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Comments from the United States on Decision by Mail: Revised PPCR Results 

Framework  

We appreciate the work that the CIF Administrative Unit put into adjusting the PPCR 

Results Framework.  We also appreciate that this process was pilot country driven in 

close coordination with the CIF Administrative Unit, donors and MDBs.  As the CIFs 

were designed as a pilot initiative that adjust to meet the donor and recipient country 

needs, it is appropriate to consider this framework to be a living document that changes 

throughout the life cycle of the PPCR.  We support the streamlining approach laid out in 

the paper.  In particular, reducing the number of indicators from 22 to 11 with 5 core 

indicators makes good sense but want to allow for the flexibility to have the right 

indicators that provide the right incentives and information in the context of the PPCR.  

It will reduce the reporting burden on recipient countries, the AU, and implementing 

agencies and will sharpen the focus on results by focusing on a smaller set of 

indicators. 

We have a few specific comments, including: 

 Paragraph 12: As Board members of the MDBs, we can attest to the strength of 
the project/program output indicators that the MDBs develop and are comfortable 
with the MDBs managing these on a per project/program basis.  It would be 
inefficient to duplicate these efforts. 

 Paragraph 15: It will be important to reevaluate how well and often the MDBs and 
PPCR pilot countries report on optional indicators in the coming years.  It may be 
more appropriate to require that certain types of projects address certain optional 
indicators.  For instance, all water projects should include optional indicator A1.4 
and all hydro meteorological data programs should include optional indicator B3.  
We look forward to reviewing progress in this area in the future. 

 Paragraph 24: It is unclear how revisions to previously endorsed SPCRs will be 
applied practically and consistently.  While it may be appropriate to have different 
expectations for different SPCRs at different stages of development, further 
guidance may be needed. 

 Indicator A1.1:  The indicator needs a baseline percentage.  This should be 
noted in the table.  Also, as the indicator is focusing on households whose 
livelihoods have improved, it should read "Percentage of households…" In other 
words, delete "Change in" at beginning of indicator.   Finally, there is a question 
of attribution.  Is the indicator attempting to measure households with improved 
livelihoods due to the PPCR activities?  If so, this should be noted in the indicator 
("… whose livelihoods have improved due to PPCR intervention (acquisition…") 

 Indicator A1.2: Damages and losses will depend, among other things, on 
population and GDP.  It may be helpful to scale the damages and losses by real 
GDP or population before looking at changes.  Failure to do so could lead to a 
downward bias in impacts of PPCR on reduced damages/losses. 



 Indicator B1:  Recognizing the need for flexibility across countries and PPCR 
interventions in designing indicators, it would be helpful to make indicators as 
quantitative as possible.  Please clarify why measuring the number of 
households and/or businesses using PPCR supported tools is not the metric and 
how “extent to which vulnerable households…use improved PPCR supported 
tools…” would differ from number of households. 


