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Executive Summary

» The 2020 Africa Country Policy and Institutional Assessment (CPIA) report covers the period
from January to December 2019. The addition of Somalia brought the number of the region’s
International Development Association (IDA)—eligible countries to 39. The overall CPIA score for
the region’s 39 IDA-eligible countries came in at 3.1, the same as in the previous three years, in a
context of moderating per capita growth.

» The average scores for most of the CPIA clusters trended down in 2019. While the average score
for the economic management cluster was unchanged from last year’s assessment, the average
scores for the other three clusters—structural policies, social inclusion, and public management
and institutions—declined, indicating that the quality of policies and institutions in the region’s
IDA countries weakened in 2019.

» The weakening of structural policies was reflected in the decline in the quality of trade policy,
uneven improvements in the regulations affecting factor and product markets, and further
deterioration of the financial sector performance. In the area of social inclusion, many countries
experienced a decrease in the quality of service delivery that affects access to and quality of
health and education services. In the broader area of governance, limited progress was made in
strengthening property rights, and transparency and accountability. In addition, the quality of
public administration declined, and financial management systems and revenue mobilization
capacity weakened in many countries.

» AsTable ES.1 illustrates, the gains were mostly in the areas of economic management and
environmental sustainability. Although debt sustainability remained a concern, fiscal policy
improved along with debt management capacity. The institutions for environmental
sustainability also strengthened, notably in the areas of public access to information,
environmental assessment, and coordination.

» Fragile countries underperformed non-fragile countries across all the CPIA clusters. The quality
of their monetary and exchange rate policies and debt management was weaker, trade policy
reforms were slower, and businesses continued to operate in poorer regulatory environments.
Similarly, fragile countries largely underperformed non-fragile countries on the governance front,
including the protection of property rights, domestic revenue mobilization, quality of public
administration, and transparency and accountability. Fragile countries gained most in the area
of social inclusion, especially on building human resources and equity of public resource use,
although they substantially lagged non-fragile countries on these dimensions. The scores of
fragile countries were also weaker on gender equality and environmental sustainability.

» Asa group, IDA-eligible countries in Sub-Saharan Africa trailed IDA countries in other regions
across all four clusters of the CPIA. However, the region’s fragile IDA countries performed better
than fragile countries in other regions on social inclusion and equity policies. Also, the region’s
non-fragile IDA countries had a higher average score on structural policies than other non-fragile
countries, due to their stronger performance on the business regulatory environment.



» The 2019 CPIA assessments provide a view of the policies and institutions of the region’s IDA
countries at the outset of the COVID-19 pandemic. Most countries entered the COVID-19 crisis
on a weak footing. While macroeconomic stability was broadly maintained, debt vulnerabilities
remained elevated and the pace of structural reforms had slowed. The quality of national
policies and health service delivery had weakened in many countries, indicating a low level of
preparedness for a health crisis. Social protection systems remained limited in their coverage
and ability to reach the poor and vulnerable groups. In this context, a broader concern is that
disruptions in the delivery of essential services, caused by the COVID-19 pandemic, could slow
down, or even reverse, gains in human capital, which will be detrimental to future productivity
and welfare. In many countries, weak domestic revenue mobilization had constrained the
creation of fiscal space needed to finance the critical pandemic-related spending for health
services and social safety nets, while financial management systems remain insufficiently strong
to ensure the transparent use of public resources.

» The COVID-19 outbreak has underscored the need for the region’s IDA countries to take
action to (i) strengthen health systems, (ii) protect human capital, (iii) strengthen public sector
governance, and (iv) implement structural reforms to boost productivity.

« Strengthening health systems. Governments need to reinforce public health capabilities and
infrastructure to meet immediate health needs while improving preparedness for pandemics.
In 2019, the median Global Health Security Index for the Africa region was 30.8, well below
the worldwide median of 40.2. The region’s low Health Security Index calls for measures
to increase the human and technical capabilities of public hospitals, increase the number
of hospital beds, and reinforce the capacity for disease surveillance and detection. As the
COVID-19 pandemic has demonstrated, it would also be critical to ensure the continuity of
basic health services such as vaccination coverage, malaria admissions, and reproductive
health care, as well as non-health services such as water and sanitation.

 Protecting human capital. Beyond health, disruptions to children’s schooling, such as the
school closures caused by the COVID-19 outbreak, combined with a loss of incomes, could
slow down or reverse human capital gains. Vulnerable groups are likely to be most affected.
To prevent these effects, governments would need to implement measures to accelerate
learning by building more equitable and resilient education systems that enable children to
learn continuously both in schools and at home. Protecting vulnerable groups would entail
ensuring that social protection systems can flexibly adapt to rapidly changing needs. Cash
transfers would be needed to reach the poorest and most vulnerable groups, including those
in the informal sector, to help maintain adequate income levels and access to basic services.
Digital technologies can provide a solution for the disbursement and expansion of social
assistance to individuals and households. Protecting human capital is the focus of this year’s
CPIA report.

e Strengthening public sector governance. Good governance would be critical to ensure effective
delivery of public services. Governments need to strengthen core public administration
capacity to lead and communicate with citizens and businesses. Efficient cash management
to pay for priority services with a process for integrity and transparency needs to be
developed. The rapid response to the pandemic has heightened corruption risks and



exposed weak procurement systems. Measures such as asset declarations and conflict of
interest legislation could help mitigate corruption risks. Procurement strategies that involve
the use of international entities that offer transparency will also need to be developed.

e Sustaining productivity-enhancing reforms. These reforms are needed to ensure a steady pace
in economic recovery. They include encouraging the reallocation of resources toward more
productive sectors, expanding trade, fostering technology adoption and innovation, and
promoting a growth-friendly macroeconomic and institutional environment. In addition,
raising the quality and effectiveness of governance and improving the business climate
would encourage a faster rebound from disasters. Governments that improve labor and
product market flexibility, strengthen legal and justice systems and property rights, foster
effective competition, and build fiscal space will set the foundation for more effective
adjustment to adverse events.

Table ES.1. Changes in the CPIA 2019 Score, by Indicators

CPIA indicators Number of increases Number of decreases

in score in score

Debt Policy & Management 4 2
Fiscal Policy 2 0
Monetary & Exchange Rate Policies 1 1
Structural Policies

Business Regulatory Environment 5 5
Trade 3 3
Financial Sector 1 4

Building Human Resources

Polices and Institutions for Environmental Sustainability

Equity of Public Resource Use

Social Protection & Labor

_ =N W
—_ NN =

Gender Equality

Quality of Budgetary & Financial Management 5 5
Efficency of Revenue Mobilization 1 6
Quality of Public Administration 3 3
Property Rights & Rule-Based Government 2 1
Transparency, Accountablity, and Corruption in the Public Sector 2 0

Source: CPIA database.






Introduction

CPIA Africa is the annual report prepared by the Office of the Chief Economist for the Africa
Region to review the progress International Development Association (IDA)-eligible countries in
Sub-Saharan Africa are making on strengthening the quality of their policies and institutions. The
report draws on Country Policy and Institutional Assessment (CPIA) scores to assess the extent
to which the policies and institutions of the region’s IDA countries foster sustainable growth,
poverty reduction, and effective utilization of development resources. The CPIA scores measure
the level of performance of each country against 16 criteria that represent the various policy

and institutional arrangements of an effective poverty reduction and growth strategy (appendix
A provides a description of the CPIA criteria). All countries are rated on a scale between 1 and

6, with higher scores denoting stronger policy and institutional frameworks. As such, the 2019
CPIA exercise offers a unique perspective on the quality and effectiveness of the policies and
institutions of the region’s IDA countries prior to the COVID-19 outbreak. The special focus of this
year's report—safeguarding human capital—highlights the need for the region’s IDA countries to
strengthen their health systems and protect people’s livelihoods and access to essential services
in health and education.

The CPIA scores underpin the IDA resource allocation process. With 39 of the world's 75 IDA
countries, Sub-Saharan Africa has the largest number of countries that rely on IDA financing to
help boost economic growth and improve their population’s living conditions. The annual CPIA
exercise is therefore singularly important for these countries as the resulting CPIA scores are used
in the performance-based allocation formula of IDA resources to IDA-eligible countries.

The report is organized into four sections. Section 1 reviews recent economic developments

in the region’s IDA countries, focusing on key macroeconomic outcomes in 2019, including

real gross domestic product growth, the current account balance, inflation, fiscal positions,

and public debt. In interpreting these outcomes, a distinction is made between oil exporters,
industrial metals exporters, and non-resource-intensive countries. The special topic is developed
in section 2. Section 3 presents the results of the 2019 CPIA exercise. The CPIA scores are
analyzed by clusters and criteria, as well as by countries and across regions, distinguishing
between fragile and non-fragile countries. The individual country CPIA pages are presented in
section 4.



GDP growth in
2019 moderated
among IDA
countries in
Sub-Saharan
Africa.

IDA countries
faced falling
commodity
prices in 2019.

Section 1: Recent Economic Developments in IDA Countries
ECONOMIC RECOVERY CONTINUED AT A MODERATE PACE

Average real gross domestic product (GDP) growth in IDA countries in Sub-Saharan Africa in
2019 is estimated to have reached 3.4 percent, slightly less than the 3.5 percent growth achieved
in 2018 (figure 1). The moderating pace of economic growth reflected, on the demand side, a
slowdown in private consumption and gross fixed capital formation amid fiscal consolidation
and, on the supply side, a slowdown in industry due to falling commodity prices (figure 2).
Modest growth in Nigeria—the region’s largest economy—and among other resource-intensive
countries continued to weigh on the average growth of the region’s IDA countries.

The Nigerian economy grew by 2.5 percent year-on-year in 201904, its strongest expansion

since 2015, supported by stable oil production and strong growth in the financial and insurance
industries. This performance brought real GDP growth in 2019 to 2.3 percent, up from 1.9 percent
in 2018, but still far below the country’s average growth of 6 percent over 2010-14. Growth

was mixed among other oil
exporters. In Chad, growth is
estimated to have picked up
to 3.2 percent in 2019, from
2.4 percentin 2018, helped

by higher oil production and
agricultural output. After
I I I four consecutive years of
J economic contraction, South

I Sudan saw growth rebound

in 2019 as oil production

SSAIDA SSAIDA SSAIDA SSA IDA non-resource- recovered amid a peace
countries oil exporters mineral exporters rich countries

Figure 1: Real GDP Growth (%)
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The exception was the price of iron ore, which rose strongly, boosted by supply shortages and
rising demand from China. In this context, growth slowed markedly in some countries as mining
production fell (the Democratic Republic of Congo and Guinea) and contracted in others due
to mine closures (Liberia). However, countries that benefited from higher iron ore prices saw a
pickup in activity (Mauritania and Sierra Leone).

Among non-resource-intensive countries, growth remained solid in the West African Economic
and Monetary Union (WAEMU) and East African Community (EAC) countries, supported by
public and private investment. Growth averaged 6.3 percent in the WAEMU area, led by Cote
d'Ivoire, and 6.0 percent in EAC, driven by Ethiopia and Rwanda.

However, several countries—the Comoros, Mozambique, Sudan, and Zimbabwe—experienced
a marked deceleration in growth due to extreme weather events and political crises. In

the Comoros, growth almost halved after Tropical Cyclone Kenneth destroyed agricultural
production. In Mozambique, real GDP growth weakened to a historical low as tropical cyclones
coupled with mounting security challenges depressed domestic demand. In Zimbabwe, a
drought followed by Cyclone Idai disrupted agricultural production and electricity supply,
while triple-digit inflation and policy tightening dampened private consumption and
investment, causing the economy to contract sharply. In Sudan, the recession that started in
2018 deepened amid deteriorating macroeconomic imbalances, a poor business environment,
and political uncertainty.

MIXED EXTERNAL POSITIONS

The median current account deficit narrowed slightly in 2019 (figure 3). It improved among
metals exporters and non-resource-intensive countries but widened in oil-exporting countries.
Among metals exporters, the current account deficit narrowed noticeably, owing to a marked
decline in imports in several countries amid slowing growth. Among non-resource-intensive

countries, the decline in the current account deficit was moderate, as higher import levels, driven

in several cases by an increase in the demand for capital goods, partially offset a rise in exports.
The current account deficit

widened among oil exporters, Figure 3: Current Account Balance

reflecting the effects of lower 5
oil prices on export revenues.
The deterioration was most
visible in Nigeria, where the
current account balance
changed from a surplus in
2018 to a deficit in 2019.
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Sovereign

bond issuance
decreased in
the region’s IDA
countries

in 2019.

The median
inflation rate
increased
among metals
exporters and
non-resource-
intensive
countries but
moderated
among oil
exporters.

Figure 4: Eurobond Issuance (US$, billions)
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portfolio flows to emerging
markets and developing
economies. Sovereign bond
issuance decreased in the
region’s IDA countries (figure
4). Governments issued about
USS5.6 billion in Eurobonds

in 2019, compared with more
than USS$10 billion in 2018.
Benin, Ghana, and Kenya were
the most active bond issuers.
Benin issued a €500 million
Furobond, Kenya issued two
Eurobonds in the amount of

US$2.1 billion, and Ghana issued a USS$3 billion Eurobond in three tranches, the largest bond
offering in the region in 2019. Several countries, including Cote d'lvoire and Senegal, did not
return to the market. Meanwhile, persistent global uncertainty and the slow pace of reforms
seeking to address structural productivity bottlenecks in many economies hampered foreign
direct investment (FDI). However, some countries, including Kenya, Nigeria, and Uganda, saw an
increase in FDI flows, directed at the development of major oil fields.

MODERATING INFLATION

The median inflation rate in the region’s IDA countries is estimated to have declined from 3.5
percent in 2018 to 2.8 percent in 2019, amid subdued domestic demand, lower oil prices, and

Figure 5: Consumer Price Inflation (%)
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increased currency stability
(figure 5). However, there

were significant differences
between resource-intensive
and non-resource-intensive
countries. The median inflation
rate in resource-intensive
countries edged down,
reflecting lower inflation
among oil-exporting countries.
Inflation in Nigeria eased from
12.1 percentin 2018to 114
percent in 2019, helped by

a decline in non-food prices,
but it remained well above

the central bank’s target range of 6 to 9 percent. Among metals-exporting countries, the median
inflation rate increased, reflecting a sharp rise in inflation in Liberia, while high double-digit
inflation rates persisted in Sierra Leone and inflation pressures built up in Zambia. The pickup in
inflation among metals exporters was due to the continued monetization of large fiscal deficits
and greater pass-through of currency depreciation to domestic prices (figure 6). Among non-
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UNEVEN IMPROVEMENTS IN FISCAL BALANCES
The median fiscal deficit for the region’s IDA countries is estimated to have narrowed to
-2.9 percent of GDP in 2019 from -4.1 percent in 2018 (figure 7). The decline in the median
fiscal deficits of metals exporters and non-resource-intensive countries more than offset the
deterioration in the fiscal balance of oil exporters.
About half of the non-
resource-intensive countries Figure 7: Fiscal Balance Trends The median
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the fiscal deficit widened in

other countries, due to increased spending in some cases (Mozambique, Rwanda, and Uganda)
and weaker revenue mobilization in others (Sudan). In Rwanda and Uganda, the increase in the
fiscal deficit reflected higher public investment spending. In Sudan, tax revenue collection was



The median
public debt level
in the region’s
IDA countries
rose significantly
in 2019.

The share of
low-income
countries in
Sub-Saharan
Africa assessed
to be in debt
distress or at
high risk of
debt distress
increased by
almost half
in 2019.

considerably weaker than expected. In Mozambique, cyclone reconstruction needs pushed
the deficit higher. Among the resource-intensive countries, oil exporters saw their fiscal surplus
fall as lower oil prices weighed on revenue. In Nigeria, where non-oil revenue mobilization has
remained low due to weak tax reforms, the fiscal deficit widened. Among metals exporters, the
median fiscal deficit narrowed, reflecting some progress in fiscal consolidation.

Figure 8: Trends in Public Debt
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DEBT VULNERABILITIES
REMAINED ELEVATED

The median government
debt-to-GDP ratio is estimated
to have reached 57.4 percent
in 2019, up from 54.3 percent
in 2018, driven by rising debt
levels among metals exporters
and non-resource-intensive
countries, while debt levels fell
among oil exporters (figure 8).
The decrease in government
debt among oil exporters
mainly reflected fiscal
adjustment in Chad and the
Republic of Congo. In Nigeria,

public debt was expected to rise to a moderate level of about 26 percent of GDP. The increase
in government debt among metals exporters was mainly driven by Zambia's rising debt levels,

Figure 9: External Debt Distress (percent of total)

100

6

(=)

4

f—)

2

[

it

o

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

W low ™ Moderate ™ High &in distress

Source: World Bank/IMF Low Income Country Debt Sustainability Database.

10

2015

2016 2017 2018 2019



due to high fiscal deficits and large currency depreciations. Among non-resource-intensive
countries, the increase in debt partly reflected borrowing to finance infrastructure investment.
Government debt increased significantly in the countries that experienced a deterioration

in their fiscal balances (Ghana, Mozambique, and Rwanda) as well as currency depreciations
(Ghana, Mozambique, and Sudan).

The share of countries in Sub-Saharan Africa assessed to be in debt distress or at high risk of
debt distress increased by almost half, from 25 percent in 2012 to 49 percent in 2019 (figure
9). The rising debt vulnerability stems from the high level of government debt, an increase
in the share of foreign currency—denominated debt, and a substantial rise in debt servicing
costs. The share of foreign currency—denominated public debt increased by 12 percentage
points from 2013, to 36

percent of GDP in 2018,

partly reﬂecting the recent Figure 10: Interest Payments Higher debt
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Meanwhile, higher debt
ratios have pushed up
interest payments, which are
absorbing a growing share of
revenue (figure 10).

Source: World Economic Outlook, International Monetary Fund Database.
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Section 2: Safeguarding Human Capital during
and beyond the COVID-19 Pandemic

INTRODUCTION

The COVID-19 virus first appeared in Hubei province in China in December 2019 and spread
rapidly to Asia, Europe, the United States, and the rest of the world. On March 11, the World
Health Organization (WHO) declared COVID-19 a pandemic. Containment measures to slow
the spread of the COVID-19 virus have slowed global trade by reducing international travel and
disrupting global value chains. Official quarantines have interrupted the free flow of people
and goods, while precautionary behaviors by consumers and firms and restrictions imposed

by governments have reduced travel and tourism. This has been accompanied by record
capital outflows from emerging markets and developing economies (EMDEs), a steep decline
in remittances, and a drop in commodity prices, especially oil prices. Disruptions in the delivery
of essential goods and services, including health care, education, and nutrition, are expected to
erode not only welfare, but also human capital and thus future growth prospects across EMDEs.

Although the immediate priorities of policy makers are to address the health crisis and moderate
the short-term economic losses, the likely long-term consequences of the pandemic underscore
the need for policy responses to safeguard human capital gains. This section takes stock of

the consequences of the COVID-19 pandemic for the Sub-Saharan Africa region’s International
Development Association (IDA) countries, considering their vulnerabilities to health crises. It
then reviews the channels through which COVID-19 is impacting human capital, and highlights
the policy responses that may help prevent the erosion of human capital, including social
protection measures to maintain consumption and restore lost income for poor households. In
the near term, containment measures to combat the pandemic, including through testing and
tracing, would be essential. Beyond the health impacts, safequarding human capital will require
protecting people’s access to food, livelihoods, and education services.

SPREAD OF THE PANDEMIC

By the end of June 2020, more than 10 million cases of COVID-19 were confirmed globally, with
nearly half a million deaths attributed to the disease. Cases have continued to rise rapidly in
most countries, including EMDEs. In Sub-Saharan Africa, as of July 27, more than 698,000 cases
of COVID-19 were confirmed in 48 countries (figure 11). The lack of testing capacity in many
countries suggests that these figures most likely understate the true number of infections. South
Africa had the largest outbreak in the region, with more than 445,000 cases. Rising outbreaks,
although smaller in magnitude compared with that of South Africa, are occurring in several IDA
countries, notably Cameroon, Cote d'lvoire, Ghana, and Nigeria.

To help mitigate the spread of the virus, most countries have implemented necessary but
severely disruptive measures. These actions have included school closures, restrictions on
nonessential business activities, prohibitions of public gatherings, suspension of public transport,
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Figure 11: Spread of the COVID-19 Virus in Sub-Saharan Africa

a. Map of COVID-19 cases in Sub-Saharan Africa b. COVID-19 death rates (number of deaths per million population)
as of July 27,2020 (T =day of 100th infected case)
16
) 14
6:'%0! Mauritania - "Z
ali . =
e Sudan Ertrea &
Thecanbis— S el =
s BurkinaFaso £10
Guinea-Bissau i Beni oo E’_
Sierra LGnel : d'voire | @ ';{; ;I« ‘h'ﬁf'" grgery Ethiopia _2 8
e w AR £
EquatorialGuinea /< _ - g
SsoToméand Principe Gabon (0700 Lo Kenya )
Dﬂmg,ol Burundi E
=
&l Jogoa x (Comoros.
) 25,300- 40,540 o Mo 2
9,680 - 25,300 tmbbue " Maurtis 0
3,640 - 9,680 "R g -

0-3,640 —— Eswatini

/A Lot T=Day of 100th infected case
—— (ote d'lvoire (ameroon - =« Ghana
— Kenya --=- Nigeria ~ — Senegal

Source: Our World in Data.

restrictions on the movement of people, border closures, and travel bans. However, in recent
months, many countries in the region have been gradually easing restrictions even as new cases
accelerate, often out of economic necessity to protect incomes and jobs.

HEALTH VULNERABILITIES

The region’s IDA countries entered the COVID-19 crisis with significant vulnerabilities to a
health emergency, reflected in low health coverage, inadequate government spending on
health, and elevated out-of-pocket health payments by the population.

Low health service coverage. The need for universal health coverage has never been greater
than now, but health service coverage in Sub-Saharan Africa is well below the global average
(figure 12).' The low health service coverage in the region is due to many factors, including low
population density in many countries, which makes service delivery relatively costly; limited
funding; supply bottlenecks; and low productivity of health professionals. The lack of qualified
health workers is severe in several countries (figure 13). For example, Guinea has about eight
doctors and 12 nurses per 100,000 inhabitants. In addition, geography, economic, social, and
gender disparities remain large, with a concentration of health professionals in the capital city.

1 The Universal Health Coverage Index consists of 16 indicators divided equally into four subcategories: (i) index of reproductive, maternal, newborn,
and child health (family planning, antenatal care, immunization, and child care for pneumonia); (i) index of infectious disease control (TB treatment,
HIV treatment, treated bed nets, and basic sanitation); (iii) index of noncommunicable diseases (blood pressure, fasting plasma glucose, cervical
cancer screening, and nonuse of tobacco); and (iv) index of service capacity and access (density of hospital beds, density of health workers, access to
core medicines, and international health regulations core capacity).
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Figure 13: Supply of Health Professionals in Sub-Saharan Africa Compared with Other Regions

The lack of qualified health workers is severe in most IDA countries.

Physicians (per 1,000 people)

Nurses and midwives (per 1,000 people)

Figure 12: Universal Health Care Coverage in IDA Countries in Sub-Saharan Africa (%)
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Inadequate government spending on public health. The region not only has a health service
coverage deficit, but also public health spending is well below recommended levels (figure
14a), while out-of-pocket health expenditures are high in some countries (figure 14b). Total
health expenditure per capita in the most recent year with data was US$32, less than half the
level recommended by WHO for low-income countries (US$86). Health financing is mostly
provided through the budget and often by international donors. For example, Zambia’s health
sector financing mostly comes from the government and external donors—=81 percent of the
total current health expenditures (CHE), while out-of-pocket expenses are only 12 percent of

Figure 14a: Per Capita Current Health Expenditure, 2016 (US$) The region's
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In most
countries,
the drivers of
out-of-pocket
expenditures
are the costs
of medicine
and medical
supplies,
followed by
the costs of

outpatient care.

CHE. Donors finance about 43 percent of the total CHE. Per capita health spending in Zambia is
USS$59.% In contrast to Zambia, out-of-pocket expenditures in Senegal are high—51 percent of

current health expenditures in 2016. In Nigeria, current health expenditure per capita has been
declining since 2014, while out-of-pocket expenses are very high—at 77 percent of CHE.

Health care financing is particularly challenging in fragile countries, partly because of low
revenue collection. In several fragile countries in Africa, there is no formal health financing
system that collects revenues to pay for health care services and no national health insurance
system (except for civil servants). Household out-of-pocket expenditures are high relative to
household income. In turn, the high out-of-pocket expenditures limit access to health services
and place the population

at high risk of a financial
catastrophe. In most countries,
the main drivers of out-of-

Figure 15: Drivers of Out-of-Pocket Health Expenditures
in Selected Countries (%)
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B infection with the COVID-19
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virus. Public health officials
recommend washing hands
with soap and water to
eliminate viral particles

on the hands. However,
that recommendation is difficult to follow in African countries where access to water and
handwashing services is incredibly low—at about 15 percent (figure 16). The scarcity of water
has been attributed to contaminated local water supplies, distances to the nearest sources of
clean water, frequent droughts, or climate change.
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Source: Universal Health Coverage Monitoring Report, World Bank, 2019.

Water that is safe enough to drink is ideal for handwashing. Figure 16 depicts the percentage of
people living in households that have a handwashing facility with soap and water available on
the premises. The figure displays the disparity across rural and urban areas. In many countries,
access to these services is well below 50 percent of the population. In the absence of improved
water sources, small-scale solutions like a network of public handwashing stations could provide
an alternative. Handwashing stations were set up in West Africa during the 2014 Ebola outbreak.
About half the population of Mali has access to basic handwashing facilities, while more than 40
percent of the people in the Republic of Congo, Tanzania, Mauritania, Nigeria, and Ghana have

2 World Bank. 2019."Zambia Health Sector Public Expenditure Tracking and Quantitative Service Delivery Survey."World Bank, Washington, DC.
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Figure 16: People with Basic Handwashing Facilities Including Soap and Water, 2017 (% of population)
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http://www.statistics.gov.rw/publication/demographic-and-health-survey-20142015-final-report, p. 22).
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access to these stations. Only a small percentage of the population has access to handwashing
stations in the Democratic Republic of Congo, Chad, and Guinea-Bissau, among others.

Large, unmet health needs.
High health vulnerabilities
and weak health services have
stunted health outcomes

in Sub-Saharan Africa. For
example, lack of clean

water and unsafe sanitation
services have contributed to
high mortality rates in the
region—nearly 50 deaths per
100,000 people—compared
with other regions (figure

17). The under-5 mortality
and maternal mortality rates
are about twice as high as

the levels in South Asia and
nearly fivefold relative to other
regions (figures 18a and 18b).
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The under-5 Figure 18: Health Outcomes in Sub-Saharan Africa
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Preparedness for pandemics. The management and control of COVID-19 cases relies heavily
on the capacity of the health systems in the countries. According to the Nuclear Threat Initiative
(NTI) and Johns Hopkins Center for Health Security, national health security is weak around the
world, and all countries have important gaps to address to be fully prepared for a pandemic.
International preparedness is also fragile collectively. The average Global Health Security Index
is 40.2 (of a maximum of 100) for 195 countries worldwide. The average for the Sub-Saharan
Africa region is 30.8, and only five countries in the region exceed the world median (Ethiopia,
Kenya, Madagascar, South Africa, and Uganda) (figure 19). Most countries in the region have an
influenza pandemic preparedness plan (35 of 47 countries in the continent). However, most of
these plans are outdated—they were set up prior to the 2009 influenza HIN1 pandemic—and
are considered inadequate to deal with a global pandemic.

The Global Figure 19: Global Health Security Index, 2019
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Overall, countries in Sub-Saharan Africa have severe weaknesses in their ability to prevent,
detect, and respond to health emergencies. They also display severe gaps in health care
systems—~health care capacity in clinics and hospitals, medical personnel deployment, access
to health care, infection control practices and availability of equipment, and capacity to test and
approve new medical countermeasures.

IMPACT ON HUMAN CAPITAL ACCUMULATION

The COVID-19 pandemic is likely to impact human capital including through disruptions in the
provision of essential non-pandemic health services, income shocks, and mandatory school
closures. WHO observed that since March 2020, the provision of routine immunization services
has been substantially disrupted in at least 68 countries, likely affecting 80 million children under
age 1 living in these countries.? Disruptions of access to essential health services at this scale
could undo decades of gains in health outcomes in low-income countries and slow human
capital accumulation. In many health systems in the region’s IDA countries, the fight against the
COVID-19 pandemic is expected to entail a redirection of resources away from other essential
health services due to their limited fiscal space. In most countries, lockdowns have led to massive
loss of income for poor families without formal jobs and employment-based social protection,

as well as school closures. Child mortality could rise due to the disruption of maternal and child
health services. Meanwhile, data suggest that, across the Africa region, about 252 million learners
have been affected by COVID-19-driven school closures, which are likely to worsen learning
outcomes.* These disruptions to essential health and education services threaten the ability of IDA
countries in the region to build the human capital they need for their development.

Prior to the COVID-19 outbreak, the level of human capital was already very low across Sub-
Saharan Africa (figure 20). Several countries are at the bottom of the Human Capital Index, which
measures the extent of economic productivity per capita in a country, with a maximum value

of 1.0. The gap between a country’s index value and the maximum provides an estimate of
productivity loss due to underinvestment in human capital. As figure 20 illustrates, a person in
Chad, for example, has an earning potential of only 29 percent of what it could be if the country
were able to develop its human capital fully. This productivity index takes into account child
survival, school enrollment, quality of learning, healthy growth, and adult survival, all of which
are likely to be adversely affected by the COVID-19 outbreak.

