of 
resources, and the phase out of existing trust fund arrange-
ments. IEG therefore recommends that senior management 
consult with the Bank’s shareholders and trust fund donors 
on the broad parameters of this change, and then structure 
and launch two or more umbrella facilities by July 2012, 
with the intention of making a full conversion by the end 
of 2016.

2. For FIFs. In light of the distinctive nature of the Bank’s 
role in relation to FIFs and the FIF portfolio’s considerable 
size, heterogeneity, varied experience, and risks, the Bank 
should strengthen its framework for guiding its accep-
tance and management of FIFs going forward. To do so, 
Bank management should: 

•	 Review	experience	to	date	on	the	development	effective-
ness of the funds and their synergy with the Bank’s own 
operations, and, based on that review, revisit the adequa-
cy of Operational Policy 14.40 for guiding acceptance 
and management of FIFs as a distinct business line.

•	 Seek	Board	approval	for	each	proposed	new	FIF.

•	 Report	 to	 the	Board	 regularly	on	FIFs’	delivery	of	 in-
tended results and the implications for the Bank’s pur-
suit of its development mandate and strategies. 

The review of FIFs and any resulting revisions of the Bank’s 
framework should be presented to the Board by the end of 
2011.

3. Implications for aid architecture. Trust funds are help-
ing to address bilateral aid limitations and fill operational 
gaps in traditional multilateral mechanisms, including 
IDA, notably by providing pooled financing for specific 
countries, targeted national development issues, and 
global public goods. They also serve to coordinate gov-
ernmental and nongovernmental sources of aid and sup-
port programs with new forms of governance. But their 

   
gure 2.1

   
Examples of umbrella Facility ArrangementsFigurE 7

Source: IEG.

Umbrella Facility

Strategy business plan

Results framework

Reporting

Window 1 Window 2 Window 3 Window 4



22 | Trust fund support for Development

potential added value, their aid effectiveness, and their 
coherence with other elements of the international aid 
architecture varies considerably across the many ways 
they are currently used. It would be useful, therefore, for 
the international aid community to reflect on the reasons 
for the gaps in the multilateral system that lead donors to 
use trust funds, and to assess the comparative advantages 
of the trust fund and other aid vehicles. Such reflection 

would help to identify opportunities for reforms in the 
multilateral aid architecture, including the World Bank, 
while allowing trust funds to specialize in situations where 
the multilateral institutions alone cannot be fully effective. 
The Bank should initiate such an assessment and a dis-
cussion with its shareholders to explore the comparative 
advantages of multilateral and trust fund aid modalities 
before the 2012 Annual Meeting.
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The Current Structure of the Bank’s Trust Fund Portfolio (FY09/10)FigurE A1

Source: Trust fund database.
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Contributions

Trust fund classification 
and donor type

Fiscal year

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 Total

financial intermediary fund 1,417 2,567 2,915 2,534 2,573 3,272 4,493 4,525 5,957 30,251 

sovereign government 1,059 1,870 2,236 2,058 2,253 2,941 4,207 4,180 5,161 25,965 

World Bank Group 103 243 242 342 212 2 2 2  2 1,151 

intergovernmental institutions 254 349 436 84 98 117 128 135 555 2,156 

private non-profit entities 0 104 0 50 0 200 100 146 120 720 

private for-profit organizations  —  —  — 0  —  — 3 3  —  6 

others  —  —  — 0 10 12 52 59 120 253 

iBrD/iDa trust funds 1,245 1,244 1,893 2,049 2,396 3,741 4,012 3,645 4,344 24,570 

sovereign government 979 957 1,400 1,536 1,781 2,718 2,977 2,841 3,609 18,798 

World Bank Group 93 56 189 161 99 246 191 209 104 1,348 

intergovernmental institutions 152 154 284 311 476 657 651 339 476 3,499 

private non-profit entities 17 72 16 30 21 48 43 120 42 409 

private for-profit organizations 5 4 5 12 18 73 150 136 112 516 

others (0) (0) (1) 0   —   —   —   —  — (1)

ifC trust funds 67 82 125 155 231 302 239 305 1,143 2,647 

sovereign governments 44 45 89 89 113 119 114 149 1,034 1,797 

World Bank Group 22 30 34 59 109 160 91 132 102 739 

intergovernmental institutions  — 7   — 7 5 16 18 18  1 73 

private non-profit entities   —   —   —   — 2 3 3 1  3 12 

private for-profit organizations   —   — 1 0 2 4 12 4  2 26 

others   —   —   — 0   —   —   —   —  —  0 

Grand total 2,728 3,893 4,932 4,738 5,200 7,314 8,743 8,475 11,444 57,468 

Source: Trust fund database.

TABlE A.1 Donor Contributions by Classification and Donor Type (uS$ millions)
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Program name

Fiscal year

Trust fund  
classifica-

tion 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 Total

Per-
cent of 

total

Global fund for aids, Tuberculosis, 

and Malaria fif 250 965 1,191 1,025 1,313 2,060 3,065 3,112 2,793 15,775 27

Global environment facility fif 386 514 1,003 734 720 831 787 696 581 6,253 11

heavily indebted poor Countries 

(initiative) fif 666 915 594 622 390 165 239 204 251 4,046 7

afghanistan reconstruction Trust 

fund

iBrD/iDa 

trust fund 41 230 280 449 363 463 745 525 620 3,716 6

ifC technical assistance trust funds

ifC trust 

fund 62 77 121 142 227 296 237 303 1,127 2,591 5

education for all/fast Track initia-

tive

iBrD/iDa 

trust fund  —  — 8 39 143 345 420 202 300 1,457 3

africa human Development iBrD/iDa 

trust fund 3 4 17 35 111 336 331 203 266 1,306 2

Carbon fund iBrD/iDa 

trust fund 5 9 30 66 163 130 202 344 230 1,179 2

Clean Technology fund fif  —  —  —  —  —  —  — 41 1,004 1,045 2

CGiar fif 89 110 99 130 100 89 94 104 143 959 2

other programs 1,225 1,069 1,588 1,497 1,670 2,599 2,623 2,741 4,129 19,140 33

Grand total  2,728 3,893 4,932 4,738 5,200 7,314 8,743 8,475 11,444 57,468

Source: Trust fund database.

TABlE A.2 Ten Programs received 67 Percent of Total FY02–10 Trust Fund Contributions (uS$ millions)
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Disbursements

Fiscal year

Classification and category 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
2002–10 

Total
CAgra 

(2002–10)

financial intermediary funds 926 1,282 1,737 2,191 2,358 3,012 3,208 3,027 4,786 22,525 23%

iBrD/iDa trust funds 954 1,210 1,450 1,820 1,872 2,594 3,275 3,624 3,686 20,485 18%

BeTfb 188 221 267 299 317 384 416 467 575 3,133 15%

reTfc 715 960 1,146 1,474 1,450 2,106 2,585 2,811 2,615 15,862 18%

Carbon fund transactions 0 1 1 2 12 19 145 180 133 495 115%

otherd 52 28 36 45 93 85 129 165 362 996 28%

ifC trust funds 51 69 84 109 134 188 241 274 996 2,145 45%

Total World Bank Group–

administered trust funds 1,931 2,561 3,270 4,120 4,363 5,793 6,724 6,925 9,468 45,155 22%

Source: Trust fund database. 
a. CAGR = Compound annual growth rate.
b. BETF = Bank-executed trust funds.
c. RETF = Recipient-executed trust funds.
d. Includes Internal Debt Service, Holding Accounts, and transfers from IBRD/IDA trust funds to non–World Bank Group organizations.

Source of funding

Fiscal year

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

2002–
10 

Total
CAgra 

(2002–10)

lending resource type

iBrDb  11,218 11,893 9,999 9,725 11,806  10,822  10,470  18,386 28,711 123,030 12%

iDab  6,579 6,957 6,853 8,856  8,862  8,390  9,090  9,194 11,423  76,204 7%

recipient-executed trust fund 

(reTf)  715 960 1,146 1,474  1,450  2,106  2,585  2,811  2,615  15,862 18%

reTf percentage (of iBrD, 

iDa, reTf) 4% 5% 6% 7%  7%  10%  12%  9%  6%  7%  

Source: Trust fund database.
a. CAGR = Compound annual growth rate.
b. From World Bank databases Portfolio Disbursement Information Report.

TABlE A.4 recipient-Executed Trust Funds’ Share of iBrD/iDA lending Disbursements (uS$ millions)

TABlE A.3 Trust Fund Disbursements by Classification and Category (uS$ millions)

Disbursements

                                  Fiscal year

           2002–10    CAgra

Classification and category 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 Total (2002–10)

financial intermediary funds 926 1,282 1,737 2,191 2,358 3,012 3,208 3,027 4,786 22,525 23%

iBrD/iDa trust funds 954 1,210 1,450 1,820 1,872 2,594 3,275 3,624 3,686 20,485 18%

BeTfb 188 221 267 299 317 384 416 467 575 3,133 15%

reTfc 715 960 1,146 1,474 1,450 2,106 2,585 2,811 2,615 15,862 18%

Carbon fund transactions 0 1 1 2 12 19 145 180 133 495 115%

otherd 52 28 36 45 93 85 129 165 362 996 28%

ifC trust funds 51 69 84 109 134 188 241 274 996 2,145 45%

Total World Bank Group– 

administered trust funds 1,931 2,561 3,270 4,120 4,363 5,793 6,724 6,925 9,468 45,155 22%

Source: Trust fund database. 
a. CAGR = Compound annual growth rate.
b. BETF = Bank-executed trust funds.
c. RETF = Recipient-executed trust funds.
d. Includes Internal Debt Service, Holding Accounts, and transfers from IBRD/IDA trust funds to non–World Bank Group organizations.

TABlE A.3 Trust Fund Disbursements by Classification and Category (uS$ millions)
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Source of funding

Fiscal year

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

2002–
10 

Total

CAgrb 
(2002–

10)