Without a robust policy response in place, there could be severe negative impacts on human
capital across the region’s IDA countries, with possible reversals of previous gains in the sector.

In the short-to-medium term, there are high risks of an increase in learning losses and inequality
as well as physical and emotional deprivation, especially among children from disadvantaged
households and girls. For girls, these risks are higher due to a potential increase in child marriage,
early childbearing, and other gender-based violence, especially in stressed, resource-constrained

3 World Health Organization, 2020, "At least 80 million children under one at risk of diseases such as diphtheria, measles and polio as COVID-19 disrupts
routine vaccination efforts, warn Gavi, WHO and UNICEF, May 5.

4 World Bank, 2020. "Africa One Education Response to COVID-19"World Bank, Washington DC.

5 Paul Corral and Roberta Gatti. 2020. “Accumulation interrupted: COVID-19 and human capital among the young! In COVID-19 in Developing
Economies, edited by Simeon Djankov and Ugo Panizza. CEPR Press.
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Prior to the
COVID-19
crisis, human
capital was
already low

in many IDA
countries in the
region.

Figure 20: Human Capital Index, 2018
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households. Learners face a high risk of dropping out of school permanently. Furthermore, the
crisis presents income and health shocks, particularly to poor households, which will reduce their
investments in education. As fiscal space tightens due to projected falls in government revenue
and donor contributions, education budgets may be affected, impacting the payment of teachers’
salaries and budget allocation to educational institutions, leading to lower education quality.

Across the globe, many countries are promoting distance education, remote learning programs,
and online training. Such online and distance learning modalities have enormous potential
during the school closure period. However, distance learning protocols will be difficult to
implement in Sub-Saharan Africa, due to the region’s modest internet penetration. On average,
less than 20 percent of the Sub-Saharan African population has access to the internet—
compared with 90 percent of the population in advanced countries and 60 percent in other

developing countries (figure 21).

In the long term, there is a high likelihood of the adverse impacts on human capital
accumulation affecting the quality of the labor force and threatening technological
advancement and the development of the economy. Growing food insecurity, including
disruptions to school feeding programs, could also lower long-term productivity, as malnutrition
early in life can permanently impair learning abilities. Studies indicate that in EMDEs severe
disasters have resulted in considerable losses in output, labor productivity, and total factor
productivity. This is possibly because after a severe disaster firms delay or cancel investment

in research and development, which impedes the creation, transfer, and adoption of new

technologies.
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Figure 21: Internet Access in Sub-Saharan Africa (%) On average, less
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POLICY RESPONSES

The aftermath of recent epidemics and pandemics—SARS, HIN1, MERS, and Ebola—has put
emphasis on the need to strengthen public health capabilities and infrastructure, which are the
first line of defense against the COVID-19 virus. The Ebola epidemic provide lessons for the region
in the prioritization of measures to combat COVID-19 in the areas of effective communication,
community engagement, and comprehensive care even in difficult environments. Massive
community engagement enabled the flow of credible information to the population. Cash
transfer schemes supported the stay-at-home orders by replacing lost income from the
marketplace, enabling poor populations to practice safe behavior. Such schemes were often
accompanied by behavioral change programs, which were quickly adapted to carry messages
on hand-washing, physical distancing, and key symptoms that require medical intervention. The
potentially adverse long-term consequences of COVID-19 underscore the need for policy actions
to ensure that the disruptions to people’s access to essential services will not lead to the erosion
of recent gains in human capital.

Containing the Pandemic

Given the fiscal constraints, most governments in Sub-Saharan Africa are redirecting resources to
public health spending and putting together emergency response plans for the health sector. These
actions have included strengthening the human and technical capabilities of public hospitals,
expanding testing capacity, and increasing the number of hospital beds. Governments need
to reinforce their epidemiological and biological surveillance (for example, testing kits, creation
of free call centers, and rehabilitation and/or setup of laboratories), increase the supply of
protective personal equipment for physicians and nurses, and strengthen the capacity of
pharmaceutical industries and financing for research on the virus.
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The relatively low number of cases in the region presents an opportunity to limit the spread of the virus
by adopting and expanding testing, tracing, and isolation measures. Early extensive investment in
health systems to test, trace, and isolate reduces the odds of adopting stringent containment
measures later that would result in significant impacts on people’s livelihoods given the features
of these economies. More recent experiences of countries and studies from the 1918 flu
pandemic suggest that places that implemented early and extensive interventions to slow the
spread of the pandemic also reduced the severity of the economic disruption.

In fragile countries, substantial resources are needed to strengthen the government response to the
crisis. Government response has included better early detection methods and greater technical
and operational coordination, improved surveillance at ports of entry, provision of high-

quality and affordable medical care to infected patients, development of effective preventive
communication strategies, and enhancement of medical logistics platforms. Some governments
are planning the construction of mobile hospitals as well as health centers in remote areas. Other
countries are preparing the deployment of surge staff to perform contact tracing activities, rapid
response teams, and training of responders.

Other health-related interventions to contain the spread of the pandemic include securing

the provision of water and sanitation services to the population. Hand hygiene is a highly
recommended practice to fend off the virus. In this context, setting up a network of public
handwashing stations could prove an effective solution for areas of the country that lack running
water and sanitation. This was implemented by West African countries during the 2014-16 Ebola
outbreak. Handwashing stations were placed in public buildings, schools, and markets in Ebola-
affected areas. These stations have been set up again at airports and outside public buildings

in Liberia and Sierra Leone. To keep handwashing stations safe from becoming a hot spot for
disease transmission, social distancing nudges are being introduced on the ground.

Safeguarding Human Capital

By protecting human capital now, IDA countries in the region will be able to recover and sustain
growth post COVID-19. This highlights the need for government policies to support vulnerable
households, ensure access to education, and strengthen digital connectivity.®

Protecting the Poor and Vulnerable

In the short run, fiscal policies need to be geared to provide income support to the workers who are
most affected by or vulnerable to COVID-19. Since March 2020, a total of 44 countries in the region
have planned or put in place 143 social protection measures in response to the COVID-19 crisis.
Social assistance represented the largest share of responses among countries in the region. Of
all the social protection measures implemented across the region, almost 80 percent were social
assistance, while social insurance and labor market programs constituted 11 and 5 percent of
the responses, respectively. Compared to other regions, Sub-Saharan Africa’s social protection
measures in response to the COVID-19 pandemic focused the most on social assistance, whereas
it had the fewest social insurance measures (figure 22).

6 World Bank. 2020. “Protecting People and Economies: Integrated Policy Responses to COVID-19."World Bank, Washington, DC.
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Figure 22: Composition of Social Protection Measures in Response to COVID-19, by Region

0 = 0 | 6 | 5
20
80 19
33 47
o 36
2
2
40
71 76
56
2 46 47
0
AFR EAP ECA LAC MNA North America SAR

I Social assistance

Source: U. Gentilini, M. Almenfi, P. Dale, A. V. Lopez, and U. Zafar, “Global Database on Social Protection and Jobs Responses to COVID-19,"” Living Database,

version 12, July 10, 2020.

Note: AFR = Africa region; EAP = East Asia and Pacific; ECA = Europe and Central Asia; LAC = Latin America and the Caribbean; MNA = Middle East and

North Africa; SAR = South Asia region.

Within the region’s social assistance responses, the number of cash-based programs is slightly
higher than in-kind and other social assistance programs. However, compared to other regions,
countries in Sub-Saharan Africa have used cash-based programs the least in their response

to COVID-19 (figure 23). In contrast, in-kind transfers have a higher than average percentage
compared to most other regions and other social assistance programs play a more important
role. In particular, the number of utility support measures is highest in the Africa region. Such
measures include the adoption of utility subsidies and postponement or waiver of fees for basic
services, such as the waivers for electricity tariffs announced by the Government of Niger.

[ Social insurance

[ Labor markets

Figure 23: Regional Composition of COVID-19-Related Social Assistance Measures
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Compared to
other regions,
Sub-Saharan
Africa’s social
protection
measures in
response to
the COVID-19
pandemic
focused the
most on social
assistance.

Compared to
other regions,
countries in
Sub-Saharan
Africa have
used cash-based
programs the
least in their
response to
COVID-19.



Table 1: Social Insurance Programs and Measures in Response to COVID-19 in Sub-Saharan Africa

Cash transfers are not only easy to implement, they can also reach the informal sector. Most
social safety nets in the region are focused on the extreme poor in rural areas. Expanding social
safety nets to urban areas to reach the “missing middle” of those who are too poor to receive
social assistance but not wealthy enough to have formal employment with employment-related
protections is a critical challenge in the rapid expansion of cash transfers. Elaborate targeting
mechanisms involving multiple layers of selection and a sophisticated proxy means test may

be substituted by broader geographical or categorical targeting, or by using trade associations’
membership lists. The presence of a comprehensive social registry in a country has facilitated
the rapid scale-up of programs to households that had not previously been receiving a benefit.

Other options in the social protection policy toolkits of governments in Sub-Saharan Africa
include social insurance and labor market programs. Twelve countries in the region have

Social insurance program type Number of measures Number of countries
Paid sick support 3 3

Health care insurance support 1 1

Pension 3 3

Social security contribution waiver/subsidy 8 7
Unemployment benefit 1 1

Total social insurance programs 16 12

Health care Figure 24: Social Insurance Measures in Sub-Saharan Africa, Share of Total

insurance
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Source: U. Gentilini, M. Almenfi, P. Dale, A. V. Lopez, and U. Zafar, “Global Database on Social
Protection and Jobs Responses to COVID-19,"” Living Database, version 12, July 12, 2020.
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instituted social insurance
programs in response to
Covid-19. Most programs
include waivers, deferment or
subsidization of social security
contributions (8 measures),
followed by pensions (3)

and paid sick support (3).

The number of health care
insurance support and
unemployment insurance
measures has been limited
(table 1, figure 24). Supply-
side, worker-related labor
markets programs represent
only 5 percent of the region’s
total COVID-19 related

social protection measures.
With six programs in five
countries, wage subsidies

are the lead labor market
instrument. These measures
account for 86 percent of the
COVID-19 labor market-related
responses. For example,
wage subsidies are being
implemented to encourage
employers not to lay off their
staff in Cabo Verde.



Protecting Livelihoods

Minimizing disruptions in critical intra-African food supply chains and keeping logistics open would
be important to avert a food crisis in the region. Government actions to reduce trade barriers

and ensure that food system workers can go to work without problems is critical. Funding for
agriculture and agribusiness needs to be protected. Early warning systems for food shortages
and associated emergency food provisioning systems will have to be adjusted to increase
attention on rural and urban areas. Digital technologies can help anticipate problems and
smooth temporary shortages as well as build the resilience of food chains. Maintaining transport
and logistics services along the main corridors will be critical, particularly for land-locked
countries, for continued access to food and other essential services.

Digital technologies can provide a solution for the expansion of social assistance to individuals
and households during the COVID-19 emergency. Sub-Saharan Africa has the largest number of
registered mobile money accounts in the world, at around 400 million, and most unbanked
adults own a mobile phone. In several African countries, governments already transfer cash
to their citizens'mobile accounts. In the past few years, some governments have imposed
regressive taxes on mobile money and other digital financial transactions. These taxes
disproportionately affect low-income earners who mostly transact in small values and are
sensitive to these costs. A temporary suspension of these charges would be a quick and effective
way to put cash back into the pockets of the poor and encourage cashless transactions for
the purpose of enforcing social distancing. The Central Bank of West African States (BCEAO)
has reduced and waived such fees. Limitations of the mobile money approach include weak
network coverage, low financial literacy, and few agents/outlets to cash out the transfers.

Sustaining Student Learning

As many countries in the region were already facing a learning crisis before the pandemic,
governments, in collaboration with development partners, have responded rapidly to mitigate a
further worsening of the situation. There has been an increase in the development and multimodal
delivery of learning content through the mass media, especially given the low technology
penetration in Sub-Saharan Africa. Countries with low human resources scores generally have
lower technology penetration rates.

To increase the reach of learning content, some governments are providing educational online
platforms and distribution of media devices to selected households. Parents and teachers are also
supported through guidance on home-based learning and the use of remote learning platforms,
as well as the continual payment of teachers'salaries. As schools prepare for reopening,
authorities are putting different measures in place. These include but are not limited to ensuring
adequate distancing and safety measures, preparing re-enrollment sensitization campaigns

and programs, carrying out teacher training programs, offering counseling services, enhancing
access to sanitation facilities in schools, and providing guarantees of safe schools and gender-
based violence prevention.
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To build resilience to similar shocks in the future, digital infrastructure and national repositories for
educational content would need to be developed. Governments should implement measures to
accelerate learning by building more equitable and resilient post-COVID-19 education systems
that enable children to learn continuously in schools and at home.”

Implementing Productivity-Enhancing Reforms

After addressing the immediate health crisis, countries need to make productivity-enhancing

reforms a priority. These include encouraging reallocation of resources toward more productive
sectors, fostering technology adoption and innovation, and promoting a growth-friendly
macroeconomic and institutional environment. In addition, raising the quality and effectiveness
of governance and improving the business climate would encourage a faster rebound from
disasters. Governments that improve labor and product market flexibility, strengthen legal
systems and property rights, foster effective competition, and address inequality set the
foundation for more effective adjustment to adverse events.

7 Joao Pedro Azevedo, Amer Hasan, Diana Goldemberg, Syedah Aroob Igbal, and Koen Geven. 2020. 'Simulating the Potential Impacts of COVID-19
School Closures on Schooling and Learning Outcomes: A Set of Global Estimates!”World Bank Group, Washington, DC.
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Section 3: 2019 CPIA Results

OVERVIEW

The 2019 Country Policy and Institutional Assessment (CPIA) exercise for the Sub-Saharan Africa
region covered 39 International Development Association (IDA)-eligible countries, one more
than in 2018 because of the addition of Somalia. The overall CPIA score for the region’s IDA
countries came in at 3.1, unchanged since 2016. However, the overall CPIA score masks changes

in the scores among the CPIA clusters and at the country level.

Country CPIA Scores and Rankings

Rwanda remained at the top of the ranking (figure 25). Its overall score of 4.0 has not changed
over the past three years, however. The top tier of countries following Rwanda also remained

the same, consisting of
Cabo Verde, with an overall
score of 3.8, and Kenya,
Senegal, and Uganda, each
with an overall score of 3.7.
Following these countries
were Benin and Ghana,
which saw their overall
score increase to 3.6 from
3.5in 2018, and Burkina
Faso, Cote d'lvoire, Ethiopia,
and Tanzania, all with an
overall score of 3.5. These
high-ranking countries on
the CPIA scale also have the
fastest growing economies
in the region. The next group
consisted of Mali, Niger, and
Mauritania, with an overall
score of 3.4, respectively.
Nigeria, the region’s

largest economy, stayed

in the group of moderate
performers, with an overall
score of 3.2. Fifteen of the
39 countries, consisting
predominantly of fragile
countries, scored below
the regional average. South
Sudan had the lowest overall
score, at 1.4.

Figure 25: Overall CPIA Scores for IDA Countries in Sub-Saharan Africa, 2019
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Rwanda
remained at
the top of the
ranking in 2019,
while 15 of the
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consisting
predominantly
of fragile
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scored below
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average.



More countries
saw a decrease
than an
increase in
their overall
score in 2019.

In total, 14 countries experienced a change in their overall CPIA score in 2019, compared with 15
in 2018. However, unlike in 2018, more countries (eight) saw a decrease than an increase (six) in
their overall score (figure 26). The eight countries that registered a decrease in their overall score
consisted of an equal number of non-fragile countries (Mozambique, Sierra Leone, Sdo Tomé and
Principe, and Zambia) and fragile countries (Eritrea, Burkina Faso, South Sudan, and Sudan).? For
both sets of countries, the decrease in the overall CPIA score reflected a decline in the quality of
structural policies, social inclusion policies, and public sector management.

Figure 26: Changes in Overall CPIA Scores in 2019
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Among the six countries that observed an increase in their overall score, three (Chad, Nigeria,
and Zimbabwe) were fragile and conflict-affected (FCV) countries. The non-fragile countries
included Benin, Ghana, and Togo. Togo has emerged as a strong performer. Its overall CPIA
score has increased each year for the past three years and, at 3.3 in 2019, stands well above

the regional average, reflecting gains across a range of areas. The increase in the overall score
for these countries reflected gains in the quality of economic management (Benin and Chad),
structural policies (Ghana and Zimbabwe), social inclusion (Chad, Nigeria, and Togo), and public
sector management (Togo and Zimbabwe).

8  The full list of fragile and conflict-affected countries and non-fragile countries is provided in appendix B.
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For most of the region’s IDA countries (24), the overall score was unchanged in 2019, although
their performance varied across the 16 CPIA criteria. For many countries, the overall CPIA score
has remained unchanged for several years, underscoring the need across IDA countries in the
region for consistent implementation of economic and institutional reforms.

Trends in CPIA Cluster Scores

In 2019, the average cluster scores trended mostly downward (figure 27). While the average
score for cluster A (economic management) was unchanged from last year's assessment, the
average scores for cluster B (structural policies), cluster C (policies for social inclusion), and cluster
D (public sector management and institutions) decreased. After sliding in 2018, the average
score for the economic

management cluster

stabilized in 2019, reflecting Figure 27: Decreasing Trends in CPIA Cluster Scores
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revenue mobilization and quality of public administration deteriorated in many countries.
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Fragile
countries
continued to
lag behind
non-fragile
countries
across every
cluster.

Fragile countries continued to lag behind non-fragile countries across every cluster (figure 28).
The gap was particularly large in economic management and structural policies. On economic
management, fragile countries lagged non-fragile countries on the quality of their monetary and
exchange rate policies and debt management frameworks. On the structural policies cluster, the
difference in scores was largest on the trade criterion. Elsewhere, fragile countries’scores were
notably weaker on gender equality and property rights and rule-based governance.

Figure 28: CPIA Scores, by Country Group and Cluster, 2019
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Comparison with IDA Countries Outside the Sub-Saharan Africa Region

At 3.1, the overall score for IDA countries in the Sub-Saharan Africa region remained below the
all-IDA average CPIA score, which was unchanged at 3.2 in 2019. As a group, the region’s IDA
countries trailed other IDA countries across all clusters (figure 29). The difference in scores was
largest in the economic management and public management and institutions clusters.
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Figure 29: CPIA Scores for IDA Countries in Sub-Saharan Africa and outside the Region, by Cluster The region’s
IDA countries
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The overall score for the region’s fragile IDA countries was the same as that for other fragile IDA
countries, at 2.8, unchanged from 2018. The region’s fragile countries underperformed other
fragile countries on the economic management and public management and institutions
clusters but performed better on social inclusion and equity policies. The overall score for the
region’s non-fragile IDA countries came in at 3.4, unchanged from last year, remaining below the
overall score of other non-fragile IDA countries (3.5). However, the region’s non-fragile countries
had a higher average score on the structural policies cluster, with stronger performance on the
business regulatory environment criterion, but they underperformed on economic management
and policies for social inclusion. Their average score on the public management and institutions
cluster was the same as that for other non-fragile IDA countries, suggesting that good
governance remains a challenge in IDA countries across regions.
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The average
score for the
economic
management
cluster
stabilized at 3.1
in 2019, helped
by gains in fiscal
policy and debt
management.

The region’s
fragile IDA
countries saw
their average
score rise to 2.8
in 2019, from
2.7 in 2018, as
the quality of
fiscal policy and
debt policy and
management
strengthened.

Analysis of the CPIA Components

CLUSTER A: ECONOMIC MANAGEMENT

Cluster A of the CPIA assesses the quality of macroeconomic management. It covers

monetary, exchange rate, fiscal, and debt policies.

The average score for cluster A stabilized at 3.1 in 2019, following a decrease in the previous year
(figure A.1). The 2019 results reflect gains in fiscal policy, especially in its stabilization function,
and debt management. The average score on the fiscal policy criterion was unchanged at 3.0
but anchored on a firming trend. Meanwhile, the declining trend in the average score for the

Figure A.1: Trends in Economic Management Cluster Scores
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Figure A.2: Economic Management Cluster Average Scores, by Country Group
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debt policy and management
criterion steadied. Although
debt sustainability remained a
concern, the effectiveness of
debt management functions
strengthened in many
countries as they adopted
medium-term debt strategies
and built implementation
capacity. However, the
average score on the
monetary and exchange rate
policy criterion decreased,
due to inconsistencies
between the monetary policy
framework and price stability
objectives in some countries.

The level of performance in
the economic management
cluster varied among fragile
and non-fragile countries
(figure A.2). The region’s
fragile IDA countries saw their
average score rise to 2.8 in
2019, from 2.7 in 2018, as the
quality of fiscal policy and
debt policy and management
strengthened. In contrast, the
average score for the region’s
non-fragile IDA countries

was unchanged at 3.5. For



these countries, an increase
in the score on fiscal policy
was offset by a decrease in

Figure A.3: Increases and Decreases in the Economic
Management Cluster Score
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Monetary and Exchange Rate Policies

This criterion assesses whether the monetary/exchange rate policy framework is consistent
with economic stability and sustained medium-term growth. The average score for this criterion
decreased to 3.3 in 2019, from 3.4 in 2018. One country—Zimbabwe—increased its score, while
another—Liberia—saw its score fall (table A.1).

Table A.1: Changes in the Economic Management Cluster Scores, by Criterion

. Monetary and . . Debt policy and Economic mangement
Changes in scores . Fiscal policy
exchange rate policy management cluster
) N Benin, Chad, Benin, Chad, Eritrea,
Increases Zimbabwe Benin, Zimbabwe Fritrea, Uganda Uganda, Zimbabwe
Decreases Liberia Mozambique, Liberia, Mozambique,
Senegal Senegal

Source: CPIA database.
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Overall, the
average
economic
management
cluster score
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Liberia and Zimbabwe are fragile countries with a challenging economic environment. Liberia’s
score on the monetary and exchange rate policy criterion fell to 3.0, from 3.5 in 2018. Liberia’s
monetary policy framework weakened considerably in 2019. Starting from 23.3 percent year-
on-year in January 2019, inflation accelerated to 30.9 percent in September, reflecting the rapid
growth in monetary aggregates. Following an initial exchange rate depreciation—induced rise
in prices, the inflation pressure was maintained by a rapid increase in the Liberian dollar money
supply, as the Central Bank of Liberia (CBL) continued to extend credit to the government.
Additional money creation resulted from the financing of the CBL's deficit. Monetary policy was
tightened toward the end of the year, which helped slow inflation. Gross official foreign reserves
fell further in 2019 to below adequate levels due to financing of the CBL's operational budget,
foreign exchange intervention, and lending to the government. The CBL responded to the
decline in foreign exchange mainly through administrative measures.

By contrast, Zimbabwe’s score rose to 2.5, from 2.0 in 2018, due to the reforms implemented

by the monetary authorities to tackle deep macroeconomic imbalances and the severe

price distortions past policies had created. Currency reforms led to the establishment of a
single domestic currency and exchange rate, moving the economy away from dollarization
and the multiple exchange rates of the past decade. The currency reforms, in tandem with
strengthened control over the quasi-fiscal operations of the central bank and stricter regulations
of foreign exchange bureaus, helped contain the rapid depreciation of the currency. However,
Zimbabwe's low score points to the need for a stronger monetary policy framework to help
stabilize the economy. Inflationary pressures intensified in 2019, with the inflation rate rising to
unprecedented levels, fueled in part by continued currency depreciation. On the external front,
although the current account deficit fell, it mainly reflected the lack of foreign financing.

Fiscal Policy

This criterion assesses the quality of fiscal policy in its stabilization and allocation functions. The
stabilization function deals with achieving macroeconomic policy objectives in conjunction with
coherent monetary and exchange rate policies. The allocation function is concerned with the
appropriate provision of public goods.

Two countries—Benin and Zimbabwe—saw their score on fiscal policy change, compared with
seven in 2018. Benin's score increased to 4.0, from 3.5 in 2018, while Zimbabwe’s score rose to
3.0, from 2.5. No decreases in scores were observed in 2019, compared with four in 2018.

Benin's performance on fiscal policy strengthened in 2019. The fiscal deficit narrowed by more
than was anticipated, partly owing to continued efforts to rationalize the wage bill. Domestic tax
and nontax revenues reached their targets. Continued fiscal discipline created fiscal space that
the authorities are using to respond to the COVID-19 crisis. Fiscal policy was further strengthened
by the use of contingency budgeting, which enhanced the quality of the fiscal response to
external shocks. Spending on infrastructure, agriculture, health and education, and the digital
economy accounts for almost 70 percent of capital expenditure, consistent with medium-term
growth objectives.

In Zimbabwe, fiscal policy was tightened. Expenditure measures targeted the sources of fiscal
imbalances—the wage bill and government support to agriculture. The freeze on hiring
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noncritical staff and efforts to keep wage increases in check helped reduce the wage bill to
sustainable levels. Reforms of command agriculture, which in the past included providing
guarantees to banks and using vouchers instead of direct funding, decreased spending on
agriculture. Borrowing from the central bank was discontinued, and issuance of Treasury bills
was curtailed. The government increased spending to mitigate the economic and social impacts
of natural disasters. Additional spending allocations were directed toward restoring critical
infrastructure after Cyclone Idai hit the country.

Debt Policy and Management

This criterion assesses the extent to which external and domestic debt is contracted with a
view to achieving/maintaining debt sustainability and the effectiveness of debt management
functions. The average score for this criterion was unchanged at 3.1. More countries than in
2018—Benin, Chad, Eritrea, and Uganda—saw their score increase and fewer countries—
Mozambique and Senegal—registered a decrease in their score.

Among the countries where the score increased, two—Chad and Eritrea—were fragile countries.
Despite the increase, the scores for Chad and Eritrea remained very low on the debt policy

and debt management subcomponents. Chad remained at high risk of debt distress. The 2018
restructuring agreement with an international commercial creditor helped strengthen Chad’s
liquidity position. The restructuring agreement, which included a maturity extension, a large
reduction in restructuring fees, and a lower interest rate, helped reduce the country’s debt

level. However, institutional arrangements for debt management remained fragmented, and
monitoring and reporting continued to be weak.

Eritrea remained in external debt distress, although debt relief from some creditors and debt
restructuring with others helped reduce the amount of external arrears. The authorities took steps
to enhance debt management, with the introduction of a debt recording system, training of staff
on the principles of borrowing and cash management, and coordination between the Treasury
and spending units. However, greater efforts are needed in all these areas, including coordination
between debt management and other macroeconomic policies, effectiveness of the debt
management unit, and preparation and implementation of a debt management strategy.

By contrast, Benin and Uganda scored highly on debt policy and management. The overall and
external risk of debt distress remained moderate in Benin and low in Uganda, reflecting sustained
fiscal consolidation efforts. In both countries, projected external debt burden indicators are
below their thresholds under the baseline; however, the debt service-to-revenue ratio exceeds

its threshold in the case of an extreme depreciation shock in Benin, reflecting its exposure to the
international capital market. In both countries, debt management continued to strengthen.

Mozambique and Senegal recorded a decrease in their score. Mozambique's debt remained in
distress. Although the authorities have taken steps to enhance debt transparency, the capacity of
the debt management unit needs to be strengthened further to exercise effective oversight over
the entire public debt portfolio. Senegal’s score fell, as the risk of debt distress was raised from low
to moderate due to the country’s increased reliance on external non-concessional borrowing.
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The average
score for cluster
B decreased in
2019, the first
change over the
past 10 years.
Performance
weakened on
the trade and
financial sector
criteria.

Fragile countries
underperformed
non-fragile
countries across
the structural
policies cluster.
A similar pattern
was observed
between
resource-rich and
non-resource-
intensive
countries.

CLUSTER B: STRUCTURAL POLICIES

Cluster B covers policies affecting trade, the financial sector, and the business

regulatory en

vironment.

The average score for cluster B decreased from 3.2 in 2018 to 3.1 in 2019, the first change over
the past 10 years (figure B.1). Performance weakened across the cluster. After remaining steady
at 3.7, the score on the trade criterion fell to 3.6. The score on the financial sector criterion
decreased further from 2.8 to 2.7, well below the cluster average. The score for the business
regulatory environment, which had declined to 3.0 in 2018, was unchanged. These decreasing
scores suggest a slowdown in the pace of structural reforms across the region’s IDA countries,

Figure B.1: Trends in the Structural Policies Cluster Scores
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Figure B.2: Structural Policies Cluster Average Scores, by Country Group
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which could weigh on output
growth in the medium term.

These average patterns mask
considerable heterogeneity.
Among fragile countries, the
average score for the cluster
fell from 2.8in 2018 to 2.7 in
2019, due to deterioration in
the policies and regulations
affecting financial sector
development. In contrast,
the average cluster score

for the region’s non-fragile
countries increased to 3.5,
after declining to 3.4 in 2018.
This increase reflected the
countries’stronger trade
policy and regulatory business
environment frameworks. A
relatively similar pattern holds
between resource-intensive
and non-resource-intensive
countries (figure B.2). Fragile
countries underperformed
non-fragile countries across
the structural policies cluster.
For each criterion in the
cluster, fragile countries
registered more decreases
than increases in their scores
(table B.1).



Table B.1: Changes in the Structural Policies Cluster Scores, by Criterion

Business regulatory
environment

Changes in scores Financial sector

Ethiopia, Kenya, Nigeria, Senegal

Increases Ghana, Guinea, Zimbabwe Malawi )
Zimbabawe
Decreases Eritrea, Nigeria, Congo, Rep., Kenya, (C6te d'Ivoire, Mali, South Sudan,
Sao Tomé and Principe Niger, Sierre Leone Sudan, Uganda

Source: CPIA database.