region  

 africa

  Bank budget actualsa 216 226 251 263 275 287 307 320 341 2,484 6%

  Bank-executed trust fund (BeTf) 28 32 39 45 47 58 70 79 95 493 17%

  BeTf percent (of Bank budget, BeTf) 11% 12% 14% 15% 15% 17% 19% 20% 22% 17%

 east asia & pacific

  Bank budget actualsa 112 113 131 136 143 143 152 161 167 1,257 5%

  BeTf 24 23 28 40 48 49 54 64 74 403 15%

  BeTf percent (of Bank budget, BeTf) 17% 17% 18% 23% 25% 26% 26% 28% 31% 24%

 europe & Central asia

  Bank budget actualsa 167 175 179 182 179 182 191 188 193 1,637 2%

  BeTf 13 12 13 13 12 13 9 12 18 115 4%

  BeTf percent (of Bank budget, BeTf) 7% 6% 7% 7% 6% 7% 4% 6% 9% 7%

 latin america & Caribbean 

  Bank budget actualsa 138 145 156 164 167 168 176 179 188 1,481 4%

  BeTf 12 14 14 12 9 12 12 13 18 115 5%

  BeTf percent (of Bank budget, BeTf) 8% 9% 8% 7% 5% 6% 6% 7% 9% 7%

 Middle east & n. africa

  Bank budget actualsa 66 71 80 86 93 91 102 108 115 812 7%

  BeTf 7 5 8 11 11 13 12 18 18 104 13%

  BeTf percent (of Bank budget, BeTf) 9% 7% 9% 12% 10% 13% 11% 14% 14% 11%

 south asia

  Bank budget actualsa 76 85 99 111 121 131 140 147 160 1,071 10%

  BeTf 5 7 9 12 12 16 24 22 33 139 28%

  BeTf percent (of Bank budget, BeTf) 6% 7% 8% 10% 9% 11% 14% 13% 17% 11%

networks            

 sustainable Development           

  Bank budget actualsa 72 76 83 86 87 87 90 100 104 784 5%

  BeTf 40 49 53 59 66 79 90 104 108 647 13%

  BeTf percent (of Bank budget, BeTf) 36% 39% 39% 41% 43% 48% 50% 51% 51% 45%

 finance and private sector Development

  Bank budget actualsa 26 29 32 33 34 33 39 40 42 308 6%

  BeTf 6 10 14 14 16 19 25 26 27 158 19%

  BeTf percent (of Bank budget, BeTf) 20% 26% 31% 30% 32% 36% 39% 40% 39% 34%

 human Development

  Bank budget actualsa 24 29 32 32 31 31 33 36 37 285 5%

  BeTf 5 10 10 10 11 13 16 17 28 121 24%

  BeTf percent (of Bank budget, BeTf) 17% 26% 24% 24% 27% 30% 33% 32% 43% 30%

 poverty reduction & economic Management

  Bank budget actualsa 22 24 27 28 29 29 32 32 32 256 5%

  BeTf 3 3 3 3 3 5 7 10 15 52 21%

  BeTf percent (of Bank budget, BeTf) 12% 10% 9% 9% 10% 15% 19% 24% 32% 17%

Source: World Bank database.
a. Bank budget actuals are from the World Bank databases Budget Cost Summary Report.
b. CAGR = Compound annual growth rate.

TABlE A.5 Bank-Executed Trust Funds’ Share of Bank Budget resources by Network and region  
(uS$ millions)
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Activity

Total for fiscal years

2002–04 2005–07 2008–10 2002–10

$ % $ % $ % $ %

financing of stand-alone projectsa 1.5 41 2.6 41 3.9 37 8.0 39

support of iBrD/iDa projects 1.0 29 2.1 33 3.5 33 6.6 32

   Cofinancing 0.8 22 1.8 28 3.2 31 5.8 28

   project preparation 0.1 3 0.1 2 0.1 1 0.3 2

   appraisal & supervision 0.1 4 0.1 2 0.2 1 0.4 2

Transfersb 0.1 4 0.3 4 0.7 7 1.1 5

implementation of Global environmental 

facility projects 0.4 10 0.5 8 0.7 6 1.6 8

Miscellaneousc 0.3 8 0.4 6 0.6 6 1.3 6

Carbon fund transactions 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.5 4 0.5 2

analytical and advisory activities 0.2 4 0.3 4 0.4 4 0.8 4

Trust fund/grant admin and secretariatsd 0.1 2 0.1 2 0.2 2 0.4 2

Debt service (non-iBrD/iDa) 0.0 1 0.0 0 0.1 1 0.1 1

Total iBrD/iDa trust funds 3.6 100 6.3 100  10.6 100  20.5 100

Source: Trust fund database.
a. Includes fully trust-funded projects.
b. Includes internal debt service, holding accounts, and transfers from IBRD/IDA trust funds to IFC and non–World Bank Group organizations.
c. Includes internal processes, knowledge management, partnership support, evaluations, and monitoring.
d. Includes secretariats for global partnerships and financial intermediary programs.

Classification  
and donor type

Fiscal year

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
2002–10 
average

fif 47 49 51 50 48 49 49 50 55 50

Multidonor 15 15 15 15 14 15 15 16 24 16

single donor 32 34 36 35 34 34 34 34 31 34

iBrD/iDa trust fund 759 768 718 663 727 779 757 761 773 745

Multidonor 73 88 107 129 172 214 237 264 310 177

single donor 686 680 611 534 555 565 520 497 463 568

ifC trust fund 115 112 134 125 152 185 213 233 247 168

Multidonor 13 19 22 30 38 56 74 82 93 47

single donor 102 93 112 95 114 129 139 151 154 121

Total 921 929 903 838 927 1,013 1,019 1,044 1,075 963

TABlE A.6 Activities Financed by iBrD/iDA Trust Fund Disbursements (uS$ billions and percentages)

TABlE A.7 Number of Active Main Single- and Multidonor Trust Funds by Classification
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Fiscal year

Classification 
and donor type 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2002–10 average

fif 0.9 1.3 1.7 2.2 2.4 3.0 3.2 3.0 4.8 2.5

Multidonor 0.7 0.9 1.4 1.8 1.9 3.0 3.2 3.0 4.7 2.3

single donor 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.2

iBrD/iDa trust fund 1.0 1.2 1.4 1.8 1.9 2.6 3.3 3.6 3.7 2.3

Multidonor 0.4 0.5 0.7 1.0 1.3 1.8 2.4 2.7 2.7 1.5

single donor 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.8 0.6 0.8 0.9 0.9 1.0 0.8