Trade

The trade criterion assesses how the policy framework fosters global integration in goods and
services. It covers the trade regime and trade facilitation. The average score for trade was 3.6

in 2019, down from 3.7 in 2018. Six countries experienced a change in their score, with three
countries (Ghana, Guinea, and Zimbabwe) registering an increase, while the score declined

for three countries (Eritrea, Nigeria, and Sao Tomé and Principe). A worsening of trade policy
drove the change in the countries where the score on the trade criterion fell. For the countries
that recorded an increase in their score, the gain was due to improvements in trade facilitation
(Ghana and Guinea) and in the quality of trade policy (Zimbabwe).

The relatively slow pace of trade policy reform and trade facilitation improvements has limited
the ability of the region’s IDA countries to leverage trade to overcome the COVID-19 crisis;
mitigate its health and economic impact, especially on the poor; and drive the subsequent
economic recovery. Figure B.3 shows that prior to the crisis, IDA countries in the region were
imposing higher tariffs on imports of essential COVID-19 medical products than were low- and
middle-income countries elsewhere in the world, except the Middle East and North Africa. In
addition, according to the World Trade Organization’s Trade Facilitation Agreement database,
Sub-Saharan African countries have made the least progress on implementing single windows,

Figure B.3: Average Most Favored Nation Tariffs on Critical COVID-19 Medical Products
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In response to
the COVID-19
crisis, the
region’s IDA
countries have
put in place
measures that
have been trade
restrictive.

border agency cooperation, authorized operators, enquiry points, and risk management, all

of which are critical for the smooth functioning of trade. Trade provides countries access to
essential medical goods (including material inputs for their production) and services to help
contain the pandemic and treat those affected. Trade ensures access to food, maintaining and
enhancing the nutritional intake of the poor, which will boost immune systems and contribute
to the ability to resist the virus. Trade is also crucial in providing farmers with necessary inputs.

In response to the COVID-19 crisis, Sub-Saharan African countries have put in place measures
that, to a large extent, have been trade restrictive. From figure B.4, as of April/May 2020, 43
countries in the region have closed their land borders, 14 have put in place export/import
bans, 12 have put in place flight restrictions, and only nine have instituted some type of value-
added tax (VAT) reform. Border closures can have drastic impacts on welfare and poverty
reduction. Small-scale cross-border trade is a major feature of many Sub-Saharan African
economies, contributing to the income of about 43 percent of the region’s entire population
according to some estimates. Such trade supports livelihoods, especially for women; creates
employment; and, being dominated by agricultural and livestock products, is an essential part
of food security in many places. Hence, borders need to be kept open as much as possible for
trade, while implementing effective containment measures. Trade measures have included
export restrictions’ on medical supplies and food as well as import restrictions'® on food.
Some measures have been trade liberalizing—for example, a few countries have suspended
import duties on various medical-related goods and services."" A best practice approach would
generally be to steer away from restrictive measures so as to ensure better access to critical
products for all.

Figure B.4: Selected Policy Instruments Affecting Trade in Goods

and Services in Sub-Saharan Africa Trade pollcy reforms can

constitute a positive response

50 .
8 to the crisis. Limiting the
10 negative economic and social
impact will require reforms
30 that reduce the cost and
. improve the availability of
5 14 COVID-19 goods and services,
10 9 reduce tax and administrative
. . burdens on importers and
0
Flight Border Export and VAT exporters, and reduce the cost
restrictions dlosure import bans reforms of food and other products
heavily consumed by the poor.
Source: Staff compilation from various sources. .
Note: As of April-May 2020. Measures to streamline trade

procedures and facilitate trade

at the borders can contribute
to the response by expediting the movement, release, and clearance of goods, including goods
in transit, and enabling exchange of services.

9 Algeria, Botswana, Cote d'lvoire, the Arab Republic of Egypt, Eswatini, Kenya, Lesotho, Libya, Mali, Morocco, Namibia, Sudan, and Zimbabwe.

10 Mauritius and the Seychelles.

11 Angola, Burkina Faso, Cabo Verde, Cameroon, the Democratic Republic of Congo, Cote d'Ivoire, Mali, Mauritania, Mauritius, Morocco, Mozambique,
Niger, Nigeria, Senegal, South Africa, Tanzania, Togo, Zambia, and Zimbabwe.
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Reforms can be designed to reduce the need for close contact between traders, transporters,
and border officials to protect stakeholders and limit the spread of the virus, while maintaining

essential assessments to ensure revenue, health, and security. Maintaining transport and logistics

services along the main corridors will be essential, particularly for landlocked countries, for
continued access to medical products, food, and other essential goods and services. Where
there is a need to implement stronger containment measures for health reasons, transport and
logistics must be categorized as essential activities to keep critical supply chains up and running.
Box B.1 presents possible policy responses that governments in the region’s IDA countries can
take to support trade during the crisis.

To facilitate access to essential COVID-19-related medical goods and supplies

- Reduce to zero import tariffs on COVID-19-related medical goods

- Exempt from value-added tax (VAT) imports of COVID-19-related medical services and goods

- Waive withholding taxes (advance income taxes) on imports of COVID-19-related goods

- Commit to refrain from imposing export bans or taxes on COVID-19 medical goods or services.

To support consumption of essential items and limit negative impacts on the poorest

- Reduce to zero import tariffs on all food products
- Waive withholding taxes on imports of food products for the duration of the crisis
- Refrain from imposing export bans or taxes on critical food staples.

To support exporters to maintain jobs and foreign exchange earnings

- Remove bans, quantitative restrictions, and taxes on exports

- Waive withholding taxes on exports

- Review all export applications, licenses, and permits and remove those that are not required to
maintain market access or protect health, safety, and security

- Reimburse exporters that have lost overseas sales for the VAT that was paid on inputs in the expectation
that it would be refunded on export.

To streamline regulatory and border procedures to facilitate access to COVID-19-related medical goods and food

- Remove the need for applications, permits, and licenses for products that do not pose significant risk to
human health, environmental safety, or consumer protection; streamline procedures for those that are
required and prioritize issuance and regulatory approval of imports of COVID-19-related medical goods
and food

- Recognize certificates or systems of conformity for medical equipment, essential food items, and
farming inputs from accredited agencies in countries with similar or higher standards

- Implement risk management to allow low-risk critical supplies to pass clearance controls quickly

- Support increased internal and external border agency collaboration; for example, customs and
agencies responsible for sanitary and phytosanitary standards should work together to expedite
clearance for essential medical goods, food products, and farming inputs

- Enhance business continuity through greater use of information and communications technology,
flexible working schedules, longer border opening hours, and expanded access to telephone and
online enquiry points, all of which can increase efficiency and limit the physical presence and
interaction of logistics workers and officials at facilities and border crossing points

- Raise the threshold for application of simplified trade regimes to encourage small-scale traders to
consolidate.

To ensure effectively functioning trucking and logistics services and minimal supply chain disruption

- Maintain transit rights and expedite transit of medical goods, food, and other essential items

- Ensure no additional taxes and fees are imposed on transit traffic and reduce existing duties where
possible on COVID-19 medical goods and food

- Limit impacts on the main trade corridors and set up COVID-19 “container clinics” at key nodes in the
network to reduce contamination and spread.
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Trade will also play a key role in the recovery. Sustaining and enhancing many of the measures
outlined above would reduce trade costs and provide a more certain environment for trade
and investment in trade-related activities. Collaborative efforts at the regional and global levels
would build on national efforts in repairing fractured international value chains, improving
preparedness, and enhancing the resilience of trade to future shocks. For example, deeper
regional integration through the African Continental Free Trade Area could contribute to pulling
countries out of recession by increasing opportunities for growth and poverty reduction through
expanding the regional market, enhancing diversification, and generating better paid jobs. In
the aftermath of the crisis, the recent trend for manufacturing activities to migrate from China
in response to rapidly rising wages may be augmented as firms seek to increase their resilience
to future shocks. The region’s IDA countries have an opportunity to attract foreign investment in
manufacturing and the jobs that this will bring. The 2020 World Development Report concludes
that open and transparent trade policies and investments in trade facilitation and trade logistics
are elements of a policy framework that is conducive to participation in global value chains.

Financial Sector

The financial sector criterion assesses the policies and regulations that affect (i) financial stability;
(i) the sector’s efficiency, depth, and resource mobilization strength; and (iii) access to financial
services. The average score for the financial sector criterion decreased from 2.8 in 2018 to 2.7

in 2019, one of the lowest scores among the 16 CPIA criteria, pointing to a deterioration in the
quality of policies and regulation affecting financial sector development in the region. Four
countries—Kenya, Niger, the Republic of Congo, and Sierra Leone—saw their score fall while the
score for one country—Malawi—increased.

Persisting financial inclusion gaps, including by gender, age, and income, and the substantial
decrease in access to credit by micro, small, and medium-size enterprises following the
introduction of the interest rate cap in 2016 contributed to the decline in Kenya's score. For
Niger, the decrease in the score was due to the increase in the level of capital at risk, far above
regulatory requirements set by the regional central bank. For the Republic of Congo, it was
due to a deterioration in asset quality in the banking sector. The decrease in Sierra Leone’s
score was on account of the high cost of financial intermediation and the population’s low
access to financial services. In Malawi, a significant decrease in the level of nonperforming
loans helped strengthen asset quality in the banking sector, which contributed to the increase
in its score.

Country scores ranged from 1.0 to 3.5, with 46 percent of the countries receiving a score
between 2.0 and 2.5, and six countries achieving the region’s highest scores of 3.0 to 3.5. (figure
B.5). These results indicate that in most countries, important components of the financial sector
remain very vulnerable to shocks, financial markets are underdeveloped, and only small shares
of households and small and medium enterprises (SMEs) have access to formal sector financial
services. In particular, the region’s 19 fragile countries, with an average score of 2.4, continued to
perform poorly across the three dimensions of the financial sector criterion (figure B.6).
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Although only five
countries saw their score
changed in 2019, there
were nine individual score
changes across the three
subcomponents, four of
which were positive and
five were negative. In
contrast to the previous
year, the financial stability
subcomponent recorded a
modest gain in 2019, with
three countries recording an
increase in their score while
two countries observed

a decrease. This reflected
improved adherence to the

Number of countries

Figure B.6: Financial Sector Scores, by Fragility
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new Basel Il/lll norm and some efforts to increase asset quality in the banking sector,

although in many cases nonperforming loans remain elevated. Partly as a result, the
average score for this sub component remains low, indicating persisting vulnerabilities

in the financial sector (figure B.7).
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The average
score for the
financial stability
subcomponent
remained low,
indicating
persisting
vulnerabilities

in the financial
sector.

The share of
the adult
population in
the region’s
IDA countries
with access to
an account at a
formal financial
institution
increased, but
continued to
lag countries in
other regions.

The efficiency, depth, and
resource mobilization
subcomponent recorded no
41 gainin 2019. As in 2018, one
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Similarly, the access

to financial services
subcomponent achieved no gains in 2019. While one country increased its score on the
subcomponent, two countries recorded a decrease in their score. In many cases, this reflected
a regulatory environment that continues to constrain SMEs'access to formal sector financial
services. Countries across the region continue to make notable gains in the share of the adult
population with access to an account at a formal financial institution, owing to the continued
expansion of mobile money activities. However, they continue to lag countries in other
regions (figure B.8).

Figure B.8: Population with Account Ownership at a Financial Institution or Mobile Money Banking, across Regions (%)
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Business Regulatory Environment

The business regulatory environment criterion assesses the legal, requlatory, and policy
environment for private sector business. It has three subcomponents that measure the efficacy
of regulations affecting (i) entry, exit, and competition; (ii) ongoing business operations; and (iii)
factor markets (labor and land).

The average score for the business regulatory environment criterion was 3.0 in 2019, the same as

in 2018. Five countries (Ethiopia, Kenya, Nigeria, Senegal, and Zimbabwe) registered an increase

in their score, while for five countries (Cote d'lvoire, Mali, South Sudan, Sudan, and Uganda) the
average score declined. Rwanda at 4.5 and Zambia at 4.0 were joined by Kenya as the IDA countries
in the region with the highest scores on business regulatory environment. More generally,
businesses in fragile and conflict-affected countries (FCV) continued to operate in regulatory
environments that are more challenging than in their non-fragile counterparts. Resource-intensive
countries also had lower scores on the business regulatory environment than non-resource-
intensive countries, reflecting their slower pace of reforms, especially among oil exporters.

The average scores hide significant variation in performance among FCV and resource-intensive
countries. Among the region’s 19 FCV countries in 2019, the three countries experiencing high-
intensity conflict (the Central African Republic, Somalia, and South Sudan) had an average score

of 1.5, reflecting the difficulty
in effectively regulating
business in countries with such
conditions. The eight medium-
intensity conflict countries
(Burkina Faso, Burundli,
Cameroon, the Democratic
Republic of Congo, Mali, Niger,
Nigeria, and Sudan) had an
average score of 3.1, with seven
countries scoring between

3.0 and 3.5, while Sudan was
downgraded to 2.5 from 3.0

in 2018. The average score

for the socially fragile FCV
countries (Chad, the Comoros,
the Republic of Congo, Eritrea,
The Gambia, Guinea Bissau,
Liberia, and Zimbabwe) was
unchanged at 2.4, although
Zimbabwe's score increased
from 2.5 to 3.0 (figure B.9).
Among the resource-intensive
countries, oil exporters had

a much lower average score
(figure B.10).

Figure B.9: CPIA Scores Tend to Be Lower in High-Intensity Conflict
and Socially Fragile Countries
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Figure B.10: CPIA Scores Tend to Be Lower in Oil-Exporting
Countries and Higher in Mineral-Exporting Countries
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CPIA scores

for the region'’s
fragile and
conflict-affected
IDA countries
exhibited wider
variance at the
lower end of the
rating scale.

CPIA scores

for the region’s
non-fragile
countries were
concentrated at
the high end of
the rating scale.

The distribution of scores
highlights the wide range

of business environments in
the region’s FCV countries
and underscores a widening
gap between FCV and other
countries. The scores among
the FCV countries span the
range from 1.0 to 3.5, with a
worsening at the low end due
to the downgrades of South
Sudan and Sudan, coupled
with offsetting upgrades

in Nigeria and Zimbabwe
(figure B.11). In contrast, the
non-FCV countries are more
concentrated around the 3.0-
4.5 range, with most scoring
3.0and 3.5in 2019 (figure
B.12). The non-FCV distribution
also appears to have improved
at the upper end, with
increases in the scores for
Ethiopia, Kenya, and Senegal
partially offset by decreases in
the scores for Cote d'Ivoire
and Uganda.

Figure B.11: Distribution of CPIA Scores Among Fragile and
Conflict-affected IDA Countries in the Region (number of countries)
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On average, reforms to facilitate exit, entry, and competition advanced the most in all countries,
while gains on regulations affecting ongoing operations and factor markets were mixed (figure
B.13). Performance on all three types of regulations was strongest among non-FCV countries
and non-resource-intensive countries. Regulations affecting ongoing operations were more
burdensome in FCV countries and resource-intensive countries more broadly. Regulations
affecting land and labor were also more rigid among FCV and resource-intensive countries.

For FCV countries, the distribution of scores across the three types of regulations was evenly
spread. Many FCVs scored 2 or less in the three categories of regulations, while the scores for
most non-FCV countries were clustered around the 3.0-3.5 range for two of the subcomponents.
The scores covering regulations affecting entry, exit, and competition show a relatively flat
distribution for both types of countries. Most of the non-FCV countries scored 3.5 or 4 and above,
while FCV countries mostly scored 2.5 or less.

The various dimensions of the business regulatory environment in the region are captured in the
World Bank’s annual Doing Business report. Although countries in Sub-Saharan Africa continue
to lag other regions on the Doing Business indicators, they have continued to implement
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reforms (figure B.14). The
Doing Business 2020 report
captured 63 reforms carried
out by 26 of the 39 IDA
countries in Sub-Saharan
Africa. Of the 26 countries that
made it easier to do business
in 2019, 16 implemented
more than one reform and
seven implemented more
than three. The countries

with the greatest number of
reforms were Kenya (seven),
Nigeria (six), Togo (six), and
Zimbabwe (five). By virtue of
the greatest improvement in
the Doing Business scores,
Togo and Nigeria were ranked

Figure B.13: The Pattern of Subcomponent Sores is Similar Across
Country Groups
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among the top 10 performers in the report.

The 39 IDA countries in Sub-Sahara Africa have a wide range of business environments, as
demonstrated by the Doing Business scores ranging from 76 in Rwanda to 20 in Somalia. At

the top end, in addition to the top reformers, strong business environments are on display in
Rwanda, Zambia, Malawi, Ghana, Senegal, and Niger. Even Cote d'lvoire and Uganda maintained
a strong position, despite recording a decrease in their CPIA scores. At the other end of the
spectrum are the FCV countries, holding seven of the bottom 10 Doing Business rankings in the
world, with three other FCV countries rounding out the bottom 10 in the region.

Figure B.14: Regional Performance on Doing Business Indicators
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On average,
reforms to
facilitate exit,
entry, and
competition
advanced the
most in the
region’s IDA
countries.

The Sub-
Saharan

Africa region
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to lag other
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indicators.



The average
score for cluster
C decreased in
2019, mainly
due to a decline
in the average
score for the
building human
resources
criterion.

Fragile
countries
substantially
underperformed
non-fragile
countries across
all dimensions
of the social
inclusion and
equity cluster.

CLUSTER C: POLICIES FOR SOCIAL INCLUSION AND EQUITY

Cluster C deals with social inclusion and equity. It covers gender equality, equity of public
resource use, building human resources, social protection, and environmental sustainability.

After rising to 3.3 in 2018, the average score for cluster C decreased to 3.2 in 2019, where it had
been for the past several years (figure C.1). This decrease was mainly due to a decline in the
score on the building human resources criterion. The scores for gender equality, equity of
public resource use, environmental sustainability, and social protection were unchanged. The
score for social protection
continued to lag.

Figure C.1: Trends in the Average Scores in the Social Inclusion

and Equity Cluster . . .
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Figure C.2: Social Inclusion and Equity Cluster Average Scores, by Country Group
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human resources component, which covers health and education, suggesting that many countries
entered the COVID-19 crisis inadequately prepared to confront the pandemic (table C.1).

Table C.1: Changes in the Social Inclusion and Equity Cluster Scores, by Criterion

. Policies and
Social

Changes Gender Equity of public Building human institutions for

protection

environmental
and labor

sustainablity

Chad, Cote d'lvoire,
Guinea, Niger, Rwanda

in scores equality resource use resources

Increases Togo Mali, Togo Chad, Mauritania, Nigeria Liberia

Burkina Faso, Central
African Republic, Comoros,
Liberia, Mozambique,
South Sudan, Zambia

Decreases South Sudan Rwanda, Zambia Guinea, Zambia Mauritania

Source: CPIA database.

Gender Equality

The gender equality criterion assesses the extent to which a country has enacted and put in
place laws, policies, mechanisms, institutions, and programs that promote equal access for men
and women to human capital development and productive and economic resources, and which
give men and women equal status and protection under the law.

The regional average score for the gender equality criterion has remained unchanged since
2014, at 3.2.1n 2019, only Togo achieved an increase in the score for gender equality, while South
Sudan was the only country that saw its score fall. Fragility, conflict, and violence continue to
underpin gender gaps in the region and are associated with lower scores for this component

of the CPIA. Of the 37 countries and territories included on the World Bank’s FY2020 list of

fragile and conflict situations, 19 are in Sub-Saharan Africa. Within the region, countries that are
currently classified as experiencing fragility and conflict situations achieved an average CPIA
score of 2.8 for gender equality, compared with an average of 3.5 for countries not classified as
experiencing fragility and conflict situations.

At the policy level, the past few years have seen several countries in the region enact reforms
that improve gender equality, including reforms responding to domestic violence and sexual
harassment, women's equal access to assets, and women's equal access to employment. Liberia
and Burkina Faso, for example, have enacted recent reforms to address domestic violence. South
Sudan has also brought in legislation to protect women from sexual harassment. On access to
assets, the increase in Togo's score reflects provisions in its new land code to ensure that women
have equal property ownership rights and daughters have equal inheritance rights to those of
their male counterparts. In Céte d'lvoire, reforms have granted husbands and wives equal rights
to immovable property as well as equal administrative authority over their assets during marriage.
These reforms may help women use their assets as collateral to access finance, increase their
incentives to make productive investments in their land, or allow them to transition to off-farm
activities, as they no longer have to guard their land, thus spurring the structural transformation
that is vital to economic development. Finally, on women's equal access to employment, recent
reforms have included equalizing the retirement ages for women and men (the Democratic
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Box C.1:
Potential
Effects of the
COVID-19
Pandemic on
Gender Equality

Republic of Congo), prohibiting gender discrimination in hiring and pay for equal work (Mali and
South Sudan), removing restrictions on the types of work women can do (Niger, Sdo Tomé and
Principe, and South Sudan), mandating that maternity leave is paid by the government rather
than the employer (the Democratic Republic of Congo), increasing the length of maternity leave
(Zambia), and making paid parental leave available to men (South Sudan).

These recent policy reform efforts are representative of a longer-term effort by countries across
the region to bring in reforms that improve gender equality. Indeed, the 2019 Women, Business
and the Law report, “A Decade of Reform,”finds that the Sub-Saharan Africa region achieved the
greatest proportional increase in its Women, Business and the Law Index score over the past

50 years (with an 81 percent increase) and that over the past 10 years four of the world’s 10
countries with the greatest increase in their scores were in Sub-Saharan Africa, including South
Sudan, Sdo Tomé and Principe, and the Democratic Republic of Congo.

On mechanisms for effectively implementing policies so that reforms lead to changes on

the ground, one of the difficulties is the existence of dual legal systems in many countries.
This may mean that reforms to national statutory law or policies are not implemented on the
ground where local customary laws and practices, which may conflict with these reforms, have
more influence. Thus, it is especially important for national policy makers to work with key
formal and informal actors and institutions who exert authority on practices at the community
level. A recent example of this approach can be found in Niger, where the government has
institutionalized the use of Child Protection Committees to promote the abandonment of
child marriage. These committees include a wide range of community representatives, such

as religious and traditional leaders who exert significant influence over the social norms and
practices around child marriage.

Over the coming months, the impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic are likely to vary by gender. To
maximize the effectiveness of the response and prevent the crisis from contributing to widening
key gender gaps, it will be critical that governments recognize the potential gendered impacts of
the pandemic and take them into account in the design of their policy response (box C.1).

Global data currently suggest that the death rate for people who contract COVID-19 is between 10 and 90
percent higher for men than for women.? Immunological and hormonal factors may play a role, but more
research is needed to form a rigorous understanding of this disparity. However, in terms of exposure to
the virus, women across the Sub-Saharan Africa region face specific vulnerabilities. For example, women
are heavily exposed as frontline health workers, with data showing that 65 percent of nurses across the
region are women.” As patients, women may also be exposed through their need to access maternal and
reproductive health services, and policy makers will need to ensure that pregnant women can continue
to access these services in a safe way. Some of the risks here are illuminated by evidence from the
2014-16 West Africa Ebola outbreak, with researchers estimating that the reallocation of public resources
from reproductive and sexual health services to the emergency Ebola response led to a reduction in the
use of key services, which contributed to an additional 3,600 maternal, neonatal, and stillbirth deaths for
the year 2014-15. Women may also be disproportionately exposed in their households, as they tend to
be more likely to take on the role of caring for sick household members.

Adolescent girls may be especially vulnerable to the disruption that the pandemic is likely to cause at a
critical moment in their lives when they are making key decisions with long-term consequences related to
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health outcomes, fertility, marriage, and acquisition of skills.# Evidence from Sierra Leone, for example, Box C.1
indicates that school closures related to the 2014-16 Ebola outbreak contributed to a 50 percent increase ~ °ntinued
in teen pregnancy rates.c Although girls’ clubs that were used to deliver an adolescent girls' training

program during the outbreak were found to act as a safe space and mitigate the impact of school

closures on teen pregnancy, such physical gatherings may not be an option, given the need for physical

distancing during the current pandemic. And although there is evidence of the positive impacts of digital
mechanisms for improving women’s access to agricultural extension® and financial services,? there is not

yet evidence on whether the positive impacts of girls’ clubs can be replicated using digital platforms.

There is emerging evidence that the COVID-19 pandemic may have greater negative impacts on economic
outcomes for women than men. This will make it even more critical for governments to implement policies
and programs that respond to the specific needs of women workers, farmers, and entrepreneurs. Such
approaches can draw on an ever-growing base of knowledge, including evidence from the World Bank’s
Africa Gender Innovation Lab." Although the spread of the virus is still in its relatively early stages in
Sub-Saharan Africa compared with other regions of the world, emerging data from the recent Facebook
COVID-19 Future of Business Survey collected May 28-31, 2020 indicates that, across the sampled
countries in Sub-Saharan Africa, the business closure rate was 43 percent for businesses owned by women
compared to 34 percent for those owned by men at the time of the survey. With the lockdown policies

in place in many countries in the region, women are more likely to have had to temporarily close their
businesses than men. Women business owners may be disproportionately affected by the contraction in
economic activities as a result of COVID-19 for a number of reasons. This includes gender differentials by
(i) government-imposed restrictions, (ii) sectors of operation, (iii) time spent on domestic responsibilities,
and (iv) finances. The Facebook COVID-19 Future of Business survey showed that women are more
concentrated in consumer-facing sectors (services, hospitality, and retail trade), which have experienced a
more severe demand shock in the context of the pandemic. In addition, a large proportion of operational
business owners/managers are having to manage domestic and care responsibilities, with women still
doing the bulk of this work. This could be the result of the extra burden that may come from staying home
during a quarantine or caring for children out of school or family members who have fallenill.

In addition, women'’s higher concentration in vulnerable types of employment and in the informal sector
may also put them outside the reach of formal social protection, weakening their ability to cope with
pandemic-related economic shocks and forcing them to resort to negative coping strategies.

Finally, the COVID-19 pandemic is likely to increase women'’s exposure to gender-based violence (GBV). A
variety of factors are likely to contribute to an increase in GBV during the pandemic, including the need
for households to quarantine together for extended periods, the increased stress on household members
caused by poverty and economic uncertainty, the weaker bargaining position that many women may
find themselves in because of the unequal economic impacts of the pandemic, and a reduction in access
to or funding for key health services, including those that respond to GBV. Impacts may be particularly
severe in countries that are already affected by conflict, fragility, and violence, of which there are many in

the region.

a. https://www.brookings.edu/blog/up-front/2020/05/15/covid-19-much-more-fatal-for-men-especially-taking-age-into-account/.

b. M. Boniol, M. Mclsaac, L. Xu, T. Wuliji, K. Diallo, and J. Campbell, 2019, “Gender Equity in the Health Workforce: Analysis of 104 Countries,” Working Paper 1,
World Health Organization, Geneva.

c. L. Sochas, A. A. Channon, and S. Nam, 2017, “Counting Indirect Crisis-Related Deaths in the Context of a Low-Resilience Health System: The Case of Maternal
and Neonatal Health during the Ebola Epidemic in Sierra Leone,” Health Policy Plan 32 (suppl 3), iii32-iii39.

d. World Bank, 2011, World Development Report 2012: Gender Equality and Development, Washington, DC: World Bank Group.

e. O. Bandiera, N. Buehren, M. P. Goldstein, I. Rasul, and A. Smurra, 2019, “The Economic Lives of Young Women in the Time of Ebola: Lessons from an
Empowerment Program,” World Bank, Washington, DC.

f. E. Lecoutere, D. J. Spielman, and B. V. Campenhout, 2019, “Empowering Women with Digital Extension in Uganda: Effects of Information and Role Models,”
International Food Policy Research Institute, Washington, DC.

g. T. Suri and W. Jack, 2016, “The Long-Run Poverty and Gender Impacts of Mobile Money, Science 354 (6317), 1288-92.

h. World Bank, 2020, “Supporting Women throughout the Coronavirus (COVID-19) Emergency Response and Economic Recovery,” World Bank, Washington, DC,
https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/handle/10986/33612.

i. A. Peterman, A. Potts, M. O'Donnell, K. Thompson, N. Shah, S. Oertelt-Prigione, and N. van Gelder, 2020, “Pandemics and Violence against Women and
Children,” Center for Global Development, Washington, DC.
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More than half
of the region’s
IDA countries
had an average
score of 3.5 or
more on the
equity of public
resource use
criterion. This
reflected recent
gains in poverty
measurement
and monitoring
and the
increased
availability of
poverty-related
information to
the public.

Equity of Public Resource Use

This criterion assesses the extent to which the pattern of public expenditures and revenue
collection affects the poor and is consistent with poverty reduction priorities. There are three
subcomponents to the criterion. The first is an expenditure component that assesses the extent
to which poverty measurement tools are available, mechanisms are in place to track expenditure,
and the degree to which information on poverty is available to the public. The second is a score
that reflects how well poor and vulnerable groups are identified and whether government
priorities and strategies are effectively directed toward these groups. The third is a score
assessing how progressive or regressive the incidence of various tax policies in the country are.

The regional average score for this criterion was unchanged at 3.3 in 2019. However, the score
changed in four countries, with two countries (Mali and Togo) seeing an increase and two
countries (Rwanda and Zambia) experiencing a decrease in their score. Mali's score increased
to 4.5, from 4.0 in 2018, as several statistical reforms continued to be enacted, including a new
statistics law. This increase places the country’s score alongside the likes of Burkina Faso, Niger,
and Togo. Togo's score increased to 4.0. A harmonized and modernized household survey was
completed, which will be used to update national welfare estimates and identify poor and
vulnerable groups. Rwanda'’s score dropped to 4.0 because of changes in the prioritization

of government spending toward infrastructure, which squeezed the available fiscal space

for investments in rural areas and human capital. The score for Zambia declined because of
continued delays in the implementation of an updated national household survey.