ifC trust fund 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.3 1.0 0.2

Multidonor 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1

single donor 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.9 0.2

Total 1.9 2.6 3.3 4.1 4.4 5.8 6.7 6.9 9.5 5.0

recipient country/territory

Fiscal year

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
2002–10 

total

2002–10 
percent of 

total

afghanistan 0 183 221 367 349 454 498 686 456 3,215 16%

West Bank and Gaza 36 94 171 236 123 49 217 245 299 1,471 7%

ethiopia 4 8 2 5 14 312 270 301 321 1,239 6%

China 53 60 79 99 78 102 269 256 226 1,221 6%

indonesia 79 62 46 39 193 167 151 172 212 1,122 5%

vietnam 40 47 55 127 92 168 120 109 100 859 4%

sudan 0 0 0 2 14 101 123 61 227 528 3%

Bangladesh 18 41 45 19 24 51 138 97 58 491 2%

iraq  —  — 2 25 37 44 68 109 94 378 2%

Timor-leste 42 52 49 44 18 29 18 17 16 287 1%

all other recipients 682 661 780 857 931 1,116 1,403 1,571 1,676 9,675 47%

Total 954 1,210 1,450 1,820 1,872 2,594 3,275 3,624 3,686 20,485

Source: Trust fund database.

TABlE A.8

TABlE A.9

Single- and Multidonor Trust Fund Disbursements by Classification (uS$ billions)

Ten recipient Countries/Territories receive 53 Percent of Total iBrD/iDA Trust Fund  
Disbursements (uS$ millions)
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Management response

introduction

Management welcomes the Independent Evaluation Group 
(IEG) evaluation of the World Bank’s trust Fund portfolio. 
The evaluation findings are based on 8 country case stud-
ies and review of 36 trust-funded programs, as well as in-
terviews with officials of donor and recipient-country pro-
grams, other stakeholders, Bank management and staff.

Management finds that the IEG evaluation provides a help-
ful overview of the role of trust funds in the context of the 
aid architecture and of the issues and challenges linked to 
the management of the Bank’s growing trust fund portfolio. 
Management agrees with the finding that trust funds have 
added value in many circumstances, noting especially their 
role in crises and emergencies and financing global public 
goods. Management would also note their usefulness in pi-
loting innovative development assistance approaches.

For the most part, IEG’s findings are consistent with the 
Bank’s ongoing efforts to improve the management of trust 
funds and they offer further guidance to move the reform 
agenda forward. Management does consider that the di-
agnosis and analysis of the report could have been further 
developed to better support some of the conclusions and 
recommendations of the evaluation. Notably, the IEG re-
port could have more systematically considered the drivers 
behind the creation of trust funds or Financial Intermedi-
ary Funds (FIFs)—especially the international context that 
might explain a tendency toward ad-hocism in dealing with 
emerging issues—and how the Bank could best manage 
multiple vested interests (internal and external) that con-
tribute to trust fund fragmentation. Those drivers must be 
taken into account in pursuing further improvements in 
trust fund policy and management.

General Comments

Management has comments on the report’s diagnosis and 
analysis, the assessment of effectiveness of trust funds, and 
the conclusion and recommendations. 

Diagnosis and analysis 
Trust funds in the aid architecture. While trust funds may at 
times fill gaps in the multilateral system, management notes 

that the strengths of the multilateral system (vis-à-vis bilat-
eral aid) play an important role in driving the establishment 
of trust funds. For instance, donors’ limited presence in some 
developing countries or limited funds management and im-
plementation capacity in certain sectors may account for the 
use of multilateral platforms (that is, in the role of trustee or 
implementing agency) to achieve bilateral objectives. As not-
ed by a recent OECD-DAC report on multilateral aid (OECD 
2010), the use of trust funds gives donors more visibility and 
influence, reduces transaction costs, and allows them to target 
countries where their bilateral presence is limited. 

It is important to distinguish more clearly the role of regu-
lar trust funds and FIFs. Regular trust funds represent bi-
lateral aid channeled through non-core contributions to the 
multilateral system (so-called multi-bi aid), which roughly 
accounts for 11 percent of Official Development Assistance 
(ODA) disbursements, as noted in the IEG report. As these 
funds are recorded as bilateral aid, they more likely comple-
ment rather than compete with multilateral channels. On the 
other hand, as FIFs support programs or funds that are typi-
cally recorded as multilateral aid (and which account for an 
estimated 5 percent of ODA) their funding is more likely to 
compete with funding for other multilateral channels.

Analysis of the Bank’s trust fund portfolio and policy. 
The review of the trust fund portfolio and policies seems 
somewhat static and does not fully capture changing trends, 
particularly in recent years. Management disagrees with 
the evaluation finding that the Recipient-executed trust 
fund (RETF)/Bank-executed trust fund (BETF) typology 
has limited relevance as way of guiding and accounting for 
trust fund uses and results. Trend analysis using the trust 
fund typology, including BETFs and RETFs, has been in-
ternalized within the Bank and has helped to improve the 
understanding of the role and evolution of trust funds and 
their interaction with the Bank budget and operations. The 
RETF/BETF typology has proven especially effective in re-
porting to the Board. In response to the Board’s expressed 
desire to see a sharper distinction between IBRD/IDA trust 
funds, FIFs, and IFC trust funds, the 2010 Annual Report on 
the trust fund portfolio (World Bank forthcoming) presents 
the analysis in separate sections.
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Since the launch of the 2007 Trust Fund Management 
Framework, significant progress has been made in imple-
menting trust fund reforms. As reported to the Bank’s Board 
in June 2010 (World Bank 2010f), there is now increased 
reliance on multidonor trust funds, greater alignment of 
RETFs with Bank policies for IBRD/IDA lending, improved 
data analysis and risk management, and increased cost re-
covery. With respect to IEG’s concerns regarding account-
ability and risks associated with trust funds, management 
has already taken significant action. Notably, management 
has put in place an enhanced multiyear budget framework 
that reflects all sources and uses of financial resources (in-
cluding external resources) and the associated deliverables 
and results. Donor funding and foreign exchange risk man-
agement continue to be strengthened and operational risks 
are being addressed through the mainstreaming of trust 
fund risk assessments with Bank business processes (that 
is, application of Operational Risk Assessment Framework 
to RETFs since July 2010). 

Management acknowledges that while much progress has 
been made in reforming the management of trust funds, 
further changes are needed and reforms continue to evolve. 

Management also notes that Board engagement and over-
sight of the Bank’s trust fund portfolio has substantially in-
creased. It now entails annual reporting through Technical 
Briefs (with a full-fledged update every two years) and reg-
ular reporting in the context of Quarterly Business Reviews 
and Medium-Term Strategic Framework reports. 

Political economy aspects. Management would have wel-
comed a more systematic discussion of the political econ-
omy factors (both internal and external) that underlie the 
creation of trust funds. This is done, to some extent, when 
the IEG evaluation notes that the creation of new global 
programs (and FIFs supporting these) is often linked to 
G-7/ G-20 initiatives. It is important to recognize from the 
outset that there are multiple interests at play at the level of 
donors—involving several constituencies, from parliaments 
to executive powers with a wide variety of decision-making 
processes, from centralized to very decentralized.

Focusing on political economy aspects would explain do-
nors’ seemingly ad-hoc behavior in creating trust funds, 
often responding to the need for visibility on issues of na-
tional interest and seeking swift action by the Bank. While 
the Bank has been successful in meeting donor demands 
and trust funds are basically aligned with the Bank’s broad 
strategy, there is a recognition that trust funds are contrib-
uting to aid fragmentation. These factors must be taken 
into account as the Bank moves forward with its work on 
improving the Bank’s trust fund framework. 

Effectiveness of trust funds 
Additionality. The issue of additionality may be more com-

plex than presented in the IEG evaluation. While manage-
ment agrees that trust funds may not mobilize additional 
ODA resources, they can leverage funds from non-ODA 
sources. In addition, trust funds channeled through multi-
laterals may be more effective than funds provided bilater-
ally (which are sometimes tied, support political agendas, 
and are less coordinated). The metrics used in this section 
of the report might have been more explicit and the discus-
sion could have been more nuanced and evidence-based.

Consistency with aid-effectiveness principles. Manage-
ment agrees with the evaluation’s view that the majority of 
country-specific trust funds are better aligned with country 
priorities than thematic/sector-focused trust funds. How-
ever, this view seems in conflict with the assertion that the 
value added of trust funds is more evident in the financing 
of global public goods than when they finance country pri-
orities. In addition, management would have hoped to see 
more discussion of trust funds results frameworks, includ-
ing monitoring and evaluation. Notably, IEG could have 
addressed the need to develop common frameworks to 
assess the results and development impact of various trust 
fund categories, particularly of FIFs. 

recommendations

Management concurs with the thrust of the recommenda-
tions, while not agreeing to certain specific aspects. Specific 
comments are provided in the attached annex.

More broadly, management accepts that timelines and com-
pletion dates are important in its commitments. However, 
management finds that their inclusion in IEG recommen-
dations is highly unusual. IEG assessments may not take 
into account all Bank priorities, resource allocation issues, 
and constraints. 

For trust funds other than FIFs
Three-pillar structure. While management finds some 
elements of the proposed structure appealing, it does not 
see the overall usefulness of the typology. Most notably, 
management does not consider trust funds managed un-
der Global and Regional Partnership Programs (GRPPs) as 
a separate trust fund category with separate accountabili-
ties. Management notes that regardless of the governance 
arrangements, all IBRD/IDA trust funds—including those 
supporting GRPPs— need to be aligned with Bank/recipi-
ent country or sector strategies and managed in accordance 
with Bank policies and procedures. 

Umbrella facilities. Management finds that the recom-
mendation to establish umbrella facilities is, in principle, 
consistent with current thinking in some parts of the Bank 
and could be part of a more structured approach to fund-
raising. The practical application of this approach needs to 
be determined, as well as whether such an approach would 
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work better than existing thematic trust funds. Given the 
political economy issues raised above, it would be impor-
tant to identify a process whereby a consensus for change 
could be built. This would require systematic consultations 
not only with donors but also with recipient countries.

Financial Intermediary Funds
Framework for guiding the acceptance of FIFs. Manage-
ment agrees that a strengthened framework for guiding 
the Bank’s acceptance and management of FIFs would be 
beneficial to management and staff, and help improve the 
alignment of new FIFs with the Bank’s development man-
date and strategies. In doing so, management notes that it 
will continue to treat FIFs as a separate business line, where 
the Bank provides financial intermediary services to sup-
port broad international partnerships. In that context, FIFs 
for which the Bank’s role is trustee only cannot be expected 
to have synergies with specific Bank operations, as implied 
in the IEG recommendation. 

Reporting on FIF results. This subrecommendation does 
not fit with the mandate given by donors to the Bank as 
trustee. The trustee responsibilities do not include reporting 
on results related to development effectiveness. The Bank’s 
value added in producing these reports—and indeed its abil-
ity to do so—is thus not immediately obvious. The responsi-
bility of reviewing and monitoring FIF results rests with the 
governing bodies of FIFs, based on the results frameworks 
that these governing bodies develop and monitor in cooper-
ation with partners. Should the Bank be asked to report on 
FIF results, it would be a secondary report, compiled from 
reports provided only by the FIF governing bodies. 

Management notes that the Bank does report to the Board 
on the efficiency and effectiveness with which it carries out 
its trustee mandate. Specifically, it reports on the provision 
of an essential set of financial intermediary services (in-

cluding receiving funds from contributors, investing liquid 
assets pending cash transfer, transferring funds, and re-
porting to the contributors or governing body on the funds 
held in the FIF). 