Individual country scores
ranged from 2.0 to 4.0, with an
almost equal share of countries

Figure C.3: Distribution of Average Scores for the Equity of Public Resource
Use Criterion
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across all IDA countries was 4.5.

o

The country scores by fragility
status are shown in figure C4.
The average score for fragile
countries was 3.1, compared
with an average score of 3.6 among non-fragile countries. The best-scoring fragile countries had
an average score of 4, comparable to those in the upper range in non-fragile countries. The lowest
scoring fragile countries had an average score of 2.0, which was a full point below the lowest
scores for non-fragile countries. Fragile countries still struggle to obtain regular estimations of
poverty, identify the poor and vulnerable, and maintain progressive public budgets.
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Figure C.4: Equity of Public Resource Use, by Country and Fragility Status
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Building Human Resources

The building human resources component assesses the quality of national policies and public
and private sector delivery in health and education. The regional average score for this criterion
decreased to 3.5 in 2019, from 3.6 in 2018, much lower than the average score of 3.7 for IDA
countries outside the Sub-Saharan Africa region. Ten countries saw their scores change in 2019,
with seven registering a decrease and three recording an increase (table C.1).

Health

The regional average score for health was 3.4, the same as in 2018. However, decreases in
country scores largely outnumbered increases. Three countries—Benin, Mauritania, and Nigeria
—saw their scores increase from 2018, while eight countries—Burkina Faso, the Central African
Republic, the Republic of Congo, the Democratic Republic of Congo, Ethiopia, Mozambique,
Niger, and Zambia—registered a decrease in their scores. Most countries’ scores are in the mid-
range, at 3.0 or 3.5 (figure C.5). The countries trailing the regional average include the Central
African Republic, the Republic of Congo, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Somalia, and South Sudan. The
countries that were above the regional average and had a score of 4.0 or higher include Cabo
Verde, The Gambia, Rwanda, Benin, Burundi, Ethiopia, Ghana, Senegal, and Zimbabwe.

The countries that had a score of 4.0 or higher accounted for 23 percent of the region’s IDA

countries (table C.2). This was a negative development compared with 2018, when 26 percent of

the IDA countries scored in that range. Rwanda remains outstanding in this range. It sustained
the significant progress it had made in service coverage, stewardship, and health financing. At
the low end of the distribution, the share of countries that scored 2.5 or below was 13 percent,
which was higher than the 10.5 percent in that bracket in 2018. Finally, about 64 percent of the
region’s IDA countries scored between 3.0 and 3.5, compared with 63 percent in 2018.
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Most of the
region’s IDA
countries’ scores
were in the mid-
range, at 3.0

or 3.5, on the
health criterion,
with decreases
largely
outnumbering
increases.

Figure C.5: CPIA Scores for Health
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Table C.2: Distribution of CPIA Health Scores

Score bracket Number of countries Share of total (%)
4.5 3 7.7
4 6 15.4
3.5 12 30.8
3 13 333
25 4 10.3
2 1 26
Total 39 100

Source: CPIA database.

In general, progress in health financing has remained slow, with insufficient revenue generation,
and budget allocations to the sector are largely input-based, with little progress toward
strategic purchasing. Moreover, although data availability and health information systems have
improved somewhat across program areas, these gains are not commensurate with the promise
innovations in information systems hold for tracking program coverage.

The average score for the health subcomponent was equal to the average score for the cluster.
For nearly 62 percent of the region’s IDA countries, the health score equaled the average score
for the cluster. Conversely, in the 38 percent of the countries where the average cluster score
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was higher than the health score, the difference was on average only about half a point. The
difference in scores between the health subcomponent and the overall cluster was more
pronounced for countries in fragile situations. For almost 72 percent of the region’s fragile IDA
countries, the average score for health was below the average score for the cluster. The health
subcomponent outperformed the cluster average in only five countries.

Education

The education component of the CPIA evaluates six key education system aspects that are
critical to its high performance: sector strategy, education management and information systems
(EMIS), learning assessments, teachers, education finance, and school-based management.

The average score for the
education component

Figure C.6: Average Education Score Distribution The average
remained at 3.5, unchanged score for the
since 2014. Fourteen countries ; g [k

; countries on
had a median score of 3.5 " N .
(igure C.6). component
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was 3.1. For the group of 20

non-fragile IDA countries, the Average education score
average score was 3.9 Sources: CPIA database.

(figure C.7).
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Three countries recorded changes in their scores: the Comoros and Liberia (0.5-point
decrease) and Chad (0.5-point increase). In the Comoros, the education management
information system (EMIS) is highly dependent on donor funding. There were delays in data
analysis and reporting, as well as in dissemination of statistics. Updated information on

and assessment of education finance show that students and teachers lack learning tools
and facilities, while families must support schools with basic inputs such as textbooks and
maintenance. In Liberia, challenges remained in different areas and the recent upgrade in the
score was reverted. The decrease in the score reflected the lack of consistent school data, as
the government has struggled with effectively resourcing and carrying out EMIS activities,
delays in advancing the national learning assessment system, highly centralized funding and
teacher management, and school Parent Teacher Associations (PTAs) and committees are
generally not informed about school performance.
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For the group
of the region’s
20 non-fragile
IDA countries,
the average
score on the
education
criterion was
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region’s 19
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was 3.1.

Box C.2:
Impact of
COVID-19 on
Education

Figure C.7: Distribution of Education Scores in Fragile and Non-Fragile Countries
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In Chad, the education score increased for two consecutive years. In 2018, the increase was
supported by the implementation of the interim sector plan with the backing of all education
stakeholders. The increase in the score in 2019 reflected the government’s commitment to
improving education data availability, having worked to improve timeliness, with the next
step set toward quality. A second major improvement is linked to teachers, whose salaries

are now paid on time, including payments of community teachers. In addition, incentives
were introduced to improve teacher allocation, such as allowances and accommodation and
remoteness premiums.

Box C.2 discusses the impact of COVID-19 on education in countries in the Sub-Saharan
Africa region.

Financial impact on education. Government revenues are projected to fall due to the pandemic
as a result of slowing economic activity. As fiscal space is already limited in many countries,
there is a risk that policy responses to the crisis will be insufficient or worsen macroeconomic
conditions. In addition, the need to prioritize the public health emergency response and
strengthen safety nets is likely to reduce the amount of funding that is available for other
public investments, including education. Previous forecasts estimated that overall public
education spending would grow in real terms, but if governments reprioritize their budgets
and reduce the share allocated to education, there is likely to be a downside scenario in which
per capita education spending declines in almost all country income groups and regions. In
Sub-Saharan Africa, per capita education spending would fall by 4.2 percent.
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Expected impact on education services. About 252 million learners across Sub-Saharan Africa
have been affected by COVID-19-driven school closures. Without a robust policy response in
place, there could be severe negative impacts on human capital, with a possible reversal of
previous gains in the sector. In the short-to-medium term, there are high risks of an increase
in learning losses and inequality, and physical and emotional deprivation, especially among
children from disadvantaged households and girls. For girls, these risks are higher due to a
potential increase in child marriage, early childbearing, and other gender-based violence.
Learners face a high risk of dropping out of school permanently. Furthermore, the crisis
presents income and health shocks, particularly to poor households, which will reduce their
investments in education. As fiscal space tightens due to a projected fall in government
revenue and donor contributions, education budgets may be affected, impacting the payment
of teachers’ salaries and budget allocation to education institutions, leading to lower quality
of education. In the long term, there is a high likelihood of adverse impacts on human capital
accumulation affecting the quality of the labor force and threatening the technological
advancement and development of the economy.

Countries’ response. As many countries in the region were already facing a learning crisis
before the pandemic, governments in collaboration with development partners have rapidly
responded to mitigate further worsening of the situation. There has been an increase in

the development and multimodal delivery of learning content through the mass media,
especially given the low technology penetration in Sub-Saharan Africa (see figure BC.2.12
and figure BC.2.2°). Countries with low human resources scores generally have lower
technology penetration rates. To increase the reach of learning content, some governments
are providing zero-rated educational online platforms and distributing media devices to
selected households. Parents and teachers are also supported through guidance on home-
based learning and the use of remote learning platforms, as well as the continual payment of
teachers’salaries. As schools prepare for reopening, authorities are putting different measures
in place. These include but are not limited to ensuring adequate distancing and safety
measures, preparing re-enrollment sensitization campaigns and programs, providing teacher
training programs, teaching students at the right level, and offering counseling services. To
build resilience to similar shocks in the future, digital infrastructure and national repositories
for educational content are being developed and advanced.

Figure BC.2.1: Breakdown of Remote Learning Approaches
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Box C.2
continued

Figure BC.2.2: Technology Penetration Rate, by Score
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Operational response. The Education Global Practice at the World Bank is employing multiple
strategies to assist governments. Existing and pipeline projects are being restructured.
Contingency emergency response components are being activated for ongoing projects and
incorporated into pipeline projects in case of a similar crisis in the future. The World Bank

is also carrying out emergency operations across the region, including projects financed
through the Global Partnership for Education emergency funds. Furthermore, education-
related prior actions are being included in Development Policy Operations, and Programs for
Results are being adapted to support response efforts. Interventions include the deployment
of remote learning and the use of digital technologies, support for teacher salaries and
publication of state and local government education expenditures, access to sanitation
facilities in schools, guarantees of safe schools and gender-based violence prevention, and
building system resilience for future crises. The World Bank continues to provide advisory
services and analytics to support countries.

Sources: Samer Al-Samarrai, 2020, “The Impact of the COVID-19 Pandemic on Education Financing,” World Bank Group, Washington, DC; and World Bank,
2020. "Africa One Education Response to COVID-19.” World Bank: Washington, DC.

a. http://pubdocs.worldbank.org/en/231961590785765860/Education-Sector-Brief-May-26.pdf.

b. Data source: Demographic and Health Surveys and Multiple Indicator Cluster Surveys for various years. The figure shows the average penetration rate for
mobile subscriptions, radio and television ownership, and internet access by score. Countries with similar education scores are grouped together.

Social Protection and Labor

This criterion assesses social protection and labor policies. It covers the overall social protection
system, social safety net programs, labor market programs and policies, local service delivery
and civil society participation in community development programs, and pension and old-age
savings programs. There was almost no change in the scores for the social protection and labor
criterion in 2019. The regional average score came in at 2.9, the same as in 2018, remaining well
below the average cluster score of 3.2. Only three countries—Guinea, Liberia, and Zambia—

saw a change in their score in 2019. Liberia’s score increased, while the scores for Guinea and
Zambia fell.
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Guinea’s score decreased from 3.0 in 2018 to 2.5 in 2019 due to a reassessment of the country’s
social safety net programs vis-a-vis comparator countries and the standardized criteria for the
rating. The decrease in Zambia's score to 2.5 reflected a deterioration in the effectiveness of social
safety nets. The government'’s Social Cash Transfer program, designed to reach two-thirds of the
country’s extreme poor households, has received minimal funding. The benefit package does not
meet the basic food requirements of an average size household and has not been adjusted for
inflation to maintain its real value. Most Social Cash Transfer households received only 15 percent
of their annual transfer amount due to fiscal shortages.

In contrast, Liberia’s score for social protection increased to 3.0, from 2.5 in 2018, bringing the
country in line with comparable systems (Sierra Leone and Ghana). The increase in the score
reflected gains in the labor markets and pensions subcomponents. Specifically, the government
ratified the applicable International Labor Organization Convention, passed conforming
legislation, and made progress on its implementation. Labor market regulations are broadly
appropriate. On the pensions and old-age savings programs, Liberia has a contributory pension
system that provides old-age and disability benefits to formal sector workers in the private and
public sectors.

Social protection and labor systems help improve equity among populations, build resilience to
shocks, and build opportunities by helping poor and vulnerable people smooth consumption,
improve productivity, and invest in the human capital of their children. The utility of social safety
nets is being demonstrated as 190 countries and territories have now planned, introduced, or
adapted 937 social protection measures in response to COVID-19, of which 254 involve social
insurance and 126 cover labor market measures.

The Sub-Saharan Africa

region’s cash transfer programs Figure C.8: Beneficiaries of Cash Transfers, by Region (millions) Cash transfer
are lagging other regions in 500 EAp 475 E:Z?;::r:n
the number of beneficiaries . ' Africa are
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2 percent). These figures %

would not be significantly E;

different if they included labor g e
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rise in response to COVID-19: Source: Gentilini et al. 2020,
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are being mobilized with

12 U. Gentilini, M. Aimenfi, P. Dale, A.V. Lopez, and U. Zafar, “Global Database on Social Protection and Jobs Responses to COVID-19," Living Database,
version 12, July 10, 2020. Ugo; Almenfi, Mohamed; Orton, lan; Dale, Pamela. 2020.“Social Protection and Jobs Responses to COVID-19: A Real-Time
Review of Country Measures! World Bank, Washington, DC.
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Cash transfer
programs in
Sub-Saharan
Africa are
lagging other
regions in
coverage of
the population
in percentage
terms.

coverage rates that far
exceed the low-coverage,
narrowly targeted programs

Figure C.9: Share of Cash Transfer Beneficiaries, by Region
(% of the regional population)
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from developed countries.
However, without sustained domestic financing, many of these expanded schemes are unlikely
to be sustainable after the COVID-19 crisis.

Policies and Institutions for Environmental Sustainability

The environmental and natural resources management (ENRM) component relies on a standard
scoring tool measuring (i) the appropriateness and implementation of policies across a range
of environmental topics: air pollution, water pollution, solid and hazardous waste, freshwater
resources, marine and coastal resources, ecosystem/biodiversity management, commercial
renewable resources (mainly forests and fish), nonrenewable commercial resources (mainly
minerals), and climate change; and (ii) the strength of cross-cutting institutional systems,
including the quality and effectiveness of the environmental impact assessment system and a
range of environmental governance factors, namely access to information, public participation,
cross-sectoral coordination, and accountability.

The regional average score for ENRM for 2019 was 3.2, the same as in 2018. IDA countries in
Sub-Saharan Africa continue to show stronger performance in this category compared with IDA
countries in the rest of the world. With average scores of 2.9 and 3.6, respectively, the region’s
fragile and non-fragile IDA countries outperformed fragile and non-fragile IDA countries outside
the region. Individual country scores in the Sub-Saharan Africa region ranged from 1.0 to 4.5,
with 82 percent of the countries (32 of 39) achieving the region’s top scores of 3.0 to 4.5 (figure
C.10 and map C.1). For the ENRM criterion, scores from 3.0 to 4.5 generally indicate countries with
relatively comprehensive environmental policies but gaps between policy and implementation.

Five countries—Chad, Cote d'lvoire, Guinea, Niger, and Rwanda—saw an uptick in their
score. Chad's score increased to 3.0, due to improvements in water pollution and commercial
nonrenewable resources. Cote d'lvoire showed significant achievements in access to
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information, environmental
assessments, management of
ecosystems and biodiversity, 0
and commercial renewables,

which contributed to 16
its score of 4.0. Guinea
improved its performance on
accountability, thus achieving
a score of 4.0. Niger's
sustained improvement on
access to information was the
decisive factor for its score
increase to 3.5. Rwanda was 0 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50
the only country in the region
to achieve a score of 4.5,
attributable to improvements
in water pollution
management. Mauritania was
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Figure C.10: Distribution of CPIA Scores for ENRM, 2019
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Map C.1: Environment Scores for 2019, Sub-Saharan Africa IDA Countries

Sudan Eritrea
Somalia

Central African
BEpubiic South Sudan

The Gambia — =

B
[ ]
B
[ K

13 of which were positive. 25
The areas that improved )
most across the region 1
were accountability, water N/A

(. Lesotho

pollution, and ecosystem and
biodiversity management. The
average score on air pollution
management decreased. As in
2017 and 2018, accountability
showed the strongest improvement (with three countries improving their ratings and no
decrease). Cross-sectoral coordination, air pollution management, solid waste management,
and freshwater resources management saw no net changes in scores across countries. As last
year, public participation, ecosystem/biodiversity management, and climate change were the
metrics with the highest average scores for the region (3.6), while air pollution management
scored the lowest on average (2.4).

Source: CPIA database.
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The region’s
IDA countries
performing
well on the
environmental
sustainability
indicator tend
to perform
well across the
other metrics
composing the
overall CPIA
score.

The relative performance across the 14 metrics was similar to previous years.

Institutional measures (that is, accountability, public access to information, participation,
environmental assessment, and coordination), with an average score of 3.4, generally performed
better than the environmental themes (average score of 3.2), although the gap continues to
close, given recent improvements across the themes.

+ The ecosystem/biodiversity management and climate change metrics were again the top-

performing sector-specific measures.

Countries performing well on the environmental sustainability indicator tend to perform well
across the other metrics composing the overall CPIA score (figure C.11).

Within the region, fragile

Figure C.11: 2019 CPIA Score for ENMR and Overall CPIA Score without ENMR IDA countries Substant]any
" underperformed non-fragile
®  Non-fragile IDA countries across all
4 Fragile ' = dimensions of the ENMR
ol E:ZZ:E?,:.{:QHE) ece® ° criteri.on (figure C.12). The
= gaps in the scores were
2 e 200800 ® particularly large in the areas
% 30 a0 of access to information and
§ N accountability.
= Against this backdrop, as the
20 COVID-19 crisis progresses,
15 it would be important
" to continue to enhance
1 15 2 25 3 35 4 45 environmental and natural
Overall CPIA score (without environment indicator score) resource management in the
. region, along with increased

support for vulnerable
communities. Links between

the environmental agenda and responses to the COVID-19 crisis are substantial and diverse.
Reducing exposure to air pollution is particularly important given the evidence for a strong
association between poor air quality and virus-related mortality, calling for technological and
behavioral change. Similarly, the COVID-19 crisis has caused additional pressure on waste
management systems by increasing the production of medical waste and temporarily reversing

the efforts to avoid single-use plastics.

In the short term, countries may also develop and implement improved health and safety
protocols through safeguard frameworks, especially related to equipment and services. This
might become even more important in the recovery phase, during which increased construction
activity may be expected. In addition, the region may take advantage of the job creation
potential of labor-intensive environmental programs, particularly in remote areas, for example

in the conservation and forestry sector. Such interventions could help support livelihoods and
promote the sustainable use of natural resources.

60



In the medium and longer
term, governments may
develop stimulus packages
in line with a “grow back
greener” paradigm,
including prior actions in
areas ranging from forestry
and carbon markets to air
pollution and the circular
economy. There may also
be a need for additional
work on the human, animal,
and ecosystem interface,
including the illegal wildlife
trade as a risk factor for the

spread of infectious diseases.

To support the recovery of

economies, activities on eco-

tourism may be considered.

Figure C.12: Average ENMR Scores for Fragile and Non-Fragile Countries
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The average
score for the
governance
cluster
decreased to
2.9in 2019, the
lowest among
the four CPIA
clusters.

CLUSTER D: PUBLIC SECTOR MANAGEMENT AND INSTITUTIONS

Cluster D of the CPIA—also referred to as the governance cluster—covers property rights
and rule-based governance; quality of budgetary and financial management; efficiency of
revenue mobilization; quality of public administration; and transparency, accountability, and

corruption in the public sector.

OVERVIEW

After remaining steady at 3.0 for the past four years, the average score for the governance
cluster decreased to 2.9 in 2019, the lowest among the four CPIA clusters (figure D.1). Two
components of the governance cluster—efficiency of revenue mobilization and quality of public
administration—saw their scores fall. The scores for the other components of the cluster were
unchanged. Despite the decrease, the score for the revenue mobilization component remained

Figure D.1: Trends in the Public Sector Management and Institutions Cluster
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the highest in the cluster,
followed by the budgetary
and financial management
component. The scores for the
property rights and rule-based
governance and transparency
and accountability
components remained low.

At the country level, decreases
in the governance cluster
score outnumbered increases.
A total of 18 countries
recorded a change in their
governance score in 2019,
with increases in seven
countries and decreases in

11 countries (figure D.2). The
decreases were concentrated
in the revenue mobilization
and budgetary and financial
management components.



At the

country level,
025 decreases in
the governance

Figure D.2: Increases and Decreases in Country Scores in the Governance Cluster
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Country scores ranged from 1.4 to 4.0, with the majority of countries (21) receiving a score of
3.0 or less. Cabo Verde remained at the top of the governance cluster ranking, with an overall
governance score of 4.0, followed by Rwanda at 3.8 and Ghana at 3.6 (figure D.3), as in the
previous year. Immediately following the top tier countries were Cote d'lvoire and Senegal, both
with an overall governance score of 3.5, and Benin, Ethiopia, and Kenya, each with an overall
score of 3.4. Cote d'Ivoire notched a 0.2-point increase in its overall governance score to 3.5,
and Benin registered a 0.1-point increase to 3.4, while Ethiopia saw its score fall to 3.4, from 3.5
in 2018. The majority of the region’s 19 fragile countries remained clustered in the lower range
of the ranking, with average governance scores between 1.4 and 3.0, reflecting their weaker

governance policies and institutions.
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Cabo Verde
remained at
the top of the
governance
cluster ranking,
followed by
Rwanda and
Ghana as in
the previous
year. The
majority of the
region’s fragile
IDA countries
remained
clustered in the
lower range of
the ranking.

Figure D.3: Governance Cluster Score Ranking
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components (figure D.4).
The difference in the
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large on the transparency
and accountability
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Figure D.4: Governance Cluster Scores in Sub-Saharan Africa and outside the Region
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criteria. However, the
performance of the region’s
fragile IDA countries is
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Figure D.5: Governance Performance, by Fragility Status
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ANALYSIS OF THE GOVERNANCE COMPONENTS

The changes in scores on the governance cluster were spread across its five components
(table D.1). Increases in the score for the budgetary and financial management and public
administration components were offset by an equal number of decreases, and the revenue
mobilization component saw more decreases than increases in the scores. Although the
scores for the property rights and rule-based governance and transparency and accountability
components were unchanged at low levels, they registered more increases than decreases.

Table D.1: Changes in the Governance Cluster Scores, by Criterion

Cluster D indicators Increases Decreases
Propery rights and ruled based government Benin, Liberia Malawi
Quality of budgetary and financial Cong.o, Rgp., CoFe d’Ivoire, Chad, Ethiopia, Madagascar, Malawi, Zambia
management Liberia, Mali, Togo

. I Burkina Faso, Eritrea, Liberia, Sao Tomé and
Efficiency of revenue mobilization Togo L .

Principe, Tanzania, Sudan

Quality of public administration Congo, Rep., Liberia, Zimbabwe Burkina Faso, Comoros, Lesotho

Transparency, accountablilty,

N . (Cote d'lvoire, Tanzania
and corruption in public sector

Burkina Faso, Chad, Comoros, Eritrea, Ethiopia,
Lesotho, Madagascar, Malawi, Sao Tomé and
Principe, Sudan, Zambia

Benin, Congo, Rep., Cote d'lvoire,

Changes in cluster D averages Liberia, Mali, Togo, Zimbabwe

Source: CPIA database.

Property Rights and Rule-Based Governance

This criterion assesses the extent to which economic activity is facilitated by an effective legal
and judicial system and rule-based governance structure in which property and contract rights
are respected and enforced. The average regional score for this criterion was unchanged at 2.8.
Two countries—Benin and Liberia—recorded an increase in their score for this criterion, while
one country—Malawi—registered a decrease in its score.

Benin’s score increased from 3.0 in 2018 to 3.5 in 2019. This increase reflected a strengthening of
the legal framework for secure property and contract rights. Property rights are protected by law
and cannot be changed without parliamentary approval. The regulatory basis for secure property
and contract rights is governed by the Organisation for the Harmonization of Business Law in
Africa, the regional body for harmonization of legal and business practices. The commercial
courts are fully operational, and 40 percent of the cases were completed in 2019, significantly
contributing to contract enforcement. Benin ranks 108 (against 110 in the 2019 Doing Business
report) globally on ease of resolving insolvency, with the strength of the overall insolvency
framework assessed as 9 out of 16 (Doing Business reports 2019 and 2020). The recent cadaster
completion for Cotonou, Porto-Novo, and Lokossa, which is now online (https://cadastre.bj/), has
enhanced property rights.
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Liberia's score increased to 2.5, owing to firming up the integrity of legal institutions and
upholding the protection of the tenure of top officials in accountability entities such as the
Liberia Auditing Commission. Although the justice system lacks capacity, the government’s
actions and rulings permitting independent oversight of public services were an important
development, especially when formal adjudication mechanisms were considered inaccessible or
costly for most citizens and businesses.

Malawi's score decreased to 3.0, from 3.5 in 2018, due to an uptick in violence. The rising

civil unrest and violence that followed the 2019 elections weakened the rule of law. The
demonstrations and the government’s response highlighted weaknesses in the effectiveness of
the state in limiting violence against citizens and their property.

Quality of Budgetary and Financial Management

This criterion assesses the extent to which there is a comprehensive and credible budget linked
to priorities, financial management systems ensure that the budget is implemented as intended,
and accounting and fiscal reporting are timely and accurate. The average regional score for this
criterion was unchanged at 3.0 in 2019. However, the score changed in 10 countries, with an
increase in the score for five countries—the Republic of Congo, Cote d'Ivoire, Liberia, Mali, and
Togo—and a decrease for five countries—Chad, Ethiopia, Madagascar, Malawi, and Zambia.

In the countries that increased their score, the quality of budgetary and financial management
was strengthened across its three dimensions. In the Republic of Congo, the budget link to
policy priorities was reinforced. Efforts were made to comply with the budget formulation and
execution directives of the Central African Economic and Monetary Community, and the ratio of
off-budget expenditure to total expenditure (other than donor-funded projects) was significantly
reduced. In Cote d'Ivoire, fiscal reporting and transparency was enhanced in line with the Open
Government Partnership requirements. Consolidated government financial statements were
produced in a timely manner and transmitted to the Court of Accounts. In Mali, computerization
of the expenditure chain helped improve budget execution reporting, reduced the time required
to produce annual financial statements and balance sheets, and strengthened the application

of the Budget Execution Law. In Togo, extrabudgetary expenditures were brought down
significantly, and the public’s access to information was enhanced with the timely publication of
quarterly budget execution reports and government financial operations.

In the countries where the score fell, financial management reforms slowed. In Chad, policy
priorities were not adequately linked to the budget and forward estimates of fiscal aggregates
were not used in the formulation of the budget, which is limited to administrative and economic
classifications. Reflecting these weaknesses, unreported extra-budgetary expenditure constitutes
a significant portion of total expenditures. In Ethiopia, weaknesses in the budgetary process
limited the comprehensiveness of the budget. A number of funds established under their own
laws and managed by their respective boards were not included in the federal budget, their
bank balances were not brought within the Treasury single account, and their accounts were

not included in budget execution reports or annual financial statements. In Madagascar, the
fiscal accounts of local governments and state-owned enterprises were also not included in

the budget, and extrabudgetary expenditures related to public establishments were elevated.
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Deviations of execution from initial budget plans were significant. In Malawi, budget control and
monitoring was inadequate. Weak managerial accountability limited the efficacy of the public
financial management legal framework. Finally, in Zambia, budgetary policy was not backed

by the full force of the law. The lack of a legal framework for budget policy impaired strategic
coordination between the Ministry of Finance, Ministry of National Development Planning, line
ministries, provinces, and other spending agencies.

Efficiency of Revenue Mobilization

This criterion assesses the quality of tax policy and tax administration. The regional average
score for the criterion fell to 3.3 from 3.4 in 2018. Only one country—Togo—increased its score,
while the score decreased in six countries—Burkina Faso, Eritrea, Liberia, Sdo Tomé and Principe,
Tanzania, and Sudan.

Togo has emerged as a strong reformer with gains across a range of policy areas. In the area of
tax policy, the tax base was broadened with the introduction of a new tax code, which reduced
the number of taxes from 26 to 17; the creation of a dedicated single account for payment of
VAT credits; and mainstreaming of the VAT statutory rate to 18 percent. In the area of revenue
administration, in addition to setting up a unique taxpayer identification system to help internal
controls and fight corruption, tele-procedures were promoted to reduce taxpayer compliance
costs and facilitate voluntary tax filing. The cadastral services were modernized, and the customs
and domestic tax databases were harmonized. These measures have led to a reduction of the
time to comply with tax obligations by 57 hours, a decrease in tax exemptions from 3.5 to 1.8
percent of gross domestic product (GDP), and an increase in the number of taxpayers by 23.6
percent.

The decrease in the efficiency of revenue mobilization in many countries underscores challenges
across the region to reform tax policy and strengthen revenue administration to mobilize the
resources needed to support the countries'growth and poverty reduction objectives. In Burkina
Faso, revenue mobilization was constrained by inefficient administrative processes, weaknesses
in the collection of arrears, and limited coverage during the year. In Eritrea, tax administration
was weak. Annually, tax revenue collection amounted to 4.3 percent of GDP, while other
revenues accounted for about 4.5 percent of GDP. There is a need to deepen tax administration
and pursue modernization efforts. In Sdo Tomé and Principe, the slow pace of capacity building
held back progress on revenue administration, including the planned rollout of the VAT, which
requires a revamp of the current information technology system to automate tasks that are
done manually. In Sudan, gaps in tax policy and revenue administration impaired revenue
mobilization. Sudan’s non-oil revenue was very low, at about 8-9 percent of GDP. Tax exemptions
were wide-ranging. Tanzania's tax efforts remained among the lowest in the East African
Community, due in part to the lack of an integrated domestic revenue administration system.

Quality of Public Administration

This criterion assesses the functioning of the core administration—defined as the civilian central
government and subnational governments, excluding health and education personnel and
police—in three areas: managing its own operations, ensuring quality in policy implementation
and regulatory management, and coordinating the larger public sector human resources
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management regime outside the core administration. The average regional score for this
criterion decreased to 2.8 in 2019, from 2.9 in 2018. Three countries—the Republic of Congo,
Liberia, and Zimbabwe—registered an increase in their score, and three countries—Burkina Faso,
the Comoros, and Lesotho—recorded a decrease.

In the countries where the score on the quality of public administration increased, greater
control over the public sector wage bill was achieved. In the Republic of Congo, pressure on

the wage bill was curtailed by reducing the number of civil servants from about 83,000 in 2015
to about 62,000 in 2019. Liberia successfully carried out a pay harmonization exercise, which
brought several employees who were outside the civil service regime under the auspices of the
Civil Service Agency, which is governed by the Civil Service Act. In line with the new recruitment,
selection, and placement procedures that were introduced over the past few years, a centralized
human resource management process has been established. As a result, ministries, agencies, and
commissions can no longer hire staff without appropriate oversight of the Civil Service Agency
and the Ministry of Finance. In Zimbabwe, the wage bill, a major source of the fiscal deficit,

was reduced to 30 percent of revenues in 2019, from 80 percent in 2017, including through a
freeze on hiring noncritical staff, keeping wage increases in check, and carrying out biometric
authentication to identify ghosts.

In the countries where the score decreased, capacity gaps adversely affected public service
outcomes. In Burkina Faso, significant gaps in planning, pay policies, and recruitment practices
contributed to the rapid growth of the wage bill. In the Comoros, the implementation of

the organic framework for public sector recruitment remained suboptimal. The recruitment,
appointment, promotion, and dismissal of public sector staff were rarely merit-based. The
government’s capacity to design and implement an appropriate human resource management
strategy weakened. In Lesotho, lack of appropriate controls resulted in escalation of the wage
bill in 2019, reaching 16.8 percent of GDP, or about 41 percent of government spending. This
deterioration was mainly due to automatic notch increases for all civil servants and annual cost-
of-living adjustments at or above inflation.

Transparency, Accountability, and Corruption in the Public Sector

This criterion assesses the extent to which the executive, legislators, and other high-level
officials can be held accountable for their use of funds, administrative decisions, and the results
obtained. The criterion covers the accountability of the executive and other top officials to
effective oversight institutions, access of civil society to timely and reliable information on public
spending and public policies, state capture by narrow vested interests, and integrity in the
management of public resources.

The average score for this criterion was unchanged, at 2.7, remaining well below the governance
cluster average score. Two countries—Cote d'lvoire and Tanzania—recorded an increase in their
score for this criterion, while no country experienced a decrease in its score.

The increase in Cote d'lvoire’s score reflected gains on the first two dimensions of the criterion.
The assets declaration rate in the public sector reached 78.3 percent in 2019, while members

of the Constitutional Council reached 100 percent compliance and about 86 percent of senior
officials managing public funds declared their assets. The Commission of Access to Information
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of Public Interest and Public Documents provided training to journalists, public administration
staff (tax, treasury, and so forth), universities, and civil society organizations on how to access
public information. A citizen budget was prepared for the first time and disseminated in cartoon
form on the website of the Ministry of Budget. According to the Mo Ibrahim Index of African
Governance, Cote d'lvoire is now ranked 22nd (score of 54.5), with an improvement of 12.7
points from 2017. The 2018 Transparency International Corruption Perception Index ranks Cote
d'lvoire 103rd in the world, with a score of 36, an improvement from a score of 34 and a ranking
of 108th in 2017.

The increase in Tanzania’s score was due to the changes the government made to the Statistics
Act, which had imposed restrictions on the use and publication of government statistics. With
the new changes, citizens can collect and publish statistical information. The revision of the
Statistics Act represented a major change in policy.

COVID-19 GOVERNANCE RESPONSE: EMERGING DEMANDS AND
INSTITUTIONAL CONSIDERATIONS

Against the backdrop of a decade of weak governance and public sector performance, the COVID-19
crisis is placing new demands on, and testing the strength of, public administration in unprecedented
ways. In response to the crisis, many countries have introduced bold measures to restrict human
interactions by invoking existing provisions in legislation or enacting emergency measures
through constitutional means to launch stay-at-home orders and prevent group gatherings.
Health services are being expanded to treat those affected by the virus and educate citizens on
the scope and risks of the pandemic. Public officials are required to continue to provide essential
services to contain the spread of the COVID-19 virus and have measures in place to protect
those affected, including public servants. Tax and customs policies are being revised to provide
the fiscal space to fund emergency health and economic responses. This includes the purchase
of protective gear used by health workers, and other hospital supplies. Financial relief is being
made available to small and medium-size businesses to make payments to employees and stay
afloat, and social safety net programs are being boosted to provide direct assistance to the poor
and vulnerable through cash transfers.

As the crisis settles, institutional reforms will be necessary to make public service delivery more resilient.
This would require a fundamental shift away from face-to-face interactions and toward more
efficient (@and less susceptible to corruption) models of government operations, service delivery,
and interactions with citizens, which include GovTech options for the digitization of services to
citizens and businesses.” These responses will need to fit each country’s context and resources,
as countries vary in preparedness, institutional setup, and capacity. For example, in jurisdictions
where accountability for health service delivery lies at the subnational level, responses should
be aimed at that level and take into account the World Health Organization’s COVID-19 country
preparedness categorizations.' And, in the case of revenue administration reforms, contextual
factors, such as public financial management, revenue structure, and performance, as well as
economic structures should be taken into account when assessing the fit of revenue policy
instruments for country circumstances.

13 World Bank. 2020. Governance and Institutions Response to the COVID-19 Pandemic, April 15. World Bank, Washington, DC.
14 See https.//www.who.int/who-documents-detail/updated-country-preparedness-and-response-status-for-covid-19-as-of-16-march-2020.
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Governments need to ensure core public administration capacity to lead and communicate with

citizens and businesses. The emerging mantra is that the government needs “to do whatever it
takes"" to serve citizens in times of crisis. In view of the emergency declarations, many public
administrations have taken wider coordination responsibilities to (i) identify high-priority staff
essential for government continuity, the COVID-19 crisis response, and the implementation of

other economic and social lifelines; (ii) prioritize the available information technology equipment

for home-based work; (iii) determine protocols for staff who are required to work in an office;
(iv) ensure access to medical support for senior civil servants and political leadership among
the highest risk groups most susceptible to severe medical consequences of infection; and (v)

negotiate agreements with private hospitals and other relevant suppliers and service providers
to take on a public function.™

In addition to the need to generate additional financial resources, there are emerging public
financial management challenges, including relative to ensuring the transparent use of resources
for the intended purpose. Rushed procurements of medicines and medical kits and ventilators
are raising fiduciary risks. Tapping into disaster funds, contingency funds targeted for capital
projects like airports and roads, and budget reserves for emergent purposes requires budget
policy adjustments, such as suspending numerical fiscal rules, relaxing public investment
management rules, and approving supplementary budgets. Treasury operations have also been
considered crucial to the response. Efficient cash management to pay for priority services with

a process for integrity and transparency requires e-payment systems that can reach citizens and
businesses directly.

Corruption risks that were negatively affecting governance performance in Sub-Saharan

Africa have been heightened on account of the pandemic. Anti-corruption agencies require
institutional support, such as to review large procurements of medicines during the pandemic.
Preventive measures, such as asset declarations and conflict of interest legislation for senior
officials, will be beneficial in cutting down corruption risks. Audits and ex-post controls are
emerging as more important checks for fiscal institutions in the post-crisis era.

Already weak procurement systems, which were susceptible to corruption, are under increased
pressure in many countries. How to purchase necessary medical supplies amid international
competition for the same resources that many countries are seeking is a challenge. Lessons are
emerging for developing appropriate procurement strategies (for example, use of international
entities that are agile and offer transparency) and action plans for deploying scarce medical
supplies and finding enough foreign reserves to pay the bill.

In view of the large number of FCV countries in Sub-Saharan Africa and the potential for social
unrest, justice and accountability entities are considered more critical to stability and citizens’
rights protection, as poverty, gender, conflict, and peace are intertwined in many places.

15 R. Baldwin and B. Wider di Mauro, 2019, “Mitigating the COVID-19 Economic Crisis: Act Fast and Do Whatever It Takes, CEPR/VOX, March. The inference

of "doing whatever it takes"is to take action without concern for the resource consequences.

16 Governance and Institutions (GI) Response to COVID-19 Pandemic, April 5, 2020, World Bank.
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BENIN

World Bank — Country Policy and Institutional Assessment CPIA 2019
]

Quick Facts
Population (millions) 1.8
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Definitions:

o CPIA: Country Policy and Institutional Assessment

* IDA: International Development Association, the arm of the
World Bank Group that provides credits to the poorest countries

¢ SSA: Sub-Saharan Africa

 Poverty is based on PovcalNet poverty data as of June 2020

o The cutoff date for the World Development Indicators database is July 2020.
¢ The Human Capital Index is from the Human Capital Project, World Bank, 2018.

Average scores for comparisons refer to country groupings as follows:

DA Borrowing Countries: 75 countries eligible for IDA credits and with CPIA scores in 2019

* SSA IDA Countries: 39 SSA IDA countries that had CPIA scores in 2019

¢ Fragile Countries in SSA: 19 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020

* Non-Fragile Countries in SSA: 20 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)

* Fragile Countries outside SSA: 12 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank's Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
* Non-Fragile Countries outside SSA: 24 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)
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BURKINA FASO

World Bank — Country Policy and Institutional Assessment CPIA 2019
]
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Definitions:

o CPIA: Country Policy and Institutional Assessment

 IDA: International Development Association, the arm of the
World Bank Group that provides credits to the poorest countries

¢ SSA: Sub-Saharan Africa

 Poverty is based on PovcalNet poverty data as of June 2020

¢ The cutoff date for the World Development Indicators database is July 2020.
© The Human Capital Index is from the Human Capital Project, World Bank, 2018.

Average scores for comparisons refer to country groupings as follows:

DA Borrowing Countries: 75 countries eligible for IDA credits and with CPIA scores in 2019

* SSA IDA Countries: 39 SSA IDA countries that had CPIA scores in 2019

¢ Fragile Countries in SSA: 19 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020

* Non-Fragile Countries in SSA: 20 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)

* Fragile Countries outside SSA: 12 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank's Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
* Non-Fragile Countries outside SSA: 24 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)
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BURUNDI

World Bank — Country Policy and Institutional Assessment CPIA 2019
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Definitions:
o CPIA: Country Policy and Institutional Assessment
* IDA: International Development Association, the arm of the
World Bank Group that provides credits to the poorest countries
¢ SSA: Sub-Saharan Africa
 Poverty is based on PovcalNet poverty data as of June 2020
o The cutoff date for the World Development Indicators database is July 2020.
¢ The Human Capital Index is from the Human Capital Project, World Bank, 2018.

Average scores for comparisons refer to country groupings as follows:

DA Borrowing Countries: 75 countries eligible for IDA credits and with CPIA scores in 2019

* SSA IDA Countries: 39 SSA IDA countries that had CPIA scores in 2019

¢ Fragile Countries in SSA: 19 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020

* Non-Fragile Countries in SSA: 20 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)

* Fragile Countries outside SSA: 12 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank's Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
* Non-Fragile Countries outside SSA: 24 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)
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CABO VERDE

World Bank — Country Policy and Institutional Assessment CPIA 2019

Quick Facts
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Definitions:
o CPIA: Country Policy and Institutional Assessment
 IDA: International Development Association, the arm of the
World Bank Group that provides credits to the poorest countries
¢ SSA: Sub-Saharan Africa
 Poverty is based on PovcalNet poverty data as of June 2020
¢ The cutoff date for the World Development Indicators database is July 2020.
© The Human Capital Index is from the Human Capital Project, World Bank, 2018.

Average scores for comparisons refer to country groupings as follows:

DA Borrowing Countries: 75 countries eligible for IDA credits and with CPIA scores in 2019

* SSA IDA Countries: 39 SSA IDA countries that had CPIA scores in 2019

¢ Fragile Countries in SSA: 19 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020

* Non-Fragile Countries in SSA: 20 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)

* Fragile Countries outside SSA: 12 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank's Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
* Non-Fragile Countries outside SSA: 24 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)
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Definitions: Average scores for comparisons refer to country groupings as follows:
© CPIA: Country Policy and Institutional Assessment * IDA Borrowing Countries: 75 countries eligible for IDA credits and with CPIA scores in 2019
¢ {,[\J’A:Ildntﬁernle(monal Dﬁveloprqznt Ass?jlcmtmnﬁ the arm of the  SSA IDA Countries: 39 SSA IDA countries that had CPIA scores in 2019
. SSOAr- SUEE]Sa?]:]rl;'r)]tA;Ecpamw B A B R G EIE ¢ Fragile Countries in SSA: 19 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
o Povérty is based on PovcalNet poverty data s of June 2020 * Non-Fragile Countries in SSA: 20 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)

o The cutoff date for the World Development Indicators database is July 2020. * Fragile Countries outside SSA: 12 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
© The Human Capital Index is from the Human Capital Project, World Bank, 2018.  * Non-Fragile Countries outside SSA: 24 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)
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Definitions: Average scores for comparisons refer to country groupings as follows:
© CPIA: Country Policy and Institutional Assessment « IDA Borrowing Countries: 75 countries eligible for IDA credits and with CPIA scores in 2019
¢ {,?’A:Ignlt;ernsnonal Dﬁvelopmznt ASSZ?'M'O"H the arm of the . * SSA IDA Countries: 39 SSA IDA countries that had CPIA scores in 2019
. SS?Ar' SuIaJ[]SaiLOrl;m\farEcpamw B A D B R R EMIIEE ¢ Fragile Countries in SSA: 19 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
o Povérty is based on PovcalNet poverty data as of June 2020 * Non-Fragile Countries in SSA: 20 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)

o The cutoff date for the World Development Indicators database is July 2020. * Fragile Countries outside SSA: 12 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank's Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
o The Human Capital Index is from the Human Capital Project, World Bank, 2018. = Non-Fragile Countries outside SSA: 24 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)
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World Bank — Country Policy and Institutional Assessment CPIA 2019
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Definitions:

o CPIA: Country Policy and Institutional Assessment

* IDA: International Development Association, the arm of the
World Bank Group that provides credits to the poorest countries

¢ SSA: Sub-Saharan Africa

 Poverty is based on PovcalNet poverty data as of June 2020

o The cutoff date for the World Development Indicators database is July 2020.
¢ The Human Capital Index is from the Human Capital Project, World Bank, 2018.

Average scores for comparisons refer to country groupings as follows:

DA Borrowing Countries: 75 countries eligible for IDA credits and with CPIA scores in 2019

* SSA IDA Countries: 39 SSA IDA countries that had CPIA scores in 2019

¢ Fragile Countries in SSA: 19 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020

* Non-Fragile Countries in SSA: 20 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)

* Fragile Countries outside SSA: 12 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank's Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
* Non-Fragile Countries outside SSA: 24 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)
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Efficiency of Revenue Mobilization 25 33 45 0.0 0.0 0.0
Quality of Public Administration 20 28 40 .
Transparency, Accountability, 95 927 45 -0.1
and Corruption in the Public Sector ' ' ' Economic Structural Policies Public Sector Overall
Management Policies for Social Management & CPIA
Overall CPIA Score 28 31 40 Inclusion/Equity  Institutions Score

Definitions:
o CPIA: Country Policy and Institutional Assessment
 IDA: International Development Association, the arm of the
World Bank Group that provides credits to the poorest countries
¢ SSA: Sub-Saharan Africa
 Poverty is based on PovcalNet poverty data as of June 2020
¢ The cutoff date for the World Development Indicators database is July 2020.
© The Human Capital Index is from the Human Capital Project, World Bank, 2018.

Average scores for comparisons refer to country groupings as follows:

DA Borrowing Countries: 75 countries eligible for IDA credits and with CPIA scores in 2019

* SSA IDA Countries: 39 SSA IDA countries that had CPIA scores in 2019

¢ Fragile Countries in SSA: 19 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020

* Non-Fragile Countries in SSA: 20 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)

* Fragile Countries outside SSA: 12 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank's Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
* Non-Fragile Countries outside SSA: 24 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)
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CO N G O, D E M OCRAT' C RE PU B Ll C World Bank — Country Policy and Institutional Assessment CPIA 2019

Quick Facts
Population (millions) 86.8
CPIA Score Change from Highest Lowest
previous year | performing cluster | performing cluster GDP (current USS$, billions) 473
2.9 _ 3.2 2.5 GDP per capita (current US$) 545.2
; P below US$1.90 a day (% of population, 2018, est. n
No change (Economic Management) (Publl(;ﬁgﬁ[t\(;il\lljlgg:g)ement 0ver1y elow $ a ay( 0 O population est)
Human Capital Index (2018) 0.37
(2019)
Country Policy and Institutional Assessment 2019 Trend Overall CPIA Scores
: Congo,  SSAIDA IDAS Highest R
Indicator
Dem.Rep.  Average Score 2
Economic Management 32 31 43 '
’s 0/‘_‘\0\‘/0—0
Monetaw and Exchange 30 33 45
Rate Policy
2.4
Fiscal Policy 30 30 45
Debt Policy 35 3.1 50 2.0
. 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Structural Policies 30 31 42
&===¢ (Congo, Dem. Rep. IDA Borrowers SSAIDA
Trade 35 3.6 45 Average Average
Financial Sector 25 27 40
Business Regulatory Environment 30 30 45 Comparison Comparing Overall CPIA Scores
:3:(|:gle:i:3r Social Inclusion 31 32 42
q 2.8
Gender Equality 30 32 45 2019 28
Equity of Public Resource Use 35 33 45 I
Building Human Resources 35 35 45 28
Social Protection and Labor 25 29 40 2013 : 3.0
Policies and Institutions for 2.9
Environmental Sustainability 30 32 45
. Fragile Countries Fragile Countries = Congo, Dem. Rep.
Public Sector Management 25 29 42 in SSA outside SSA
and Institutions ) )
Property Rights and Rule-Based 20 28 45 Progress Change in CPIA Scores from 2013 to 2019
Governance ' ' ’
Quality of Budgetary and Financial 25 30 40 0.3
Management
Efficiency of Revenue Mobilization 3.0 33 45 0.1
_ : — 0.0 [ 0.0
Quality of Public Administration 30 28 40 1
Transparency, Accountability, -0.1
e . 20 2.7 45
and Corruption in the Public Sector Economic Structural Policies Public Sector Overall
Management Policies for Social  Management & CPIA
Overall CPIA Score 29 3.1 40 Inclusion/Equity  Institutions Score
Definitions: Average scores for comparisons refer to country groupings as follows:
© CPIA: Country Policy and Institutional Assessment « IDA Borrowing Countries: 75 countries eligible for IDA credits and with CPIA scores in 2019
° {,E)’A:IldntBernlz(it[iional Dﬁvelopmznt Assz?iation}; the arm of the . * SSA IDA Countries: 39 SSA IDA countries that had CPIA scores in 2019
. SSO!{' SUS[]Sah;orl;'r)]tA;Ecp;ow B A B R G EIE ¢ Fragile Countries in SSA: 19 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
o Povértv is based on PovcalNet poverty data as of June 2020 * Non-Fragile Countries in SSA: 20 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)

o The cutoff date for the World Development Indicators database is July 2020. * Fragile Countries outside SSA: 12 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
© The Human Capital Index is from the Human Capital Project, World Bank, 2018.  * Non-Fragile Countries outside SSA: 24 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)
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CO N GO, RE PU BLI C World Bank — Country Policy and Institutional Assessment CPIA 2019

Quick Facts
Population (millions) 54
CPIA Score Change from Highest Lowest -
previousyear | performing cluster | performing cluster GDP (current USS, billions) 108
2.7 — 2.8 2.7 GDP per capita (current US$) 2,011.1
(Economic M_anagement,_ .
No change | r(]:;Jullsc"I;S afg(rj SEZTJIS\I/ ) Strucé:ﬁéﬁﬂ‘::m?g ::1% :tLIb“c Poverty below US$1.90 a day (% of population, 2018, est.) 40
tituti

e Human Capital Index (2018) 0.42

(2019)
Country Policy and Institutional Assessment 2019 Trend Overall CPIA Scores

- 35
Indicator Congo, SSAIDA IDAs Highest

Republic Average Score 33| cececea

Economic Management 27 31 43 . N

Monetary and Exchange ——
Rate Policy 30 33 45 29
2.7

Fiscal Policy 30 30 45 ¢ g 1
Debt Policy 20 3.1 5.0 25
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Structural Policies 27 31 42

¢—=¢ Congo, Republic = =< |DABorrowers e==== SSAIDA
Trade 35 3.6 45 Average Average
Financial Sector 25 27 40
Business Regulatory Environment 20 30 45 Comparison Comparing Overall CPIA Scores

Policies for Social Inclusion

and Equity 28 32 42
Gender Equality 30 32 45 2019
Equity of Public Resource Use 30 33 45
Building Human Resources 30 35 45
Social Protection and Labor 25 29 40 2013
Policies and Institutions for
Environmental Sustainability 25 32 45

i u Fragile Countries w Fragile Countries = Congo, Republic
Public Sector Management in SSA outside SSA

. 2.1 29 42

and Institutions
Property Rights and Rule-Based 25 28 45 Progress Change in CPIA Scores from 2013 to 2019
Governance

. . . 0.2
hl]ﬂl;a;:\g/l 2:11 E;ﬁfgetary and Financial 30 30 40 -
Efficiency of Revenue Mobilization 3.0 33 45 03 -0.2 .03
Quality of Public Administration 30 28 40
Transparency, Accountability, 1.0

. . 20 2.7 45 :
and Corruption in the Public Sector Economic Structural Policies Public Sector Overall
Management Policies for Social Management & CPIA

Overall CPIA Score 27 3.1 40 Inclusion/Equity  Institutions Score
Definitions: Average scores for comparisons refer to country groupings as follows:
© CPIA: Country Policy and Institutional Assessment « IDA Borrowing Countries: 75 countries eligible for IDA credits and with CPIA scores in 2019
° {,?’A:Ignltaernstéonal Dﬁvelopmznt ASSZ?'M'O"H the arm of the . * SSA IDA Countries: 39 SSA IDA countries that had CPIA scores in 2019
. SS?Ar' SuIaJ[]Sah;l]rl;aZf;irEcpearOVI B A D B R R EMIIEE ¢ Fragile Countries in SSA: 19 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
o Povérty is based on PovcalNet poverty data as of June 2020 * Non-Fragile Countries in SSA: 20 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)

o The cutoff date for the World Development Indicators database is July 2020. * Fragile Countries outside SSA: 12 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank's Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
o The Human Capital Index is from the Human Capital Project, World Bank, 2018. = Non-Fragile Countries outside SSA: 24 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)
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COTE D'IVOIRE

World Bank — Country Policy and Institutional Assessment CPIA 2019
]

Quick Facts
Population (millions) 257
CPIA Score Change from Highest Lowest -
previousyear | performing cluster | performing cluster GDP (current USS, billions) 58.8
3.5 _ 3.7 3.3 GDP per capita (current US$) 2,286.2
_ _ B Poverty below US$1.90 a day (% of population, 2018, est.) 21
Above SSA IDA Avg. No change (Economic Management) (Structural Policies)
Human Capital Index (2018) 0.35
(2019)
Country Policy and Institutional Assessment 2019 Trend Overall CPIA Scores
. Cote SSAIDA IDAs Highest [IERGS
Indicator o
d'lveire Average Score
Economic Management 37 31 43 3.5
Monetaw and Exchange 10 33 15
Rate Policy 3.0
Fiscal Policy 35 30 45
Debt Policy 35 3.1 5.0 25
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Structural Policies 33 31 42
=9 (ote d'lvoire === |DABorrowers === SSA|DA
Trade 40 36 45 Average Average
Financial Sector 30 27 40
Business Regulatory Environment 30 30 45 Comparison Comparing Overall CPIA Scores
P:l):luéles_for Social Inclusion 35 32 42
a quity 34
Gender Equality 30 32 45 2019 35
Equity of Public Resource Use 35 33 45 35
Building Human Resources 40 35 45 35
Social Protection and Labor 30 29 40 2013 35
Policies and Institutions for 3.2
Environmental Sustainability 40 32 45
. = Non-Fragile = Non-Fragile Countries ~ m Céte d’lvoire
Public Sector Management Countries in SSA outside SSA
L 35 29 42
and Institutions
Property Rights and Rule-Based 35 28 45 Progress Change in CPIA Scores from 2013 to 2019
Governance ' ' ’
Quality of Budgetary and Financial 10 30 40 06
Management 0.5
Efficiency of Revenue Mobilization 35 33 45 0.3
Quality of Public Administration 30 28 40 0.2 l
Transparency, Accountability, 35 97 45 J 0.0
and Corruption in the Public Sector ' ' ' Economic Structural Policies Public Sector Overall
Management Policies for Social  Management & CPIA
Overall CPIA Score 35 31 40 Inclusion/Equity  Institutions Score

Definitions:

o CPIA: Country Policy and Institutional Assessment

* IDA: International Development Association, the arm of the
World Bank Group that provides credits to the poorest countries

¢ SSA: Sub-Saharan Africa

 Poverty is based on PovcalNet poverty data as of June 2020

o The cutoff date for the World Development Indicators database is July 2020.
¢ The Human Capital Index is from the Human Capital Project, World Bank, 2018.

Average scores for comparisons refer to country groupings as follows:

DA Borrowing Countries: 75 countries eligible for IDA credits and with CPIA scores in 2019

* SSA IDA Countries: 39 SSA IDA countries that had CPIA scores in 2019

¢ Fragile Countries in SSA: 19 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020

* Non-Fragile Countries in SSA: 20 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)

* Fragile Countries outside SSA: 12 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank's Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
* Non-Fragile Countries outside SSA: 24 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)
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ERITREA

World Bank — Country Policy and Institutional Assessment CPIA 2019
]

Quick Facts
Population (millions) NA
CPIA Score Change from Highest Lowest -
previousyear | performing cluster | performing cluster GDP (current USS, billions) NA
1.9 v 0.1 2.6 1.2 GDP per capita (current US$) NA
. ) P | ild % of |ation, 201 NA
| ﬁifu"sffns afﬁa SE:EI::, | Svucural Pl overty below US$1.90 a day (% of population, 2018, est)
Human Capital Index (2018) NA
(2019)
Country Policy and Institutional Assessment 2019 Trend Overall CPIA Scores
o1 3.4
: : SSAIDA IDAs Highest RIS ceen.
Indicator Eritrea Average Score y g -ccccccccnccnccccnsccanans
Economic Management 15 31 43 '
26
Monetaw and Exchange 15 33 15
Rate Policy
22
Fiscal Policy 1.5 30 45
Debt Policy 15 3.1 50 8 ¢ ¢
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Structural Policies 12 31 42 ]
o——=¢ Eritrea === IDABorrowers === SSAIDA
Trade 15 36 45 Average Average
Financial Sector 1.0 27 40
Business Regulatory Environment 1.0 30 45 Comparison Comparing Overall CPIA Scores
Pollcles_for Social Inclusion 26 32 42
and Equity
Gender Equality 30 32 45 2019
Equity of Public Resource Use 25 33 45
Building Human Resources 35 35 45
Social Protection and Labor 20 29 40 2013
Policies and Institutions for
Environmental Sustainability 20 32 45
. u Fragile Countries u Fragile Countries = Eritrea
Public Sector Management in SSA outside SSA
. 25 29 42
and Institutions
Property Rights and Rule-Based 25 28 45 Progress Change in CPIA Scores from 2013 to 2019
Governance ' ' ’
Quality of Budgetary and Financial 20 30 40 0.2
Management
Efficiency of Revenue Mobilization 30 33 45
Quality of Public Administration 25 28 40 - - - t
Transparency, Accountability, -0.1 -0.1 -0.1 -0.1
L . 25 2.7 45
and Corruption in the Public Sector Economic Structural Policies Public Sector Overall
Overall CPIA Score 19 31 40 Management Policies for Social  Management & CPIA

Definitions:
o CPIA: Country Policy and Institutional Assessment
 IDA: International Development Association, the arm of the
World Bank Group that provides credits to the poorest countries
¢ SSA: Sub-Saharan Africa
 Poverty is based on PovcalNet poverty data as of June 2020
¢ The cutoff date for the World Development Indicators database is July 2020.
© The Human Capital Index is from the Human Capital Project, World Bank, 2018.