Implications for Aid Architecture
Management concurs that it would be useful for the aid 
community to reflect on the reasons for the gaps in the 
multilateral system and the comparative advantages (real or 
perceived) of trust funds and other aid channels. However, 
management considers that it would not be appropriate for 
the Bank to conduct an assessment of the comparative ad-
vantage of these aid modalities. The Bank is engaged in a 
continued dialogue with donors on these issues through its 
work on IDA, trust funds, and FIFs. In this context, man-
agement notes that in understanding the factors driving 
donors’ decisions to use different channels, particular atten-
tion needs to be given to understanding the organizational 
and political dimensions underpinning donor behavior.

Conclusion

Management finds this evaluation to be of good quality 
and important in identifying important issues for consid-
eration as it goes forward with the next round of trust fund 
reforms. Despite less than full agreement with some of the 
specifics in the recommendations, management will active-
ly use IEG’s findings in formulating action and reporting to 
executive directors. Specifically, IEG’s findings on FIFs are 
already informing the preparation of a strengthened frame-
work for guiding the Bank’s acceptance and management of 
FIFs, to be presented to the Board in FY12. Management is 
also actively reviewing three important aspects of non-FIF 
trust funds—fund raising, cost recovery, and consolida-
tion—and will report to the Board on progress and for de-
cisions in the context of regular reporting on trust funds.
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1. For trust funds other than FIFs. To better align trust funds 

with recipient, donor, and Bank strategic priorities and improve 

their effectiveness, efficiency, and accountability for results, ieG 

recommends that the Bank adopt a three-pillar structure for 

trust funds, consisting of country-specific trust funds, Global and 

regional partnership programs (Grpps), and umbrella facilities. 

•	 Country-specific	 trust	 funds: The Bank should continue to 

accept trust funds created to support operations in a single 

country, because these funds have generally worked well in 

filling financing gaps and deploying donor funds in line with 

recipient priorities. They have allowed donors to target prior-

ity issues or countries, while at the same time helping mitigate 

the limits of bilateral aid expertise and enhance aid coordina-

tion. The funds should be managed and accounted for using 

the same processes as for Bank budget or iDa/iBrD lending, 

and the relevant vice presidential unit (vpu) should be ac-

countable for their use and results in the context of country 

assistance strategies. if the existing trust fund portfolio were 

mapped to this proposed pillar, the pillar would account for 

nearly two-thirds of total iBrD/iDa trust fund disbursements.

•	 Global	and	Regional	Partnership	Programs: for trust-fund 

supported multiple- country programs in which donors want 

to be actively involved in governance and implementation, a 

formally structured partnership can foster stakeholder voice, 

transparency in governance and operations, and account-

ability for results. When partners select this option, the Bank 

should continue to participate and require that each partner-

ship program have a charter, a governing body, a management 

unit, and terms of reference to guide the Bank’s participation. if 

the existing trust fund portfolio were mapped to this proposed 

pillar, the pillar would account for about one-quarter of total 

iBrD/iDa trust fund disbursements.

Management	Action	Record	

 
Management response

Major Monitorable iEg recommendations 
requiring a response

Not	Agreed.	Management does not agree to this three-pillar 

structure. While management is interested in better understand-

ing ieG’s perspective, it does not currently see the usefulness the 

proposed typology as presented. The three-pillar structure also 

does not take into account that trust funds are vehicles for chan-

neling aid resources (that is, they are a funding source) and not 

programs in and of themselves.

Management notes that regardless of the governance arrange-

ment, the Bank is responsible for managing all iBrD/iBrD trust 

funds, including those supporting Grpps, in accordance with Bank 

policies and procedures (for Bank Budget or iDa/iBrD lending). 

“shared governance” in the case of Grpps does not create shared 

accountability for the use of funds provided to the Bank in trust, 

(though it can mean that other partners—donors, and even other 

stakeholders—may join with the Bank in making decisions on the 

strategic direction or fund allocation within the program). 

specific comments on the bullet points provided with the overall 

ieG recommendation are provided below. 

Management does think that country specific (and thematic) trust 

funds should be managed using the same processes as for the 

Bank budget and iDa/iBrD lending, in line with the Trust fund 

Management framework and as stated in op/Bp 14.40. While 

much has been achieved in the past two years, further work is 

needed to better integrate trust funds with Bank policies as they 

are modernized. Work is under way, notably in the context of 

investment lending reform, and management will report on prog-

ress in integrating reTfs under investment lending operational 

policy in the coming months.

Management does not believe that a separate charter or a 

governing body should be required for all Grpps. While man-

agement does think that clear governance arrangements are 

needed, appropriate to the nature, scope, complexity and risks 

of the partnership program. in some cases, this objective can 

be achieved through provisions within trust fund agreements. 

Management also thinks that Bank staff associated with Grpps 

should operate under clear terms of reference and is working on 

guidance. (see the Management response to ieG’s assessment of 

the World Bank’s involvement in Global and regional partnerships 

and programs.)
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•	 Umbrella	Facilities: The Bank and donors should phase out 

the other multiple-recipient-country funds (including both 

those that support Bank- and recipient-executed activities) 

and establish instead a small number of multidonor, multire-

cipient umbrella facilities to mobilize and deploy trust fund 

resources. This approach would help to solve the problems 

identified in the evaluation—operational inefficiency, inad-

equate accountability for results, and lack of objective and 

transparent allocation criteria.

each such umbrella facility would be designed to support one or 

more of the strategic priorities agreed by the donors and the Bank. 

for example, the Bank might establish one facility focused on a 

priority theme such as governance or social development, which 

would receive trust fund contributions and allocate resources 

upfront to vpus for work in the thematic area. The administrative 

arrangements for each facility would be designed to consolidate 

fund-raising, allocate the funds predictably and efficiently, and 

hold Bank staff and management accountable for results. arrange-

ments need not be uniform across the facilities and could include 

subfacilities or windows to which donors could direct contribu-

tions. The Bank would provide a single annual report on each 

facility to the Bank’s Board and all the facility’s donors (rather than 

reporting to donors individually). if the existing trust fund portfo-

lio were mapped to this proposed pillar, it would account for only 

about one-tenth of total iBrD/iDa trust fund disbursements.

implementing this recommendation would entail a careful 

consultation process between donors and the Bank, addressing, 

for example, selection of themes, mobilization of resources, and 

the phase-out existing trust fund arrangements. ieG therefore 

recommends that senior management consult with the Bank’s 

shareholders and trust fund donors on the broad parameters of 

this change, and then structure and launch two or more umbrella 

facilities by July 2012, with the intention of making a full conver-

sion by the end of 2016.

2. For FIFs. in light of the distinctive nature of the Bank’s role in 

relation to fifs and the fif portfolio’s considerable size, heteroge-

neity, varied experience, and risks, the Bank should strengthen	

its	framework	for	guiding	its	acceptance	and	management	of	

FIFs going forward. To do so, Bank management should: 

•	 Review	experience	to	date	on	the	development	effectiveness	

of the funds and their synergy with the Bank’s own operations, 

and, based on that review, revisit operational policy 14.40’s 

adequacy for guiding acceptance and management of fifs as 

a distinct business line.

•	 Seek	Board	approval	for	each	proposed	new	FIF.

•	 Report	to	the	Board	regularly	on	FIFs’	delivery	of	intended	

Management	Action	Record	(continued)

 
Management response

Major Monitorable iEg recommendations 
requiring a response

The bullet point is in principle consistent with current thinking 

in some parts of the Bank regarding the consolidation of its trust 

fund portfolio and to have a more structured approach to fund-

raising. however, the practical application of this approach will 

still need to be determined, as well as whether such a concept 

will work better than existing thematic trust funds, which already 

embody many of the features suggested by ieG. 

Given the political economy issues driving the creation of trust 

funds, management will work to identify a process whereby a 

consensus for change could be built. This would require system-

atic consultations not only with donors, but also with recipient 

countries. 

 

Partially	Agreed.	Management agrees to prepare a strengthened 

framework for guiding the Bank’s acceptance and management of 

fifs and expects to present it to the Board in fY12.

in preparing the framework, management will review the Bank’s 

experience to date in accepting, establishing, and managing fifs 

and it will revisit operational policy 14.40, including the defini-

tion of fifs and the adequacy of operational policy 14.40 for 

guiding the acceptance and management of fifs. in conducting 

this review, management will continue to treat fifs as a separate 

business line, where the Bank provides financial intermediation 

services to shareholders and clients to support broader interna-

tional development partnerships. in that context, fifs for which 



Management action record |       35

Management	Action	Record	(continued)

 
Management response

Major Monitorable iEg recommendations 
requiring a response

results and the implications for the Bank’s pursuit of its devel-

opment mandate and strategies.

The review of fifs and any resulting revisions of the Bank’s frame-

work should be presented to the Board by the end of 2011.

3. Implications	for	aid	architecture. Trust funds are helping 

to address bilateral aid limitations and fill operational gaps in 

traditional multilateral mechanisms, including iDa, notably by pro-

viding pooled financing for specific countries, targeted national 

development issues, and global public goods. They also serve to 

coordinate governmental and nongovernmental sources of aid 

and support programs with new forms of governance. But their 

potential added value, their aid effectiveness, and their coherence 

with other elements of the international aid architecture varies 

considerably across the many ways that they are currently used. it 

would be useful, therefore, for the international aid community to 

reflect on the reasons for the gaps in the multilateral system that 

lead donors to use trust funds and to assess the comparative ad-

vantages of the trust fund and other aid vehicles. such reflection 

would help to identify opportunities for reforms in the multilateral 

aid architecture, including the World Bank, while allowing trust 

funds to specialize on situations where the multilateral institutions 

alone cannot be fully effective. The Bank should initiate such an 

assessment	and	a	discussion	with	its	shareholders	to	explore	

the	comparative	advantages	of	multilateral	and	trust	fund	aid	

modalities before the 2012 annual Meeting.

the Bank’s role is that of trustee only cannot be expected to have 

full synergy with the Bank’s own operations, as implied in the ieG 

recommendation. 

Management accepts the principle of Board approval for fifs and 

will develop relevant criteria and procedures as part of the fif 

framework referred to above.

Management does not agree to report to the Board regularly on 

fif results. it notes that assessing development effectiveness is 

the responsibility of the fif governing bodies. as such, the Bank 

has no mandate for conducting reviews of the development ef-

fectiveness of fifs to report to the Board on the overall delivery of 

fif results. 