Inclusion/Equity  Institutions Score

Average scores for comparisons refer to country groupings as follows:

DA Borrowing Countries: 75 countries eligible for IDA credits and with CPIA scores in 2019

* SSA IDA Countries: 39 SSA IDA countries that had CPIA scores in 2019

¢ Fragile Countries in SSA: 19 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020

* Non-Fragile Countries in SSA: 20 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)

* Fragile Countries outside SSA: 12 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank's Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
* Non-Fragile Countries outside SSA: 24 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)
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ETHIOPIA

World Bank — Country Policy and Institutional Assessment CPIA 2019
]

Quick Facts
Population (millions) 1121
CPIA Score Change from Highest Lowest -
previousyear | performing cluster | performing cluster GDP (current USS, billions) 9%.1
3.5 — 3.8 3.2 GDP per capita (current US$) 857.5
No change | ,S:ﬁ,l::: :;L SE:(LI: | Svuctral Pl Poverty below US$1.90 a day (% of population, 2018, est.) 22
Human Capital Index (2018) 0.38
(2019)
Country Policy and Institutional Assessment 2019 Trend Overall CPIA Scores
o [T 3.6
Indicator Ethiopia ssillihe (LIl

Average Score 35 /—.—\/—Q
Economic Management 35 31 43 34

33| ======- .~
Monetaw and Exchange 35 33 15 ..
Rate Policy 32 S - ccccccccccnsccccnsncccnne
Fiscal Policy 35 30 45 31 \
Debt Policy 35 3.1 5.0 0
201 2014 201 201 2017 201 201
Structural Policies 32 31 42 o3 0 ) 016 0 8 o
4——=¢ Ethiopia ==< |DABorrowers e=== SSAIDA
Trade 30 36 45 Average Average
Financial Sector 30 27 40
Business Regulatory Environment 35 30 45 Comparison Comparing Overall CPIA Scores
Pollcles_for Social Inclusion 38 32 42
and Equity 24
Gender Equality 35 32 45 2019 35
Equity of Public Resource Use 40 33 45 35
Building Human Resources 45 35 45
. . 3.5
Social Protection and Labor 35 29 40 2013 35
Policies and Institutions for
3.4
Environmental Sustainability 35 32 45
. = Non-Fragile = Non-Fragile Countries ~ m Ethiopia
Public Sector Management 34 29 42 Countries in SSA outside SSA
and Institutions
Property Rights and Rule-Based 30 28 45 Progress Change in CPIA Scores from 2013 to 2019
Governance ' ' ’
Quality of Budgetary and Financial
Management 35 30 40 0.1 0.1
Efficiency of Revenue Mobilization 35 33 45
Quality of Public Administration 40 28 40
Transparency, Accountability, 0.0 0.0 0.0
dc onin the Public S 30 27 45
and Lorruption in the Public Sector Economic Structural Policies Public Sector Overall
Overall CPIA Score 35 31 40 Management Policies for Social Management & CPIA
: : : Inclusion/Equity  Institutions Score

Definitions:
o CPIA: Country Policy and Institutional Assessment
* IDA: International Development Association, the arm of the
World Bank Group that provides credits to the poorest countries
¢ SSA: Sub-Saharan Africa
 Poverty is based on PovcalNet poverty data as of June 2020
o The cutoff date for the World Development Indicators database is July 2020.
¢ The Human Capital Index is from the Human Capital Project, World Bank, 2018.

Average scores for comparisons refer to country groupings as follows:

DA Borrowing Countries: 75 countries eligible for IDA credits and with CPIA scores in 2019

* SSA IDA Countries: 39 SSA IDA countries that had CPIA scores in 2019

¢ Fragile Countries in SSA: 19 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020

* Non-Fragile Countries in SSA: 20 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)

* Fragile Countries outside SSA: 12 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank's Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
* Non-Fragile Countries outside SSA: 24 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)
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GAMBIA, THE

World Bank — Country Policy and Institutional Assessment CPIA 2019
]

Quick Facts
Population (millions) 23
CPIA Score Change from Highest Lowest -
previousyear | performing cluster | performing cluster GDP (current USS, billions) 1.8
3.0 _ 3.4 2.3 GDP per capita (current US$) 7513
i i P I ! % of population, 201 9
No change | n(:ﬁ::f: :;L SEZculle/ ) Economic Management overty below US$1.90 a day (% of population, 2018, est)
Human Capital Index (2018) 0.40
(2019)
Country Policy and Institutional Assessment 2019 Trend Overall CPIA Scores
: - 3.6
Indicator Gambia, SSAIDA IDA' Highest
The Average Score
34
Economic Management 23 31 43 .(_ e
Monetary and Exchange 25 13 15 32 = e
Rate Policy ' ’
Fiscal Policy 25 30 45 30
Debt Policy 20 3.1 5.0 8
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Structural Policies 32 31 42 )
¢——+¢ Gambia, The =<< |DABorrowers e=== SSA DA
Trade 40 36 45 Average Average
Financial Sector 25 27 40
Business Regulatory Environment 30 30 45 Comparison Comparing Overall CPIA Scores
Policies for Social Inclusion
a0 Equiy 34 32 42
Gender Equality 35 32 45 2019
Equity of Public Resource Use 30 33 45
Building Human Resources 45 35 45
Social Protection and Labor 25 29 40 2013
Policies and Institutions for
Environmental Sustainability 35 32 45
) u Fragile Countries = Fragile Countries = Gambia, The
Public Sector Management in SSA outside SSA
L 30 29 42
and Institutions
Property Rights and Rule-Based 30 28 45 Progress Change in CPIA Scores from 2013 to 2019
Governance ' ' ’
Quality of Budgetary and Financial 0.0 0.0
30 30 40 t
Management
Efficiency of Revenue Mobilization 35 33 45 03
Quality of Public Administration 30 28 40 05
Transparengy, Accountab!llw, 25 97 45 07
and Corruption in the Public Sector Economic Structural Policies Public Sector Overall
Management Policies for Social Management & CPIA
Overall CPIA Score 30 31 40 Inclusion/Equity  Institutions Score

Definitions:
o CPIA: Country Policy and Institutional Assessment
 IDA: International Development Association, the arm of the
World Bank Group that provides credits to the poorest countries
¢ SSA: Sub-Saharan Africa
 Poverty is based on PovcalNet poverty data as of June 2020
¢ The cutoff date for the World Development Indicators database is July 2020.
© The Human Capital Index is from the Human Capital Project, World Bank, 2018.

Average scores for comparisons refer to country groupings as follows:

DA Borrowing Countries: 75 countries eligible for IDA credits and with CPIA scores in 2019

* SSA IDA Countries: 39 SSA IDA countries that had CPIA scores in 2019

¢ Fragile Countries in SSA: 19 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020

* Non-Fragile Countries in SSA: 20 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)

* Fragile Countries outside SSA: 12 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank's Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
* Non-Fragile Countries outside SSA: 24 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)
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GHANA

World Bank — Country Policy and Institutional Assessment CPIA 2019

Quick Facts
Population (millions) 304
CPIA Score Change from Highest Lowest -
previousyear | performing cluster | performing cluster GDP (current USS, billions) 67
3.6 A 01 3.7 3.3 GDP per capita (current US$) 2,202.1
- (Structural Policies and Poverty below US$1.90 a day (% of population, 2018, est.) 12
Above SSA IDA Avg. Policies for Social Inclusion (Economic M )
and Equity) Human Capital Index (2018) 0.44
(2019)

Country Policy and Institutional Assessment 2019
Indicator Ghana SSAIDA IDAs Highest
Average Score
Economic Management 33 31 43
Monetaw and Exchange 35 33 15
Rate Policy
Fiscal Policy 30 30 45
Debt Policy 35 3.1 5.0
Structural Policies 37 31 42
Trade 45 36 45
Financial Sector 30 27 40
Business Regulatory Environment 35 30 45
Pollcles_for Social Inclusion 37 32 42
and Equity
Gender Equality 40 32 45
Equity of Public Resource Use 30 33 45
Building Human Resources 40 35 45
Social Protection and Labor 35 29 40
Policies and Institutions for
Environmental Sustainability 40 32 45
Public Sector Management
and Institutions 36 29 42
Property Rights and Rule-Based 10 28 45
Governance
Quality of Budgetary and Financial 35 30 40
Management
Efficiency of Revenue Mobilization 35 33 45
Quality of Public Administration 35 28 40
Transparency, Accountability,
and Corruption in the Public Sector 35 27 45
Overall CPIA Score 36 31 40

Definitions:
o CPIA: Country Policy and Institutional Assessment
* IDA: International Development Association, the arm of the
World Bank Group that provides credits to the poorest countries
¢ SSA: Sub-Saharan Africa
 Poverty is based on PovcalNet poverty data as of June 2020
o The cutoff date for the World Development Indicators database is July 2020.
¢ The Human Capital Index is from the Human Capital Project, World Bank, 2018.

2019

2013

Trend Overall CPIA Scores
4.0
3.8
3.6
34
32 B """ """ essessceses
3.0
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
¢=—=¢ Ghana === |DABorrowers e==== SSAIDA
Average Average
Comparison Comparing Overall CPIA Scores

= Non-Fragile = Non-Fragile Countries = Ghana
Countries in SSA outside SSA
Progress Change in CPIA Scores from 2013 to 2019
0.3
|| H
-0.1 -0.1
-0.3 -0.3

Economic Structural Policies Public Sector Overall

Management Policies for Social Management & CPIA

Inclusion/Equity  Institutions Score

Average scores for comparisons refer to country groupings as follows:

DA Borrowing Countries: 75 countries eligible for IDA credits and with CPIA scores in 2019

* SSA IDA Countries: 39 SSA IDA countries that had CPIA scores in 2019

¢ Fragile Countries in SSA: 19 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020

* Non-Fragile Countries in SSA: 20 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)

* Fragile Countries outside SSA: 12 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank's Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
* Non-Fragile Countries outside SSA: 24 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)
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GUINEA

World Bank — Country Policy and Institutional Assessment CPIA 2019
]

Quick Facts
Population (millions) 12.8
CPIA Score Change from Highest Lowest -
previousyear | performing cluster | performing cluster GDP (current USS, billions) 136
3.2 _ 3.5 2.9 GDP per capita (current US$) 1,064.1
) 0 ;
No chango Econonic Mnagement (pubhca ::T:;im::gemem Poverty below US$1.90 a day (% of population, 2018, est.) 22
Human Capital Index (2018) 0.37
(2019)
Country Policy and Institutional Assessment 2019 Trend Overall CPIA Scores
SSAIDA IDASs Highest [RA:
Indicator Guinea A
verage Score 33| cocccee .
Economic Management 35 31 43 2 — ¢ <+ ¢
Monetary and Exchange
Rate Policy 40 33 45 29
Fiscal Policy 35 30 45 2.1
Debt Policy 30 3.1 50 5
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Structural Policies 32 31 42 )
== Guinea === |DABorrowers === SSAIDA
Trade 40 36 45 Average Average
Financial Sector 25 27 40
Business Regulatory Environment 30 30 45 Comparison Comparing Overall CPIA Scores
Pollcles_for Social Inclusion 33 32 42
and Equity
Gender Equality 30 32 45 2019
Equity of Public Resource Use 35 33 45
Building Human Resources 35 35 45
Social Protection and Labor 25 29 40 2013
Policies and Institutions for 3.0
Environmental Sustainability 40 32 45
. = Non-Fragile = Non-Fragile Countries = Guinea
Public Sector Management Countries in SSA outside SSA
. 29 29 42
and Institutions
Property Rights and Rule-Based 25 28 45 Progress Change in CPIA Scores from 2013 to 2019
Governance ' ' ’
Quality of Budgetary and Financial 30 30 40 0.4
Management 03
Efficiency of Revenue Mobilization 35 33 45 0.2 0.2 0.2
Quality of Public Administration 30 28 40 J . l
Transparency, Accountability, 25 97 45
and Corruption in the Public Sector ' . . Economic Structural Policies Public Sector Overall
Management Policies for Social  Management & CPIA
Overall CPIA Score 32 3.1 40 Inclusion/Equity  Institutions Score

Definitions:
o CPIA: Country Policy and Institutional Assessment
 IDA: International Development Association, the arm of the
World Bank Group that provides credits to the poorest countries
¢ SSA: Sub-Saharan Africa
 Poverty is based on PovcalNet poverty data as of June 2020
¢ The cutoff date for the World Development Indicators database is July 2020.
© The Human Capital Index is from the Human Capital Project, World Bank, 2018.

Average scores for comparisons refer to country groupings as follows:

DA Borrowing Countries: 75 countries eligible for IDA credits and with CPIA scores in 2019

* SSA IDA Countries: 39 SSA IDA countries that had CPIA scores in 2019

¢ Fragile Countries in SSA: 19 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020

* Non-Fragile Countries in SSA: 20 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)

* Fragile Countries outside SSA: 12 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank's Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
* Non-Fragile Countries outside SSA: 24 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)
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G U INEA- BlSSAU World Bank — Country Policy and Institutional Assessment CPIA 2019

Quick Facts
Population (millions) 1.9
CPIA Score Change from Highest Lowest -
previousyear | performing cluster | performing cluster GDP (current USS, billions) 13
2.5 _ 2.8 2.0 GDP per capita (current US$) 697.8
) 0 ;
No change (Strctural Polces) (Pubhca s:iz%szsmm Poverty below US$1.90 a day (% of population, 2018, est) 62
Human Capital Index (2018) NA
(2019)
Country Policy and Institutional Assessment 2019 Trend Overall CPIA Scores
: Guinea- SSAIDA IDAs Highest
Indicator :
Bissau Average Score
Economic Management 27 31 43
28
ll;/:;gept(a);?(/: and Exchange 30 33 15
Y 2a @ & o o & o *
Fiscal Policy 25 30 45 '
Debt Policy 25 3.1 50 0
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Structural Policies 28 31 42 ) ]
=4 (uinea-Bissau === |DABorrowers e==== SSAIDA
Trade 40 36 45 Average Average
Financial Sector 20 27 40
Business Regulatory Environment 25 30 45 Comparison Comparing Overall CPIA Scores

Policies for Social Inclusion

a0 Equiy 23 32 42
Gender Equality 20 32 45 2019
Equity of Public Resource Use 20 33 45
Building Human Resources 25 35 45
Social Protection and Labor 25 29 40 2013
Policies and Institutions for
Environmental Sustainability 25 32 45 ) .
. = Fragile Countries = Fragile Countries = Guinea-Bissau

Public Sector Management in SSA outside SSA

L 20 29 42
and Institutions
Property Rights and Rule-Based 20 28 45 Progress Change in CPIA Scores from 2013 to 2019
Governance ' ' ’
Quality of Budgetary and Financial 20 30 40 0.2

Management
Efficiency of Revenue Mobilization 25 33 45 J 0.0

Quality of Public Administration 20 28 40 . E .

Transparency, Accountability, 15 27 45 -0.2 -0.2

and Corruption in the Public Sector Economic Structural Policies Public Sector Overall
Management Policies for Social Management & CPIA

Overall CPIA Score 25 31 40 Inclusion/Equity  Institutions Score

Definitions: Average scores for comparisons refer to country groupings as follows:

© CPIA: Country Policy and Institutional Assessment * IDA Borrowing Countries: 75 countries eligible for IDA credits and with CPIA scores in 2019

° {/[\)’A5I|d”tﬁer”|?té°”al Hﬁvsl‘)pm,zm ASSZE["”‘}['O?H the arm ?f the .  SSA IDA Countries: 39 SSA IDA countries that had CPIA scores in 2019

. SSOAr' SUEE]Sahraurl;z Afa}icpamw es creditsto the poorest countries * Fragile Countries in SSA: 19 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank's Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020

5 Povérty is based on PovcalNet poverty data as of June 2020 * Non-Fragile Countries in SSA: 20 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)

o The cutoff date for the World Development Indicators database is July 2020. * Fragile Countries outside SSA: 12 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
© The Human Capital Index is from the Human Capital Project, World Bank, 2018.  * Non-Fragile Countries outside SSA: 24 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)
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KENYA

World Bank — Country Policy and Institutional Assessment CPIA 2019
]

Quick Facts
Population (millions) 52.6
CPIA Score Change from Highest Lowest -
previousyear | performing cluster | performing cluster GDP (current USS, billions) 95.5
3.7 _ 4.0 3.4 GDP per capita (current US$) 1,816.5
) 0 ;
No chango Econonic Mnagement (Pubhca :zmmg‘;,:sg)emem Poverty below US$1.90 a day (% of population, 2018, est) 33
Human Capital Index (2018) 0.52
(2019)
Country Policy and Institutional Assessment 2019 Trend Overall CPIA Scores
. SSAIDA IDAs Highest [RES
Indicator Kenya A
verage Score 38
Economic Management 4.0 31 43 36
Monetary and Exchange
Rate Policy 45 33 45 e
Fiscal Policy 35 30 45 32 _\-{ --------------------
Debt Policy 40 3.1 5.0 0
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Structural Policies 37 31 42
o—=¢ Kenya ==« |DABorrowers === SSAIDA
Trade 40 36 45 Average Average
Financial Sector 30 27 40
Business Regulatory Environment 40 30 45 Comparison Comparing Overall CPIA Scores
Pollcles_for Social Inclusion 37 32 42
and Equity
Gender Equality 35 32 45 2019
Equity of Public Resource Use 40 33 45
Building Human Resources 40 35 45
Social Protection and Labor 35 29 40 2013
Policies and Institutions for
Environmental Sustainability 35 32 45
. = Non-Fragile = Non-Fragile Countries = Kenya
Public Sector Management Countries in SSA outside SSA
L 34 29 42
and Institutions
Property Rights and Rule-Based 30 28 45 Progress Change in CPIA Scores from 2013 to 2019
Governance ' ' ’
Quality of Budgetary and Financial 0.0 0.0
Management 35 30 40 || r
Efficiency of Revenue Mobilization 4.0 33 45 01 02
Quality of Public Administration 35 28 40
Transparengy, Accountab!llw, 30 97 45 05
and Corruption in the Public Sector Economic Structural Policies Public Sector Overall
Management Policies for Social Management & CPIA
Overall CPIA Score 3. 3.1 40 Inclusion/Equity  Institutions Score

Definitions:
o CPIA: Country Policy and Institutional Assessment
 IDA: International Development Association, the arm of the
World Bank Group that provides credits to the poorest countries
¢ SSA: Sub-Saharan Africa
 Poverty is based on PovcalNet poverty data as of June 2020
¢ The cutoff date for the World Development Indicators database is July 2020.
© The Human Capital Index is from the Human Capital Project, World Bank, 2018.

Average scores for comparisons refer to country groupings as follows:

DA Borrowing Countries: 75 countries eligible for IDA credits and with CPIA scores in 2019

* SSA IDA Countries: 39 SSA IDA countries that had CPIA scores in 2019

¢ Fragile Countries in SSA: 19 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020

* Non-Fragile Countries in SSA: 20 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)

* Fragile Countries outside SSA: 12 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank's Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
* Non-Fragile Countries outside SSA: 24 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)
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LESOTHO

World Bank — Country Policy and Institutional Assessment CPIA 2019
]

Quick Facts
Population (millions) 2.1
CPIA Score Change from Highest Lowest —
previousyear | performing cluster | performing cluster GDP (current USS, billions) 25
3.3 _ 3.5 3.1 GDP per capita (current US$) 1,157.5
’ P I il % of population, 201 27
No change (Structural Policies) (Publlt;ﬁgtl:':l;itl\flnail::g)ement overty below US$1.90 a day(A: of population, 2018, est.)
Human Capital Index (2018) 0.37
(2019)
Country Policy and Institutional Assessment 2019 Trend Overall CPIA Scores
SSAIDA IDASs Highest [
Indicator Lesotho
Average Score 35
Economic Management 32 31 43 34
3.3
Monetaw and Exchange 35 33 45
Rate Policy 3.2 L g i g g g g
Fiscal Policy 25 30 45 3.1
Debt Policy 35 3.1 5.0 0
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Structural Policies 35 31 42
&—=¢ Lesotho === |DABorrowers e==== SSA|[DA
Trade 40 36 45 Average Average
Financial Sector 30 2.7 40
Business Regulatory Environment 35 30 45 Comparison Comparing Overall CPIA Scores
:::;(Ele:ifor Social Inclusion 34 32 42
quity 3.4
Gender Equality 40 32 45 2019 35
Equity of Public Resource Use 30 33 45 33
Building Human Resources 35 35 45 35
Social Protection and Labor 30 29 40 2013 35
Policies and Institutions for 35
Environmental Sustainability 35 32 43
. = Non-Fragile = Non-Fragile Countries = Lesotho
Public Sector Management 31 29 42 Countries in SSA outside SSA
and Institutions ’ )
Property Rights and Rule-Based 35 28 45 Progress Change in CPIA Scores from 2013 to 2019
Governance ' ' ’
i inanci 0.0 0.0
Quality of Budgetary and Financial 25 30 40
Management . r
Efficiency of Revenue Mobilization 40 33 45 02 02
Quality of Public Administration 25 28 40
Transparengy, Accountab!llw, 30 927 45 05
and Corruption in the Public Sector Economic Structural Policies Public Sector Overall
Management Policies for Social Management & CPIA
Overall CPIA Score 33 31 40 Inclusion/Equity  Institutions Score
Definitions: Average scores for comparisons refer to country groupings as follows:
© CPIA: Country Policy and Institutional Assessment * IDA Borrowing Countries: 75 countries eligible for IDA credits and with CPIA scores in 2019
° {/[\)’A:IL”EEF”EUO”HI Dﬁveloprqznt Ass?jlclatmnﬁ the arm of the  SSA IDA Countries: 39 SSA IDA countries that had CPIA scores in 2019
. SSOAr' SuﬁTSa?l;Orl;ﬁt/-\farEcp;wl 5 AL IS TDUIS (RS COlTiES ¢ Fragile Countries in SSA: 19 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
o Povérty is based on PovcalNet poverty data s of June 2020 * Non-Fragile Countries in SSA: 20 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)

o The cutoff date for the World Development Indicators database is July 2020. * Fragile Countries outside SSA: 12 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
© The Human Capital Index is from the Human Capital Project, World Bank, 2018.  * Non-Fragile Countries outside SSA: 24 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)
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LIBERIA

World Bank — Country Policy and Institutional Assessment CPIA 2019
]

Quick Facts
Population (millions) 49
CPIA Score Change from Highest Lowest -
previous year performing cluster | performing cluster GDP (current USS$, billions) 3.1
2.9 _ 3.1 2.7 GDP per capita (current US$) 621.9
ci i i P I s % of population, 201 42
tocbge | o P e POV D B0 ( fpptton 20
Human Capital Index (2018) 0.32
(2019)
Country Policy and Institutional Assessment 2019 Trend Overall CPIA Scores
SSAIDA IDAS Highest [RA:
Indicator Liberia
Average Score 33| cocccea -
Economic Management 3.0 31 43 31| @ .
Monetary and Exchange
Rate Policy 30 33 45 29
Fiscal Policy 30 30 45 21
Debt Policy 30 3.1 5.0 2.5
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Structural Policies 28 31 42 o
——¢ liberia =<<= [DABorrowers === SSA DA
Trade 35 36 45 Average Average
Financial Sector 25 27 40
Business Regulatory Environment 25 30 45 Comparison Comparing Overall CPIA Scores
Policies for Social Inclusion
a0 Equiy 31 32 42
Gender Equality 3.0 32 45 2019
Equity of Public Resource Use 35 33 45
Building Human Resources 30 35 45
Social Protection and Labor 30 29 40 2013
Policies and Institutions for
Environmental Sustainability 30 32 45 oo
= Fragile Countries = Fragile Countries = Liberia
Public Sector Management in SSA outside SSA
. 27 29 42
and Institutions
Property Rights and Rule-Based 25 28 45 Progress Change in CPIA Scores from 2013 to 2019
Governance ' ' ’
i inanci 0.0
Quality of Budgetary and Financial 30 30 40
C H N
Efficiency of Revenue Mobilization 30 33 45 0.2 0.2 0.2
Quality of Public Administration 25 28 40
Transparency, Accountability, 25 97 45 05
and Corruption in the Public Sector ' ' ' Economic Structural Policies Public Sector Overall
Management Policies for Social  Management & CPIA
Overall CPIA Score 29 31 40 Inclusion/Equity  Institutions Score

Definitions:
o CPIA: Country Policy and Institutional Assessment
 IDA: International Development Association, the arm of the
World Bank Group that provides credits to the poorest countries
¢ SSA: Sub-Saharan Africa
 Poverty is based on PovcalNet poverty data as of June 2020
¢ The cutoff date for the World Development Indicators database is July 2020.
© The Human Capital Index is from the Human Capital Project, World Bank, 2018.

Average scores for comparisons refer to country groupings as follows:

DA Borrowing Countries: 75 countries eligible for IDA credits and with CPIA scores in 2019

* SSA IDA Countries: 39 SSA IDA countries that had CPIA scores in 2019

¢ Fragile Countries in SSA: 19 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020

* Non-Fragile Countries in SSA: 20 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)

* Fragile Countries outside SSA: 12 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank's Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
* Non-Fragile Countries outside SSA: 24 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)
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MADAGAS CAR World Bank — Country Policy and Institutional Assessment CPIA 2019

Quick Facts
Population (millions) 210
CPIA Score Change from Highest Lowest -
previousyear | performing cluster | performing cluster GDP (current USS, billions) 14.1
3.3 _ 3.7 2.7 GDP per capita (current US$) 522.2
) 0 ;
No change Econonic Mensgement (Publlt; :;T:;;ang;:g)emem Poverty below US$1.90 a day (% of population, 2018, est) 76
Human Capital Index (2018) 0.37
(2019)
Country Policy and Institutional Assessment 2019 Trend Overall CPIA Scores
. SSAIDA IDAs Highest [S
Indicator Madagascar
Average Score 36
Economic Management 37 31 43 34
Monetary and Exchange
Rate Policy 40 33 45 32
Fiscal Policy 30 30 45 30
Debt Policy 40 3.1 5.0 28
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Structural Policies 33 31 42
&——¢ Madagascar === |DABorrowers e=== SSA|DA
Trade 40 36 45 Average Average
Financial Sector 30 27 40
Business Regulatory Environment 30 30 45 Comparison Comparing Overall CPIA Scores
Pollcles_for Social Inclusion 33 32 42
and Equity
Gender Equality 40 32 45 2019
Equity of Public Resource Use 30 33 45
Building Human Resources 35 35 45
Social Protection and Labor 30 29 40 2013
Policies and Institutions for 3.0
Environmental Sustainability 30 32 45 ] . .
. = Non-Fragile = Non-Fragile Countries = Madagascar
Public Sector Management Countries in SSA outside SSA
L 27 29 42
and Institutions
Property Rights and Rule-Based 95 28 45 Progress Change in CPIA Scores from 2013 to 2019
Governance ’ ' ’
Quality of Budgetary and Financial 25 30 40 0.4
Management 03
Efficiency of Revenue Mobilization 35 33 45 0.2 0.2
Quality of Public Administration 25 28 40 0.1 .
Transparency, Accountability, -
e . 25 27 45
and Corruption in the Public Sector Economic Structural Policies Public Sector Overall
Management Policies for Social  Management & CPIA
Overall CPIA Score 33 31 40 Inclusion/Equity  Institutions Score
Definitions: Average scores for comparisons refer to country groupings as follows:
© CPIA: Country Policy and Institutional Assessment * IDA Borrowing Countries: 75 countries eligible for IDA credits and with CPIA scores in 2019
° {,[\J’A:Ilintﬁernle(monal Dﬁveloprqznt Ass?jlcmtmnﬁ the arm of the . * SSA IDA Countries: 39 SSA IDA countries that had CPIA scores in 2019
. SSOAr- SUEE]Sa?];Orl;'r)]tA;ECp;OVI B A B R G EIE ¢ Fragile Countries in SSA: 19 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
o Povérty is based on PovcalNet poverty data s of June 2020 * Non-Fragile Countries in SSA: 20 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)

o The cutoff date for the World Development Indicators database is July 2020. * Fragile Countries outside SSA: 12 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
© The Human Capital Index is from the Human Capital Project, World Bank, 2018.  * Non-Fragile Countries outside SSA: 24 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)
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MALAWI World Bank — Country Policy and Institutional Assessment CPIA 2019
|

Quick Facts
Population (millions) 18.6
CPIA Score Change from Highest Lowest -
previousyear | performing cluster | performing cluster GDP (current USS, billions) 11
3.2 _ 3.6 2.8 GDP per capita (current US$) 411.6
ci i P I s % of population, 201 69
No change | [(1::3[:::)9: ;?]LSEZCUI;I/ ) (Economic M " overty below US$1.90 a day (% of population, 2018, est)
Human Capital Index (2018) 0.41
(2019)
Country Policy and Institutional Assessment 2019 Trend Overall CPIA Scores
o [T 35
Indicator Malawi ssillihe (LIl
Average Score 34
Economic Management 28 31 43 33| coceoo-
Monetary and Exchange _ \‘\‘ " N " R
Rate Policy 35 33 45 32 /’ \ M v M
Fiscal Policy 20 3.0 45 31
Debt Policy 30 3.1 50 3.0
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Structural Policies 33 31 42 .
¢——¢ Malawi =<-= [DABorrowers e==== SSA DA
Trade 35 36 45 Average Average
Financial Sector 35 27 40
Business Regulatory Environment 30 30 45 Comparison Comparing Overall CPIA Scores

Policies for Social Inclusion

and Equity 36 32 42
Gender Equality 35 32 45 2019
Equity of Public Resource Use 40 33 45
Building Human Resources 35 35 45
Social Protection and Labor 35 29 40 2013
Policies and Institutions for 3.1
Environmental Sustainability 35 32 43 ] ] . )
. = Non-Fragile = Non-Fragile Countries = Malawi

Public Sector Management Countries in SSA outside SSA

L 30 29 42
and Institutions
Property Rights and Rule-Based 30 28 45 Progress Change in CPIA Scores from 2013 to 2019
Governance
Quality of Budgetary and Financial 06

30 30 40
Management
Efficiency of Revenue Mobilization 4.0 33 45 0.1 0.1
Quality of Public Administration 25 28 40 “ _— — -
. -0.1
Transparency, Accountability, 0.2
L . 25 2.7 45 o o _
and Corruption in the Public Sector Economic Structural Policies Public Sector Overall
Management Policies for Social Management & CPIA

Overall CPIA Score 32 31 40 Inclusion/Equity  Institutions Score
Definitions: Average scores for comparisons refer to country groupings as follows:
© CPIA: Country Policy and Institutional Assessment « IDA Borrowing Countries: 75 countries eligible for IDA credits and with CPIA scores in 2019
° WA:IL”EEF”E%"”"I Dﬁvelopmznt ASSZ‘?'M'O"}; the arm of the  SSA IDA Countries: 39 SSA IDA countries that had CPIA scores in 2019
. SS?&r' SuIaJ[]Sah:)rl;m\farEcpamv' B A D B R R EMIIEE ¢ Fragile Countries in SSA: 19 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
o Povérty is based on PovcalNet poverty data as of June 2020 * Non-Fragile Countries in SSA: 20 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)

o The cutoff date for the World Development Indicators database is July 2020. * Fragile Countries outside SSA: 12 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank's Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
o The Human Capital Index is from the Human Capital Project, World Bank, 2018. = Non-Fragile Countries outside SSA: 24 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)
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MALI

World Bank — Country Policy and Institutional Assessment CPIA 2019
]

Quick Facts
Population (millions) 19.7
CPIA Score Change from Highest Lowest -
previousyear | performing cluster | performing cluster GDP (current USS, billions) 17.5
34 _ 4.0 3.1 GDP per capita (current US$) 890.7
) 0 ;
No change Economic Management) (pubhz :ST;ZLMWS:SWM Poverty below US$1.90 a day (% of population, 2018, est) 43
Human Capital Index (2018) 0.32
(2019)
Country Policy and Institutional Assessment 2019 Trend Overall CPIA Scores
SSAIDA IDAS Highest [N
Indicator Mali
Average Score 3.5
Economic Management 4.0 31 43 34 & ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢
33| ceeeeee .~
Fiscal Policy 40 30 45 . N
Debt Policy 40 3.1 5.0 0
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Structural Policies 33 31 42 )
—+¢ Mali =--= [DABorrowers === SSA DA
Trade 40 36 45 Average Average
Financial Sector 30 27 40
Business Regulatory Environment 30 30 45 Comparison Comparing Overall CPIA Scores
Pollcles_for Social Inclusion 32 32 42
and Equity
Gender Equality 25 32 45 2019
Equity of Public Resource Use 40 33 45
Building Human Resources 30 35 45
Social Protection and Labor 30 29 40 2013
Policies and Institutions for
Environmental Sustainability 35 32 45 .
] w Fragile Countries = Fragile Countries = Mali
Public Sector Management in SSA outside SSA
. 31 29 42
and Institutions
Property Rights and Rule-Based 25 28 45 Progress Change in CPIA Scores from 2013 to 2019
Governance ' ' ’
Quality of Budgetary and Financial 10 30 40 0.2
Management 0.1
Efficiency of Revenue Mobilization 35 33 45 . 0.0 [ ] 0.0
Quality of Public Administration 25 28 40 .
Transparency, Accountability, 30 97 45 .02
and Corruption in the Public Sector ' . ' Economic Structural Policies Public Sector Overall
Overall CPIA Score 34 31 40 Management Policies for Social Management & CPIA

Definitions:
o CPIA: Country Policy and Institutional Assessment
* IDA: International Development Association, the arm of the
World Bank Group that provides credits to the poorest countries
¢ SSA: Sub-Saharan Africa
 Poverty is based on PovcalNet poverty data as of June 2020
o The cutoff date for the World Development Indicators database is July 2020.
¢ The Human Capital Index is from the Human Capital Project, World Bank, 2018.

Inclusion/Equity  Institutions Score

Average scores for comparisons refer to country groupings as follows:

DA Borrowing Countries: 75 countries eligible for IDA credits and with CPIA scores in 2019

* SSA IDA Countries: 39 SSA IDA countries that had CPIA scores in 2019

¢ Fragile Countries in SSA: 19 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020

* Non-Fragile Countries in SSA: 20 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)

* Fragile Countries outside SSA: 12 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank's Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
* Non-Fragile Countries outside SSA: 24 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)
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MAURITANIA

World Bank — Country Policy and Institutional Assessment CPIA 2019

Quick Facts
Population (millions) 45
CPIA Score Change from Highest Lowest -
previousyear | performing cluster | performing cluster GDP (current USS, billions) 16
34 _ 3.5 3.2 GDP per capita (current US$) 1,677.9
_ (Economic Management Poverty below US$1.90 a day (% of population, 2018, est.) 6
Above SSA IDA Avg. No change and Policies for Social (Structural Policies)
Inchision end Equity Human Capital Index (2018) 0.35
(2019)

Country Policy and Institutional Assessment 2019 Trend Overall CPIA Scores
. . SSAIDA IDASs Highest JEKAS
Indicator Mauritania
Average Score 34 * ¢ *
Economic Management 35 31 43 23 N
F“é}‘;geg:h“é ;j"‘d Exchange 35 33 45 32 s -\.-- ...................
Fiscal Policy 40 30 45 3.1
Debt Policy 30 3.1 5.0 0
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Structural Policies 32 31 42
¢==¢ Mauritania === |DA Borrowers e SSA IDA
Trade 40 36 45 Average Average
Financial Sector 25 27 40
Business Regulatory Environment 30 30 45 Comparison Comparing Overall CPIA Scores
P:l):luéles_for Social Inclusion 35 32 42
and Equity 34
Gender Equality 35 32 45 2019 35
Equity of Public Resource Use 40 33 45 34
Building Human Resources 40 35 45 3K
Social Protection and Labor 30 29 40 2013 35
Policies and Institutions for 33
Environmental Sustainability 30 32 45
. = Non-Fragile = Non-Fragile Countries = Mauritania
Public Sector Management Countries in SSA outside SSA
L 33 29 42
and Institutions
Property Rights and Rule-Based 30 28 45 Progress Change in CPIA Scores from 2013 to 2019
Governance ' ' ’
Quality of Budgetary and Financial 35 30 40 0.2
Management
Efficiency of Revenue Mobilization 4.0 33 45 0.1 0.1
Quality of Public Administration 30 28 40 . .
Transparency, Accountability, 30 97 45 0.0 0.0
and Corruption in the Public Sector ' ' ' Economic Structural Policies Public Sector Overall
Management Policies for Social  Management & CPIA
Overall CPIA Score 34 31 40 Inclusion/Equity  Institutions Score

Definitions:
o CPIA: Country Policy and Institutional Assessment
 IDA: International Development Association, the arm of the
World Bank Group that provides credits to the poorest countries
¢ SSA: Sub-Saharan Africa
 Poverty is based on PovcalNet poverty data as of June 2020
¢ The cutoff date for the World Development Indicators database is July 2020.
© The Human Capital Index is from the Human Capital Project, World Bank, 2018.

Average scores for comparisons refer to country groupings as follows:

DA Borrowing Countries: 75 countries eligible for IDA credits and with CPIA scores in 2019

* SSA IDA Countries: 39 SSA IDA countries that had CPIA scores in 2019

¢ Fragile Countries in SSA: 19 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020

* Non-Fragile Countries in SSA: 20 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)

* Fragile Countries outside SSA: 12 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank's Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
* Non-Fragile Countries outside SSA: 24 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)
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MOZAMBIQUE

World Bank — Country Policy and Institutional Assessment CPIA 2019
]

Quick Facts
Population (millions) 304
CPIA Score Change from Highest Lowest -
previousyear | performing cluster | performing cluster GDP (current USS, billions) 14.9
3.1 v 0.1 3.3 2.8 GDP per capita (current US$) 491.8
_ (Structural Policies Poverty below US$1.90 a day (% of population, 2018, est.) 61
Atthe SSA IDA Avg. and Policies for Social (Economic M )
Inclusion and Equity Human Capital Index (2018) 0.36
(2019)
Country Policy and Institutional Assessment 2019 Trend Overall CPIA Scores
o Mozambioue SSAIDA  1DAs Highest RS
ozambique Average Score
3.6
Economic Management 28 31 43
3.4
Monetaw and Exchange 35 33 45
Rate Policy
Fiscal Policy 30 30 45 32 * "R;,
Debt Policy 20 3.1 5.0 3.0
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Structural Policies 33 31 42
== Mozambique === IDABorrowers === SSA DA
Trade 40 36 45 Average Average
Financial Sector 30 27 40
Business Regulatory Environment 30 30 45 Comparison Comparing Overall CPIA Scores
Pollcles_for Social Inclusion 33 32 42
and Equity
Gender Equality 35 32 45 2019 35
Equity of Public Resource Use 30 33 45
Building Human Resources 35 35 45 35
Social Protection and Labor 30 29 40 2013 35
Policies and Institutions for 36
Environmental Sustainability 35 32 43
. = Non-Fragile = Non-Fragile Countries = Mozambique
Public Sector Management Countries in SSA outside SSA
. 31 29 42
and Institutions
Property Rights and Rule-Based 25 28 45 Progress Change in CPIA Scores from 2013 to 2019
Governance ' ’ ’
Quality of Budgetary and Financial 25 20 40 [ ] [ | [
Management ' : : 0.2 -0.2 -0.2
Efficiency of Revenue Mobilization 4.0 33 45 0.5
Quality of Public Administration 30 28 40
Transparency, Accountability, 95 927 45 14
and Corruption in the Public Sector ' . . Economic Structural Policies Public Sector Overall
Management Policies for Social Management & CPIA
Overall CPIA Score 3.1 3.1 40 Inclusion/Equity  Institutions Score

Definitions:
o CPIA: Country Policy and Institutional Assessment
* IDA: International Development Association, the arm of the
World Bank Group that provides credits to the poorest countries
¢ SSA: Sub-Saharan Africa
 Poverty is based on PovcalNet poverty data as of June 2020
o The cutoff date for the World Development Indicators database is July 2020.
¢ The Human Capital Index is from the Human Capital Project, World Bank, 2018.

Average scores for comparisons refer to country groupings as follows:

DA Borrowing Countries: 75 countries eligible for IDA credits and with CPIA scores in 2019

* SSA IDA Countries: 39 SSA IDA countries that had CPIA scores in 2019

¢ Fragile Countries in SSA: 19 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020

* Non-Fragile Countries in SSA: 20 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)

* Fragile Countries outside SSA: 12 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank's Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
* Non-Fragile Countries outside SSA: 24 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)
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NIGER

World Bank — Country Policy and Institutional Assessment CPIA 2019

Quick Facts
Population (millions) 233
CPIA Score Change from Highest Lowest -
previousyear | performing cluster | performing cluster GDP (current USS, billions) 129
34 _ 3.8 3.1 GDP per capita (current US$) 554.6
) 0 ;
No chango Econonic Mnagement (pub“(; :gﬁﬁg:sg)emem Poverty below US$1.90 a day (% of population, 2018, est.) 4
Human Capital Index (2018) 0.32
(2019)
Country Policy and Institutional Assessment 2019 Trend Overall CPIA Scores
o Nigr  SSAIDA DA Highest 36
g Average Score 35 \/\‘
Economic Management 38 31 43 34 ¢ + + *
Monetaw and Exchange 10 33 15 33| ==es=e=- e
Rate Policy 3.2 S ccccccccccccccccccccccee
Fiscal Policy 35 30 45 31 TN
Debt Policy 40 3.1 50 0
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Structural Policies 33 31 42
=4 Niger ==« |DA Borrowers === SSA IDA
Trade 4.0 36 45 Average Average
Financial Sector 25 27 40
Business Regulatory Environment 35 30 45 Comparison Comparing Overall CPIA Scores
Pollcles_for Social Inclusion 33 32 42
and Equity
Gender Equality 25 32 45 2019
Equity of Public Resource Use 40 33 45
Building Human Resources 35 35 45
Social Protection and Labor 30 29 40 2013
Policies and Institutions for
Environmental Sustainability 35 32 45
i = Fragile Countries = Fragile Countries = Niger
Public Sector Management in SSA outside SSA
L 31 29 42
and Institutions
Property Rights and Rule-Based 30 28 45 Progress Change in CPIA Scores from 2013 to 2019
Governance ' ' ’
i i i 0.0 0.0
Quality of Budgetary and Financial 30 30 40
Management . f
Efficiency of Revenue Mobilization 35 33 45
-0.1 -0.1
Quality of Public Administration 30 28 40
Transparency, Accountability, 30 97 a5 -0.2
and Corruption in the Public Sector ' . . Economic Structural Policies Public Sector Overall
Management Policies for Social Management & CPIA
Overall CPIA Score 34 3.1 40 Inclusion/Equity  Institutions Score

Definitions:
o CPIA: Country Policy and Institutional Assessment
 IDA: International Development Association, the arm of the
World Bank Group that provides credits to the poorest countries
¢ SSA: Sub-Saharan Africa
 Poverty is based on PovcalNet poverty data as of June 2020
¢ The cutoff date for the World Development Indicators database is July 2020.
© The Human Capital Index is from the Human Capital Project, World Bank, 2018.
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Average scores for comparisons refer to country groupings as follows:

DA Borrowing Countries: 75 countries eligible for IDA credits and with CPIA scores in 2019

* SSA IDA Countries: 39 SSA IDA countries that had CPIA scores in 2019

¢ Fragile Countries in SSA: 19 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020

* Non-Fragile Countries in SSA: 20 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)

* Fragile Countries outside SSA: 12 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank's Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
* Non-Fragile Countries outside SSA: 24 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)



NIGERIA

World Bank — Country Policy and Institutional Assessment CPIA 2019
]

Quick Facts
Population (millions) 201.0
CPIA Score Change from Highest Lowest
previousyear | performing cluster | performing cluster GDP (current USS, billions) 448.1
3.2 A 0.1 3.5 2.8 GDP per capita (current US$) 2,229.9
. ) : P | ild % of |ation, 201 51
| r?;ﬁjhsc::af% i(:‘cu,%,/ | (pubhca ::T:;im::gemem overty below US$1.90 a day (% of population, 2018, est)
Human Capital Index (2018) 0.34
(2019)
Country Policy and Institutional Assessment 2019 Trend Overall CPIA Scores
o1 3.8
Indicator Nigeria ssillihe (LIl
Average Score -
Economic Management 33 31 43 '
34
Monetaw and Exchange 30 33 15
Rate Policy
3.2
Fiscal Policy 30 30 45
Debt Policy 40 3.1 5.0 3.0
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Structural Policies 30 31 42
=% Nigeria === |DABorrowers === SSA IDA
Trade 30 36 45 Average Average
Financial Sector 25 27 40
Business Regulatory Environment 35 30 45 Comparison Comparing Overall CPIA Scores
Pollcles_for Social Inclusion 35 32 42
and Equity
Gender Equality 30 32 45 2019
Equity of Public Resource Use 35 33 45
Building Human Resources 35 35 45
Social Protection and Labor 40 29 40 2013
Policies and Institutions for
Environmental Sustainability 35 32 45
. u Fragile Countries = Fragile Countries m Nigeria
Public Sector Management in SSA outside SSA
L 28 29 42
and Institutions
Property Rights and Rule-Based 25 28 45 Progress Change in CPIA Scores from 2013 to 2019
Governance ' ' ’
Quality of Budgetary and Financial 0.0 0.0
Management 30 30 40 . r
Efficiency of Revenue Mobilization 30 33 45 05 -0.4
Quality of Public Administration 25 28 40
Transparency, Accountability, 30 97 45 -1.2
and Corruption in the Public Sector ' . ' Economic Structural Policies Public Sector Overall
Management Policies for Social Management & CPIA
Overall CPIA Score 32 3.1 40 Inclusion/Equity  Institutions Score

Definitions:

o CPIA: Country Policy and Institutional Assessment

* IDA: International Development Association, the arm of the
World Bank Group that provides credits to the poorest countries

¢ SSA: Sub-Saharan Africa

 Poverty is based on PovcalNet poverty data as of June 2020

o The cutoff date for the World Development Indicators database is July 2020.
¢ The Human Capital Index is from the Human Capital Project, World Bank, 2018.

Average scores for comparisons refer to country groupings as follows:

DA Borrowing Countries: 75 countries eligible for IDA credits and with CPIA scores in 2019

* SSA IDA Countries: 39 SSA IDA countries that had CPIA scores in 2019

¢ Fragile Countries in SSA: 19 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020

* Non-Fragile Countries in SSA: 20 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)

* Fragile Countries outside SSA: 12 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank's Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
* Non-Fragile Countries outside SSA: 24 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)
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RWANDA

World Bank — Country Policy and Institutional Assessment CPIA 2019

Quick Facts
Population (millions) 12.6
CPIA Score Change from Highest Lowest -
previousyear | performing cluster | performing cluster GDP (current USS, billions) 101
4.0 _ 4.2 3.8 GDP per capita (current US$) 801.7
_ (Structural Policies (Public Sector Poverty below US$1.90 a day (% of population, 2018, est.) 51
Above SSA IDA Avg. No change and Policies for Social Management and
Inclusion and Equity) Institutions) Human Capital Index (2018) 0.37
(2019)
Country Policy and Institutional Assessment 2019 Trend Overall CPIA Scores
SSAIDA IDAS Highest [
Indicator Rwanda Average Score 10 . . N . . .
0] o—* ¢ ¢ ¢ . ¢
Economic Management 40 31 43 38
36
Monetaw and Exchange 40 33 45
Rate Policy 34
Fiscal Policy 40 30 45 32 | ———— o - m e oo e e e e eemeeeoooo-
Debt Policy 40 3.1 50 30
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Structural Policies 42 31 42
¢——9 Rwanda === |DA Borrowers === SSA DA
Trade 45 36 45 Average Average
Financial Sector 35 27 40
Business Regulatory Environment 45 30 45 Comparison Comparing Overall CPIA Scores
Pollcles_for Social Inclusion 42 32 42
and Equity
Gender Equality 45 32 45 2019
Equity of Public Resource Use 40 33 45
Building Human Resources 40 35 45
Social Protection and Labor 40 29 40 2013
Policies and Institutions for
Environmental Sustainability 45 32 43
. = Non-Fragile = Non-Fragile Countries = Rwanda
Public Sector Management Countries in SSA outside SSA
L 38 29 42
and Institutions
Property Rights and Rule-Based 35 28 45 Progress Change in CPIA Scores from 2013 to 2019
Governance ' ’ ’
; : ; 0.2 0.2
Quality of Budgetary and Financial 40 30 40
Management
Efficiency of Revenue Mobilization 4.0 33 45 0.1 0.1
Quality of Public Administration 40 28 40 l l
Transparency, Accountability, 35 927 45 0.0
and Corruption in the Public Sector ' ' ' Economic Structural Policies Public Sector Overall
Management Policies for Social Management & CPIA
Overall CPIA Score 40 31 40 Inclusion/Equity  Institutions Score

Definitions:
o CPIA: Country Policy and Institutional Assessment
 IDA: International Development Association, the arm of the
World Bank Group that provides credits to the poorest countries
¢ SSA: Sub-Saharan Africa
 Poverty is based on PovcalNet poverty data as of June 2020
¢ The cutoff date for the World Development Indicators database is July 2020.
© The Human Capital Index is from the Human Capital Project, World Bank, 2018.
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Average scores for comparisons refer to country groupings as follows:

DA Borrowing Countries: 75 countries eligible for IDA credits and with CPIA scores in 2019

* SSA IDA Countries: 39 SSA IDA countries that had CPIA scores in 2019

¢ Fragile Countries in SSA: 19 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020

* Non-Fragile Countries in SSA: 20 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)

* Fragile Countries outside SSA: 12 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank's Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
* Non-Fragile Countries outside SSA: 24 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)



SAO TOME AND PRINCIPE

World Bank — Country Policy and Institutional Assessment CPIA 2019
]

Quick Facts
Population (millions) 0.2
CPIA Score Change from Highest Lowest -
previousyear | performing cluster | performing cluster GDP (current USS, billions) 0.4
3.0 v 0.1 3.1 2.8 GDP per capita (current US$) 1,994.9
_ (Policies for Social Inclusion Poverty below US$1.90 a day (% of population, 2018, est.) 34
Below SSA IDA Avg. and Equity and Public Sector (Economic Mar )
Management and Institutions) Human Capital Index (2018) NA
(2019)

Country Policy and Institutional Assessment 2019 Trend Overall CPIA Scores
. SioTomé SSAIDA IDAs Highest [IERA:
Indicator P
and Principe  Average Score 23
Economic Management 28 31 43 o g -cceeeeeecccccccecaeeenan
Monetary and Exchange 30 33 45 31 & ¢ ¢\: ¢ t\
Rate Policy ' ’ ’
29
Fiscal Policy 30 30 45
Debt Policy 25 3.1 50 21
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Structural Policies 30 31 42
=4 Sdo Tomé ==« |DABorrowers === SSA DA
Trade 35 36 45 and Principe Average Average
Financial Sector 25 27 40
Business Regulatory Environment 30 30 45 Comparison Comparing Overall CPIA Scores
Pollcles_for Social Inclusion 31 32 42
and Equity
Gender Equality 30 32 45 2019
Equity of Public Resource Use 30 33 45
Building Human Resources 35 35 45
Social Protection and Labor 25 29 40 2013
Policies and Institutions for 3.1
Environmental Sustainability 35 32 45
. = Non-Fragile = Non-Fragile Countries m S3o Tomé
Public Sector Management Countries in SSA outside SSA and Principe
. 31 29 42
and Institutions
Property Rights and Rule-Based 30 28 45 Progress Change in CPIA Scores from 2013 to 2019
Governance ’ ’ ’
; d ; 0.0 0.0 0.0
Quality of Budgetary and Financial 30 30 40
Management f
Efficiency of Revenue Mobilization 30 33 45 01
Quality of Public Administration 30 28 40 '
Transparency, Accountability, 35 27 15 02
and Corruption in the Public Sector ' ' ' Economic Structural Policies Public Sector Overall
Management Policies for Social Management & CPIA
Overall CPIA Score 30 31 40 Inclusion/Equity  Institutions Score

Definitions:
o CPIA: Country Policy and Institutional Assessment
* IDA: International Development Association, the arm of the
World Bank Group that provides credits to the poorest countries
¢ SSA: Sub-Saharan Africa
 Poverty is based on PovcalNet poverty data as of June 2020
o The cutoff date for the World Development Indicators database is July 2020.
¢ The Human Capital Index is from the Human Capital Project, World Bank, 2018.

Average scores for comparisons refer to country groupings as follows:

DA Borrowing Countries: 75 countries eligible for IDA credits and with CPIA scores in 2019

* SSA IDA Countries: 39 SSA IDA countries that had CPIA scores in 2019

¢ Fragile Countries in SSA: 19 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020

* Non-Fragile Countries in SSA: 20 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)

* Fragile Countries outside SSA: 12 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank's Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
* Non-Fragile Countries outside SSA: 24 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)
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S EN EGAL World Bank — Country Policy and Institutional Assessment CPIA 2019
|

Quick Facts
Population (millions) 16.3
CPIA Score Change from Highest Lowest -
previousyear | performing cluster | performing cluster GDP (current USS, billions) 236
3.7 _ 3.8 3.5 GDP per capita (current US$) 1,446.8
i - P I s % of population, 201 28
o | o | sy PoU O U100 81 fpopion 10 <
Human Capital Index (2018) 0.42
(2019)
Country Policy and Institutional Assessment 2019 Trend Overall CPIA Scores
SSAIDA IDAS Highest [
Indicator Senegal
Average Score 38| ¢ * * * o
Economic Management 38 31 43 36 ‘ ‘
Monetary and Exchange
Rate Policy 40 33 45 o B -
Fiscal Policy 35 30 45 32 —“'w """"""""""""
Debt Policy 40 3.1 50 3.0
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Structural Policies 38 31 42
&——4 Senegal === |DABorrowers  e==== SSAIDA
Trade 45 36 45 Average Average
Financial Sector 35 27 40
Business Regulatory Environment 35 30 45 Comparison Comparing Overall CPIA Scores

Policies for Social Inclusion

and Equity 317 32 42
Gender Equality 35 32 45 2019
Equity of Public Resource Use 40 33 45
Building Human Resources 45 35 45
Social Protection and Labor 30 29 40 2013
Policies and Institutions for
Environmental Sustainability 35 32 43
. = Non-Fragile = Non-Fragile Countries m Senegal

Public Sector Management Countries in SSA outside SSA

. 35 29 42
and Institutions
Property Rights and Rule-Based 35 28 45 Progress Change in CPIA Scores from 2013 to 2019
Governance

. . . 0.2
Quality of Budgetary and Financial 35 30 40
Management
Efficiency of Revenue Mobilization 35 33 45 . 0- r
-0.1 -0.1
Quality of Public Administration 35 28 40 -0.2
Transparengy, Accountab!llw, 35 927 45 04
and Corruption in the Public Sector Economic Structural Policies Public Sector Overall
Management Policies for Social  Management & CPIA

Overall CPIA Score 3.7 3.1 40 Inclusion/Equity  Institutions Score
Definitions: Average scores for comparisons refer to country groupings as follows:
© CPIA: Country Policy and Institutional Assessment « IDA Borrowing Countries: 75 countries eligible for IDA credits and with CPIA scores in 2019
° WA:IL”EEF”E%"”"I Dﬁvelopmznt ASSZ‘?'M'O"}; the arm of the  SSA IDA Countries: 39 SSA IDA countries that had CPIA scores in 2019
. SS?&r' SuIaJ[]Sah:)rl;m\farEcpamv' B BB DU FROEE COlTEE ¢ Fragile Countries in SSA: 19 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
o Povérty is based on PovcalNet poverty data as of June 2020 * Non-Fragile Countries in SSA: 20 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)

o The cutoff date for the World Development Indicators database is July 2020. * Fragile Countries outside SSA: 12 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank's Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
o The Human Capital Index is from the Human Capital Project, World Bank, 2018. = Non-Fragile Countries outside SSA: 24 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)
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SIERRA LEONE

World Bank — Country Policy and Institutional Assessment CPIA 2019
]

Quick Facts
Population (millions) 78
CPIA Score Change from Highest Lowest —
previousyear | performing cluster | performing cluster GDP (current USS, billions) 39
3.1 v 0.1 3.2 3.0 GDP per capita (current USS$) 504.5
_ (Economic Management and Poverty below US$1.90 a day (% of population, 2018, est.) 40
Atthe SSA IDA Avg. Public Sector Management (Structural Policies)
and nsttutions) Human Capital Index (2018) 0.35
(2019)
Country Policy and Institutional Assessment 2019 Trend Overall CPIA Scores
. Siera  SSAIDA IDAS Highest [
Indicator
Leone Average Score 23
Economic Management 32 31 43 ' hON .~
32 - Pl S = = = =
Monetaw and Exchange 35 33 15
Rate Policy
3.1
Fiscal Policy 30 30 45
Debt Policy 30 3.1 5.0 3.0
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Structural Policies 30 31 42
¢==¢ Sierraleone === |DABorrowers === SSAIDA
Trade 35 36 45 Average Average
Financial Sector 25 27 40
Business Regulatory Environment 30 30 45 Comparison Comparing Overall CPIA Scores
:::;(Ele:ifor Social Inclusion 31 32 42
quity 3.4
Gender Equality 30 32 45 2019 35
Equity of Public Resource Use 35 33 45
Building Human Resources 30 35 45 a5
Social Protection and Labor 30 29 40 2013 35
Policies and Institutions for 33
Environmental Sustainability 30 32 45
. = Non-Fragile = Non-Fragile Countries = Sierra Leone
Public Sector Management Countries in SSA outside SSA
L 32 29 42
and Institutions
Property Rights and Rule-Based 30 28 45 Progress Change in CPIA Scores from 2013 to 2019
Governance ' ' ’
Quality of Budgetary and Financial 0.1
Management 35 30 40 -
Efficiency of Revenue Mobilization 35 33 45 . . f
Quality of Public Administration 30 28 40 02 02 02
Transparency, Accountability, 30 927 45 -0.3
and Corruption in the Public Sector ' ' ' Economic Structural Policies Public Sector Overall
Management Policies for Social  Management & CPIA
Overall CPIA Score 31 31 40 Inclusion/Equity  Institutions Score

Definitions:
o CPIA: Country Policy and Institutional Assessment
* IDA: International Development Association, the arm of the
World Bank Group that provides credits to the poorest countries
¢ SSA: Sub-Saharan Africa
 Poverty is based on PovcalNet poverty data as of June 2020
o The cutoff date for the World Development Indicators database is July 2020.
¢ The Human Capital Index is from the Human Capital Project, World Bank, 2018.

Average scores for comparisons refer to country groupings as follows:

DA Borrowing Countries: 75 countries eligible for IDA credits and with CPIA scores in 2019

* SSA IDA Countries: 39 SSA IDA countries that had CPIA scores in 2019

¢ Fragile Countries in SSA: 19 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020

* Non-Fragile Countries in SSA: 20 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)

* Fragile Countries outside SSA: 12 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank's Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
* Non-Fragile Countries outside SSA: 24 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)
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SOMALIA

Quick Facts
CPIA Score Chapge from nghesl
previousyear | performing cluster
2.0 - 2.4
e eyt

Country Policy and Institutional Assessment 2019

World Bank — Country Policy and Institutional Assessment CPIA 2019
]

Population (millions) 15.4

Lowest
performing cluster GDP (current US$, billions) NA
GDP per capita (current US$) NA

(Structural Policies)

SSAIDA IDAS Highest

Indicator Somalia Average Score
Economic Management 20 31 43
Monetaw and Exchange 20 33 15
Rate Policy

Fiscal Policy 25 30 45
Debt Policy 15 3.1 5.0
Structural Policies 15 31 42
Trade 15 36 45
Financial Sector 20 27 40
Business Regulatory Environment 1.0 30 45
Policies for Social Inclusion

a0 Equiy 24 32 42
Gender Equality 20 32 45
Equity of Public Resource Use 30 33 45
Building Human Resources 25 35 45
Social Protection and Labor 25 29 40
Policies and Institutions for

Environmental Sustainability 20 32 45
Public Sector Management

and Institutions 20 29 42
Property Rights and Rule-Based 10 28 45
Governance

Quality of Budgetary and Financial 25 30 40
Management

Efficiency of Revenue Mobilization 25 33 45
Quality of Public Administration 20 28 40
Transparency, Accountability,

and Corruption in the Public Sector 20 27 45
Overall CPIA Score 20 31 40

Definitions:
© CPIA: Country Policy and Institutional Assessment
* IDA: International Development Association, the arm of the
World Bank Group that provides credits to the poorest countries
© SSA: Sub-Saharan Africa
* Poverty is based on PovcalNet poverty data as of June 2020
 The cutoff date for the World Development Indicators database is July 2020.