Partially	Agreed.	Management believes that it would not be ap-

propriate for the Bank to initiate an assessment of the comparative 

advantage of multilateral and trust fund aid modalities. however, 

management does agree that it is important to better under-

stand the factors driving donors’ decisions to use multilateral or 

trust fund modalities, including how they assess their respective 

comparative advantage. Through its work on iDa, trust funds, 

and fifs, the Bank regularly engages donors on these complex 

issues. in the context of iDa 16, the Bank has worked to make the 

case for multilateralism and in the case of trust funds and fifs, it is 

working toward greater selectivity and clarity on the type of gaps 

these mechanisms are filling, in line with the principle of “think 

twice” agreed in accra. furthermore, the Bank is actively involved 

in helping to shape the international agenda on aid effectiveness, 

including through active participation in the upcoming high level 

forum on aid effectiveness to be held in Busan this november.
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Chairperson’s summary:

informal Meeting of the executive Board

Executive Directors discussed the IEG evaluations on the 
Bank’s Trust Fund Portfolio and Global and Regional Part-
nership Programs (GRPPs) and management’s responses. 
Executive Directors noted that the evaluations and re-
sponses provide useful input to the Board and management 
to improve the Bank’s approach to trust funds and partner-
ship programs. They welcomed the largely common ground 
they saw in both the reports and management’s responses, 
and they looked forward to further engagements on trust 
funds and partnerships. A number of Executive Directors 
highlighted the need to ensure that trust fund resources 
and partnership programs are used to support the Post-
Crisis Directions and that this strategic approach should 
be taken forward through the implementation of the Trust 
Fund Management Framework and the planned partner-
ship management framework.

On trust funds, Executive Directors encouraged manage-
ment to draw on Independent Evaluation Group (IEG) 
findings and ideas such as “umbrella facilities,” noting that 
it would be important to retain flexibility while improv-
ing the Bank’s oversight and strategic alignment of trust 
funds. This will require close consultations with all stake-
holders. Executive Directors agreed with IEG and man-
agement on the need to increase Board engagement on 
Financial Intermediary Funds (FIFs), particularly in light 
of the Bank’s reputational risks. They welcomed manage-
ment’s agreement with IEG’s recommendation to develop 
a strengthened framework for the acceptance and man-
agement of FIFs, including developing relevant criteria 
and procedures for Board approval of new FIFs. Executive 
Directors also encouraged management to follow up on 
the recommendation to report regularly to the Board on 
FIF programs and their implications for the Bank’s own 

programs and strategies. Some Executive Directors en-
couraged management to play a central role in analyzing 
the comparative advantage of trust funds and other aid 
vehicles, including in the context of High Level Fora on 
Aid Effectiveness.

Several Executive Directors raised concerns about the pro-
liferation of and growing dependency on Bank-Executed 
Trust Funds for core Bank work and underscored the need 
to ensure the alignment of these resources with Bank strate-
gies and the Post-Crisis Directions, notably through better 
integration of these resources in Bank’s budget and planning 
processes. They welcomed management’s work to integrate 
Bank-Executed Trust Funds in work program agreements 
and to develop an integrated planning system. Executive 
Directors expressed their expectation that these questions 
will be adequately covered in the upcoming Board update 
on progress with the Trust Funds Framework. Some Execu-
tive Directors also called for a “road map” encompassing 
key strategy, governance, and operational issues.

With regard to Global and Regional Partnership Programs 
(GRPPs), several Executive Directors expressed support for 
the findings of IEG’s report and welcomed management’s 
further consultation with donors and beneficiaries. They 
underscored the importance of a stronger selectivity frame-
work for engaging with GRPPs and stronger oversight and 
risk management. As with trust funds, partnership selectiv-
ity should be informed by the Post Crisis Directions and by 
country demand. Executive Directors also highlighted the 
need for improved information systems on GRPPs and bet-
ter reporting to the Board.

Finally, several Executive Directors stressed the importance 
of adequate monitoring and evaluation systems to strength-
en the results of trust funds and partnerships alike.

Sri Mulyani Indrawati, Chairperson
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page 9 Primary school children, Timor-Leste. Photo courtesy of Alex Baluyut/The World Bank.

page 12 Drought-ravaged fields in Mali. Photo courtesy of Curt Carnemark/The World Bank.

page 13  Rescue workers in Indonesia sift through ruins of building in Pandang after 7.6 magnitude earthquake struck. 
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page 15  Doctors and scientists run tests on Avian Flu in a laboratory in Hanoi, Vietnam. Photo courtesy of Simone D. Mc-
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page 17 War-damaged building, Bosnia and Herzegovina. Photo courtesy of Hidajet Delic-Degi/The World Bank.

page 21  A man steps over a newly opened irrigation canal, Timor-Leste. Photo courtesy of Alex Baluyut/The World 
Bank.
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The World Bank Group

WORKING FOR A WORLD FREE  
OF POVERTY

The World Bank Group consists of five institutions—

the International Bank for Reconstruction and De-

velopment (IBRD), the International Finance Corporation 

(IFC), the International Development Association (IDA), 

the Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency (MIGA), 

and the International Centre for the Settlement of Invest-

ment Disputes (ICSID). Its mission is to fight poverty for 

lasting results and to help people help themselves and 

their environment by providing resources, sharing knowl-

edge, building capacity, and forging partnerships in the 

public and private sectors.

The Independent Evaluation Group

IMPROVING DEVELOPMENT RESULTS 
THROUGH EXCELLENCE IN EVALUATION

The Independent Evaluation Group (IEG) is an 

independent unit within the World Bank Group. It 

reports directly to the Board of Executive Directors, which 

oversees IEG’s work through its Committee on Develop-

ment Effectiveness. IEG is charged with evaluating the 

activities of the World Bank (the International Bank for 

Reconstruction and Development and the International 

Development Association), the work of the International 

Finance Corporation in private sector development, and 

the guarantee projects and services of the Multilateral 

Investment Guarantee Agency. 

The goals of evaluation are to learn from experience, to 

provide an objective basis for assessing the results of the 

Bank Group’s work, and to provide accountability in the 

achievement of its objectives. It also improves Bank Group 

work by identifying and disseminating the lessons learned 

from experience and by framing recommendations drawn 

from evaluation findings.
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