Poverty below US$1.90 a day (% of population, 2018, est.) NA

Human Capital Index (2018) NA
(2019)

Trend Overall CPIA Scores
34 .
3.0
2.6
2.2
L 2
1.8
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
& Somalia === DA Borrowers e SSA IDA
Average Average
Comparison Comparing Overall CPIA Scores

2.8
2019 28
u Fragile Countries u Fragile Countries = Somalia
in SSA outside SSA
Progress Comparing Somalia with SSA IDA average, by cluster, 2019

= Somalia ™ SSA IDA Average

3.1 3.1 3.2 29 3.1
24
20 2.0 2.0
15

Economic Structural Policies Public Sector Overall
Management Policies for Social  Management & CPIA
Inclusion/Equity  Institutions Score

Average scores for comparisons refer to country groupings as follows:

 IDA Borrowing Countries: 75 countries eligible for IDA credits and with CPIA scores in 2019

* SSA IDA Countries: 39 SSA IDA countries that had CPIA scores in 2019

* Fragile Countries in SSA: 19 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020

* Non-Fragile Countries in SSA: 20 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)

¢ Fragile Countries outside SSA: 12 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank's Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020

 The Human Capital Index is from the Human Capital Project, World Bank, 2018.  * Non-Fragile Countries outside SSA: 24 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)

Note: 2019 is the first year Somalia has been included in the CPIA assessment and its ratings made public.
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SOUTH SUDAN

World Bank — Country Policy and Institutional Assessment CPIA 2019
]

Quick Facts
Population (millions) 11.0
CPIA Score Change from Highest Lowest -
previousyear | performing cluster | performing cluster GDP (current USS, billions) NA
14 v 0.1 1.8 1.0 GDP per capita (current US$) NA
_ B . Poverty below US$1.90 a day (% of population, 2018, est.) 85
Below SSA IDA Avg. (Structural Policies) (Economic Mar
Human Capital Index (2018) 0.30
(2019)
Country Policy and Institutional Assessment 2019 Trend Overall CPIA Scores
: South  SSAIDA DA Highest [l NS )
Indicator s = = == cmmmsmcccccccceas=s
Sudan Average Score 3.0 e
Economic Management 1.0 31 43 25
Monetary and Exchange
Rate Policy 1.0 33 45 2.0
Fiscal Policy 1.0 30 45 15
Debt Policy 1.0 3.1 5.0 1.0
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Structural Policies 18 31 42
4=—=¢ South Sudan === |DA Borrowers === SSA IDA
Trade 20 36 45 Average Average
Financial Sector 20 27 40
Business Regulatory Environment 15 30 45 Comparison Comparing Overall CPIA Scores
Policies for Social Inclusion
a0 Equiy 15 32 42
Gender Equality 15 32 45 2019
Equity of Public Resource Use 20 33 45
Building Human Resources 20 35 45
Social Protection and Labor 1.0 29 40 2013
Policies and Institutions for
Environmental Sustainability 10 32 45
. = Fragile Countries = Fragile Countries = South Sudan
Public Sector Management in SSA outside SSA
L 14 29 42
and Institutions
Property Rights and Rule-Based 15 28 45 Progress Change in CPIA Scores from 2013 to 2019
Governance ' ’
Quality of Budgetary and Financial 10 30 40
Management
Efficiency of Revenue Mobilization 20 33 45
Quality of Public Administration 1.0 28 40 05 07 -0.6 07
Transparency, Accountability, 15 97 15 -0.8 ' '
and Corruption in the Public Sector ' . ' Economic Structural Policies Public Sector Overall
Management Policies for Social Management & CPIA
Overall CPIA Score 14 3.1 40 Inclusion/Equity  Institutions Score

Definitions:
o CPIA: Country Policy and Institutional Assessment
* IDA: International Development Association, the arm of the
World Bank Group that provides credits to the poorest countries
¢ SSA: Sub-Saharan Africa
 Poverty is based on PovcalNet poverty data as of June 2020
o The cutoff date for the World Development Indicators database is July 2020.
¢ The Human Capital Index is from the Human Capital Project, World Bank, 2018.

Average scores for comparisons refer to country groupings as follows:

DA Borrowing Countries: 75 countries eligible for IDA credits and with CPIA scores in 2019

* SSA IDA Countries: 39 SSA IDA countries that had CPIA scores in 2019

¢ Fragile Countries in SSA: 19 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020

* Non-Fragile Countries in SSA: 20 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)

* Fragile Countries outside SSA: 12 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank's Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
* Non-Fragile Countries outside SSA: 24 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)
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SUDAN

World Bank — Country Policy and Institutional Assessment CPIA 2019
]

Quick Facts
Population (millions) 428
CPIA Score Change from Highest Lowest -
previousyear | performing cluster | performing cluster GDP (current USS, billions) 189
2.2 v 0.1 2.5 1.8 GDP per capita (current US$) 4415
- (Structural Policies and Poverty below US$1.90 a day (% of population, 2018, est.) 12
Below SSA IDA Avg. Policies for Social (Economic M 1t)
Inclusion and Equity) Human Capital Index (2018) 0.38
(2019)
Country Policy and Institutional Assessment 2019 Trend Overall CPIA Scores
SSAIDA IDAs Highest [Nl R .
Indicator Sudan 39 e = = == s e memssmsesss====.
Average Score 2 |
Economic Management 18 31 43 zz
Monetaw and Exchange 15 33 15 26
Rate Policy 2al @ N
Fiscal Policy 25 30 45 2:2
Debt Policy 15 3.1 50 2.0
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Structural Policies 25 31 42
¢=—=¢ Sudan === |DA Borrowers e SSA IDA
Trade 25 36 45 Average Average
Financial Sector 25 27 40
Business Regulatory Environment 25 30 45 Comparison Comparing Overall CPIA Scores
Pollcles_for Social Inclusion 25 32 42
and Equity
Gender Equality 25 32 45 2019
Equity of Public Resource Use 25 33 45
Building Human Resources 30 35 45
Social Protection and Labor 25 29 40 2013
Policies and Institutions for
Environmental Sustainability 20 32 45
. u Fragile Countries u Fragile Countries m Sudan
Public Sector Management in SSA outside SSA
. 21 29 42
and Institutions
Property Rights and Rule-Based 20 28 45 Progress Change in CPIA Scores from 2013 to 2019
Governance ' ' ’
Quality of Budgetary and Financial 25 30 40 0.1
Management [ ]
Efficiency of Revenue Mobilization 25 3.3 45 . 0.1 r
Quality of Public Administration 20 28 40 -0.2 -0.2
Transparency, Accountability, 15 97 15 -0.4
and Corruption in the Public Sector . . . Economic Structural Policies Public Sector Overall
Management Policies for Social  Management & CPIA
Overall CPIA Score 22 3.1 40 Inclusion/Equity  Institutions Score

Definitions:
o CPIA: Country Policy and Institutional Assessment
 IDA: International Development Association, the arm of the
World Bank Group that provides credits to the poorest countries
¢ SSA: Sub-Saharan Africa
 Poverty is based on PovcalNet poverty data as of June 2020
¢ The cutoff date for the World Development Indicators database is July 2020.
© The Human Capital Index is from the Human Capital Project, World Bank, 2018.

Average scores for comparisons refer to country groupings as follows:

DA Borrowing Countries: 75 countries eligible for IDA credits and with CPIA scores in 2019

* SSA IDA Countries: 39 SSA IDA countries that had CPIA scores in 2019

¢ Fragile Countries in SSA: 19 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020

* Non-Fragile Countries in SSA: 20 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)

* Fragile Countries outside SSA: 12 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank's Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
* Non-Fragile Countries outside SSA: 24 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)
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TANZANIA

Quick Facts
CPIA Score Chapge from nghesl Loyvest
previousyear | performing cluster | performing cluster
3.5 - 4.0 3.0
I R R e

World Bank — Country Policy and Institutional Assessment CPIA 2019

Population (millions) 58.0
GDP (current US$, billions) 63.2
GDP per capita (current US$) 1,122.1
Poverty below US$1.90 a day (% of population, 2018, est.) 49
Human Capital Index (2018) 0.40
(2019)

Country Policy and Institutional Assessment 2019 Trend Overall CPIA Scores
[ 4.0
: : SSAIDA IDAs Highest
Indicator Tanzania
Average Score 38 ._.\A
Economic Management 40 31 43 36 v ¢ A‘\
Monetary and Exchange
Rate Policy 45 33 45 M N
Fiscal Policy 35 30 45 32 _\w --------------
Debt Policy 40 3.1 50 0
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Structural Policies 33 31 42
——¢ Tanzania === |[DABorrowers  e==== SSAIDA
Trade 40 36 45 Average Average
Financial Sector 30 27 40
Business Regulatory Environment 30 30 45 Comparison Comparing Overall CPIA Scores
Pollcles_for Social Inclusion 36 32 42
and Equity
Gender Equality 30 32 45 2019
Equity of Public Resource Use 40 33 45
Building Human Resources 40 35 45
Social Protection and Labor 40 29 40 2013
Policies and Institutions for
Environmental Sustainability 30 32 45
. = Non-Fragile = Non-Fragile Countries = Tanzania
Public Sector Management Countries in SSA outside SSA
L 30 29 42
and Institutions
Property Rights and Rule-Based 30 28 45 Progress Change in CPIA Scores from 2013 to 2019
Governance ' ' ’
Quality of Budgetary and Financial 0.0
30 30 40 .
Management
Efficiency of Revenue Mobilization 30 33 45 -0.2
Quality of Public Administration 30 28 40 o 03
Transparency, Accountability, 30 97 45 05 '
and Corruption in the Public Sector ' ' ' Economic Structural Policies Public Sector Overall
Management Policies for Social Management & CPIA
Overall CPIA Score 35 31 40 Inclusion/Equity  Institutions Score

Definitions:
o CPIA: Country Policy and Institutional Assessment
* IDA: International Development Association, the arm of the
World Bank Group that provides credits to the poorest countries
¢ SSA: Sub-Saharan Africa
 Poverty is based on PovcalNet poverty data as of June 2020
o The cutoff date for the World Development Indicators database is July 2020.
¢ The Human Capital Index is from the Human Capital Project, World Bank, 2018.
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Average scores for comparisons refer to country groupings as follows:
DA Borrowing Countries: 75 countries eligible for IDA credits and with CPIA scores in 2019
* SSA IDA Countries: 39 SSA IDA countries that had CPIA scores in 2019
¢ Fragile Countries in SSA: 19 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
* Non-Fragile Countries in SSA: 20 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)
* Fragile Countries outside SSA: 12 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank's Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
* Non-Fragile Countries outside SSA: 24 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)



TOGO

World Bank — Country Policy and Institutional Assessment CPIA 2019
]

Quick Facts
Population (millions) 8.1
CPIA Score Change from Highest Lowest -
previousyear | performing cluster | performing cluster GDP (current USS, billions) 5.5
3.3 A 0.1 3.6 3.1 GDP per capita (current US$) 675.5
ici ; i P I s % of population, 201 46
| éiﬂ:::;ﬂ; izcu,:/ | (pubhca ::T:;im::gemem overty below US$1.90 a day (% of population, 2018, est)
Human Capital Index (2018) 0.41
(2019)
Country Policy and Institutional Assessment 2019 Trend Overall CPIA Scores
. SSAIDA IDAS Highest [N
Indicator Togo
Average Score
Economic Management 33 31 43 32 —
Monetaw and Exchange 40 33 45 4 4 ¢ 4
Rate Policy 28
Fiscal Policy 30 30 45
Debt Policy 30 3.1 5.0 2.4
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Structural Policies 33 31 42
=0 Togo === |DA Borrowers === SSA DA
Trade 40 36 45 Average Average
Financial Sector 25 27 40
Business Regulatory Environment 35 30 45 Comparison Comparing Overall CPIA Scores
Pollcles_for Social Inclusion 36 32 42
and Equity
Gender Equality 35 32 45 2019
Equity of Public Resource Use 40 33 45
Building Human Resources 35 35 45
Social Protection and Labor 30 29 40 2013
Policies and Institutions for 3.0
Environmental Sustainability 40 32 45
i = Non-Fragile = Non-Fragile Countries = Togo
Public Sector Management 31 29 42 Countries in SSA outside SSA
and Institutions ’ )
Property Rights and Rule-Based 30 28 45 Progress Change in CPIA Scores from 2013 to 2019
Governance ' ' ’
i i i 0.5 0.5
Quality of Budgetary and Financial 30 30 40
Management
Efficiency of Revenue Mobilization 35 33 45 03 0.3
Quality of Public Administration 30 28 40 01 l
Transparency, Accountability, -
L . 30 2.7 45
and Corruption in the Public Sector Economic Structural Policies Public Sector Overall
Management Policies for Social  Management & CPIA
Overall CPIA Score 33 3.1 40 Inclusion/Equity  Institutions Score

Definitions:
o CPIA: Country Policy and Institutional Assessment
 IDA: International Development Association, the arm of the
World Bank Group that provides credits to the poorest countries
¢ SSA: Sub-Saharan Africa
 Poverty is based on PovcalNet poverty data as of June 2020
¢ The cutoff date for the World Development Indicators database is July 2020.
© The Human Capital Index is from the Human Capital Project, World Bank, 2018.

Average scores for comparisons refer to country groupings as follows:

DA Borrowing Countries: 75 countries eligible for IDA credits and with CPIA scores in 2019

* SSA IDA Countries: 39 SSA IDA countries that had CPIA scores in 2019

¢ Fragile Countries in SSA: 19 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020

* Non-Fragile Countries in SSA: 20 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)

* Fragile Countries outside SSA: 12 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank's Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
* Non-Fragile Countries outside SSA: 24 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)
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U GAN DA World Bank — Country Policy and Institutional Assessment CPIA 2019
|

Quick Facts
Population (millions) 443
CPIA Score Change from Highest Lowest -
previousyear | performing cluster | performing cluster GDP (current USS, billions) 344
3.7 _ 4.3 3.2 GDP per capita (current US$) 776.8
. P I ! % of population, 201 40
No change S N overty below US$1.90 a day (% of population, 2018, est)
Human Capital Index (2018) 0.38
(2019)
Country Policy and Institutional Assessment 2019 Trend Overall CPIA Scores
SSAIDA IDAS Highest [IERSS
Indicator Uganda
Average Score 38
Economic Management 43 31 43 36 ¢ ¢ \ /‘ ¢
Monetary and Exchange
Rate Policy 40 33 45 S
Fiscal Policy 40 30 45 32| eo———ee-eeeeeeeccsceeccaann.
Debt Policy 50 3.1 5.0 0
. 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Structural Policies 37 31 42
=4 Uganda === IDABorrowers e==== SSA DA
Trade 45 36 45 Average Average
Financial Sector 35 27 40
Business Regulatory Environment 30 30 45 Comparison Comparing Overall CPIA Scores
Pollcles_for Social Inclusion 35 32 42
and Equity
Gender Equality 30 32 45 2019
Equity of Public Resource Use 40 33 45
Building Human Resources 35 35 45
Social Protection and Labor 35 29 40 2013
Policies and Institutions for
Environmental Sustainability 35 32 45
i = Non-Fragile = Non-Fragile Countries = Uganda
Public Sector Management 32 29 42 Countries in SSA outside SSA
and Institutions
Property Rights and Rule-Based 35 28 45 Progress Change in CPIA Scores from 2013 to 2019
Governance ' ' ’
Quality of Budgetary and Financial 35 30 40 02
Management 0.1
Efficiency of Revenue Mobilization 35 33 45 _ m - 0.0
Quality of Public Administration 30 28 40 . -
" -0.2
Transparency, Accountability, 03
d Corruption in the Public Sector 25 27 45 : L N
an p Economic Structural Policies Public Sector Overall
Overall CPIA Score 37 31 40 Management Policies for Social Management & CPIA
: : : Inclusion/Equity  Institutions Score
Definitions: Average scores for comparisons refer to country groupings as follows:
© CPIA: Country Policy and Institutional Assessment * IDA Borrowing Countries: 75 countries eligible for IDA credits and with CPIA scores in 2019
° {,[\J’A:Ilintﬁernle(monal Dﬁveloprqznt Ass?jlcmtmnﬁ the arm of the . * SSA IDA Countries: 39 SSA IDA countries that had CPIA scores in 2019
. SSOAr- SUEE]Sa?];Orl;'r)]tA;ECp;OVI B A B R G EIE ¢ Fragile Countries in SSA: 19 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
o Povérty is based on PovcalNet poverty data s of June 2020 * Non-Fragile Countries in SSA: 20 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)

o The cutoff date for the World Development Indicators database is July 2020. * Fragile Countries outside SSA: 12 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
© The Human Capital Index is from the Human Capital Project, World Bank, 2018.  * Non-Fragile Countries outside SSA: 24 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)

109



ZAMBIA

World Bank — Country Policy and Institutional Assessment CPIA 2019
]

Quick Facts
Population (millions) 17.9
CPIA Score Change from Highest Lowest -
previousyear | performing cluster | performing cluster GDP (current USS, billions) 23.1
3.2 v 01 3.8 2.7 GDP per capita (current US$) 1291.3
_ B . Poverty below US$1.90 a day (% of population, 2018, est.) 56
Above SSA IDA Avg. (Structural Policies) (Economic M 1t)
Human Capital Index (2018) 0.40
(2019)
Country Policy and Institutional Assessment 2019 Trend Overall CPIA Scores

Indicator Zambia

SSAIDA IDAS Highest

Average Score 34
Economic Management 27 31 43 N

Monetary and Exchange

33| cemeeees . ¢ ¢
45 3.2 g ccccccccccccsanne v..x

Rate Policy 30 33 \
Fiscal Policy 20 30 45 3.1
Debt Policy 30 31 50 30
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Structural Policies 38 31 42 )
——¢ Zambia =--= |DABorrowers e=== SSA DA
Trade 40 36 45 Average Average
Financial Sector 35 27 40
Business Regulatory Environment 40 30 45 Comparison Comparing Overall CPIA Scores
Pollcles_for Social Inclusion 31 32 42
and Equity 3.4
Gender Equality 30 32 45 2019 35
Equity of Public Resource Use 30 33 45
Building Human Resources 35 35 45 35
Social Protection and Labor 25 29 40 2013 35
Policies and Institutions for 34
Environmental Sustainability 35 32 43
. = Non-Fragile = Non-Fragile Countries = Zambia
Public Sector Management Countries in SSA outside SSA
L 30 29 42
and Institutions
Property Rights and Rule-Based 30 28 45 Progress Change in CPIA Scores from 2013 to 2019
Governance ' ’ ’
0.1
Quality of Budgetary and Financial _—
Management %0 0 0 Il B
Efficiency of Revenue Mobilization 35 33 45 0.2 02 -02
Quality of Public Administration 30 28 40
Transparency, Accountability, 95 927 45 -0.8
and Corruption in the Public Sector ' ' ' Economic Structural Policies Public Sector Overall
Management Policies for Social Management & CPIA
Overall CPIA Score 32 31 40 Inclusion/Equity  Institutions Score

Definitions:
o CPIA: Country Policy and Institutional Assessment
 IDA: International Development Association, the arm of the
World Bank Group that provides credits to the poorest countries
¢ SSA: Sub-Saharan Africa
 Poverty is based on PovcalNet poverty data as of June 2020
¢ The cutoff date for the World Development Indicators database is July 2020.
© The Human Capital Index is from the Human Capital Project, World Bank, 2018.

Average scores for comparisons refer to country groupings as follows:

DA Borrowing Countries: 75 countries eligible for IDA credits and with CPIA scores in 2019

* SSA IDA Countries: 39 SSA IDA countries that had CPIA scores in 2019

¢ Fragile Countries in SSA: 19 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020

* Non-Fragile Countries in SSA: 20 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)

* Fragile Countries outside SSA: 12 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank's Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
* Non-Fragile Countries outside SSA: 24 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)
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ZIMBABWE

World Bank — Country Policy and Institutional Assessment CPIA 2019
]

Quick Facts
Population (millions) 14.6
CPIA Score Change from Highest Lowest -
previousyear | performing cluster | performing cluster GDP (current USS, billions) 214
3.0 A 0.2 3.7 25 GDP per capita (current US$) 1,464.0
. ' P I ! % of population, 201 31
| éiﬁ:lsc.:f: :;:1 SE?:UI;', ) P Y overty below US$1.90 a day (% of population, 2018, est)
Human Capital Index (2018) 0.44
(2019)
Country Policy and Institutional Assessment 2019 Trend Overall CPIA Scores
- 4.0
Indicator Zimbabwe L e
Average Score
35
Economic Management 25 31 43 | aeeaaaa e
3.0
Monetaw and Exchange 25 33 15
Rate Policy
Fiscal Policy 30 30 45 25
Debt Policy 20 3.1 50 20
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Structural Policies 28 31 42
== Zimbabwe === [DABorrowers === SSA IDA
Trade 30 3.6 45 Average Average
Financial Sector 25 27 40
Business Regulatory Environment 30 30 45 Comparison Comparing Overall CPIA Scores
Policies for Social Inclusion
a0 Equiy 37 32 42
Gender Equality 40 32 45 2019
Equity of Public Resource Use 35 33 45
Building Human Resources 40 35 45
Social Protection and Labor 30 29 40 2013
Policies and Institutions for
Environmental Sustainability 40 32 45
. = Fragile Countries = Fragile Countries = Zimbabwe
Public Sector Management in SSA outside SSA
L 29 29 42
and Institutions
Property Rights and Rule-Based 20 28 45 Progress Change in CPIA Scores from 2013 to 2019
Governance ' ' ’
: d ; 1.2
Quality of Budgetary and Financial 30 30 40
Management
- S 0.7 0.7
Efficiency of Revenue Mobilization 4.0 33 45 05 05
Quality of Public Administration 30 28 40 J .
Transparency, Accountability, 25 97 45
and Corruption in the Public Sector ' ' . Economic Structural Policies Public Sector Overall
Management Policies for Social Management & CPIA
Overall CPIA Score 30 31 40 Inclusion/Equity  Institutions Score

Definitions:

o CPIA: Country Policy and Institutional Assessment

* IDA: International Development Association, the arm of the
World Bank Group that provides credits to the poorest countries

¢ SSA: Sub-Saharan Africa

 Poverty is based on PovcalNet poverty data as of June 2020

o The cutoff date for the World Development Indicators database is July 2020.
¢ The Human Capital Index is from the Human Capital Project, World Bank, 2018.

Average scores for comparisons refer to country groupings as follows:

DA Borrowing Countries: 75 countries eligible for IDA credits and with CPIA scores in 2019

* SSA IDA Countries: 39 SSA IDA countries that had CPIA scores in 2019

¢ Fragile Countries in SSA: 19 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank’s Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020

* Non-Fragile Countries in SSA: 20 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)

* Fragile Countries outside SSA: 12 countries with CPIA scores included in the World Bank's Harmonized Fragile List for fiscal year 2020
* Non-Fragile Countries outside SSA: 24 IDA-eligible countries (excluding fragile countries)
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CPIA Africa: Compare Your Country

AF

RICA

IDAAVG. = = = = = = = — = 32

m COMPARE YOUR COUNTRY

2019 Country CPIA Score

CPIA SCORE

SSA IDA AVG. S8} 2013 14 15 16 17 18 2019

Benin 3.6 Burkina Faso 3.5 Burundi 2.9 Cabo Verde 3.8 Cameroon 3.3
—_— . e —_— . = — e —_— . TN e gt

Central African blic 2.6 Chad 2.8 Comoros 2.8 Congo, Di ic blic2.9  Congo, blic 2.7
e T S e - - T S e - - T S e - - T S e - -

Céte d’lvoire 3.5 Ethiopia 3.5 Gambia, The 3.0 Ghana 3.6 Guinea 3.2

———— W\‘/‘
- r~ oui A e S~ e o e e e :/_.:7#_.

Guinea-Bissau 2.5 Kenya 3.7 Lesotho 3.3 Liberia 2.9 Madagascar 3.3
et el S ._\‘tf_\____‘ et S et SO ey g
————o—o—¢

Malawi 3.2 Mali 3.4 Mauritania 3.4 3.1 Niger 3.4
- ——————o— e —~——~———
ﬁ\_’.ﬁ—ﬁ T e e e e o —— - —_—— - e e e

Nigeria 3.2 Rwanda 4.0 S3o Tomé and Principe 3.0 Senegal 3.7 Sierra Leone 3.1
. —— T S e - - T S e - - T S e - - = — -

————

Tanzania 3.5 Togo 3.3 Uganda 3.7 Zambia 3.2 Zimbabwe 3.0
0—0\’_‘_\_. —_—
—_— . e —_——— - —_— . e - ~

Using the same regional averages as references, these countries are grouped sep ly to provide visual comparison.

Eritrea 1.9 Somalia 2.0 South Sudan 1.4 Sudan 2.2
-—— _ _ ____C -—— _ _ ____C -—— _ _ ____C -—— _ _ ____C
— —

2019 s the fist year that CPIA scoresforSomalia ae avalable




Appendix A: CPIA Components

A. Economic Management

1. Monetary and Exchange Rate Policy: The quality of monetary/exchange rate policies in a coherent macroeconomic
policy framework.

2. Fiscal Policy: The quality of fiscal policy as regards stabilization (achieving macroeconomic policy objectives in conjunction
with coherent monetary and exchange rate policies, smoothing business cycle fluctuations, and accommodating shocks) and
resource allocation (appropriate provisioning of public goods).

3. Debt Policy: The degree of appropriateness of the country’s debt management strategy for ensuring medium-term debt
sustainability and minimizing budgetary risks.

B. Structural Policies

4. Trade: The extent to which the policy framework fosters regional and global integration in goods and services, focusing on the
trade policy regime (tariffs, non-tariff barriers, and barriers to trade in services) and trade facilitation.

5. Financial Sector: The quality of policies and regulations that affect financial sector development in three dimensions: (a)
financial stability; (b) the sector’s efficiency, depth, and resource mobilization strength, and (c) access to financial services.

6. Business Regulatory Environment: The extent to which the legal, regulatory, and policy environment helps or hinders
private businesses in investing, creating jobs, and becoming more productive.

C. Policies for Social Inclusion and Equity

7. Gender Equality: The extent to which policies, laws, and institutions (a) promote equal access for men and women to human
capital development, (b) promote equal access for men and women to productive and economic resources, and (c) give men and
women equal status and protection under the law.

8. Equity of Public Resource Use: The extent to which the pattern of public expenditures and revenue collection affects
the poor and is consistent with national poverty reduction priorities.

9. Building Human Resources: The quality of national policies and public and private sector delivery in health and
education.

10. Social Protection and Labor: Policies promoting risk prevention by supporting savings and risk pooling through
social insurance, protection against destitution through redistributive safety net programs, and promotion of human capital
development and income generation, including labor market programs.

11. Policies and Institutions for Environmental Sustainability: The extent to which environmental policies and
institutions foster the protection and sustainable use of natural resources and the management of pollution.

D. Public Sector Management and Institutions

12. Property Rights and Rule-Based Governance: The extent to which economic activity is facilitated by an effective
legal system and rule-based governance structure in which property and contract rights are reliably respected and enforced.

13. Quality of Budgetary and Financial Management: The extent to which there is (a) a comprehensive and credible
budget, linked to policy priorities; (b) effective financial management systems to ensure that the budget is implemented as
intended in a controlled and predictable way, and (c) timely and accurate accounting and fiscal reporting, including timely audits
of public accounts and effective arrangements for follow-up.

14. Efficiency of Revenue Mobilization: Assesses the overall pattern of revenue mobilization, not only the tax structure as
it exists on paper, but revenues from all sources as they are actually collected.

15. Quality of Public Administration: The core administration defined as the civilian central government (and subnational
governments, to the extent that their size or policy responsibilities are significant), excluding health and education personnel
and police.

16. Transparency, Accountability, and Corruption in the Public Sector: The extent to which the executive, legislators,
and other high-level officials can be held accountable for their use of funds, administrative decisions, and results obtained.



Appendix B: Country Groups and Classification

l. Country Grouping by Fragility

Burkina Faso
Burundi
Cameroon

Central African Republic

Chad
Comoros
Congo, Rep.
Congo, Dem. Rep.
Eritrea
Gambia, The
Guinea-Bissau
Liberia

Mali

Niger

Nigeria
Somalia

South Sudan
Sudan
Zimbabwe

Fragile and conflict affected

Non-fragile

Benin

Cabo Verde
Cote d'lvoire
Ethiopia
Ghana
Guinea
Kenya
Lesotho
Madagascar
Malawi
Mauritania
Mozambique
Rwanda

Sao Tomé and Principe
Senegal
Sierra Leone
Tanzania
Togo
Uganda
Zambia

Sub-Saharan Africa IDA countries Non-Sub-Saharan Africa IDA countries

| Fragile and conflict affected

Afghanistan

Haiti

Kiribati

Kosovo

Marshall Islands
Micronesia, Fed. Sts.
Myanmar

Papua New Guinea
Solomon Islands
Timor-Leste

Tuvalu

Yemen, Rep.

Irag*

Lebanon*

Libya*

Syrian Arab Republic*
Venezuela, RB*

West Bank and Gaza*

Non-fragile

Bangladesh
Bhutan
Cambodia
Djibouti
Dominica
Grenada
Guyana
Honduras
Kyrgyz Republic
Lao PDR
Maldives
Moldova
Mongolia
Nepal
Nicaragua
Pakistan
Samoa

Sri Lanka
St. Lucia
St. Vincent and the Grenadines
Tajikistan
Tonga
Uzbekistan
Vanuatu

Note: This country group classification is based on the fragile and conflict-affected situations list for FY20. It classifies countries based on the nature and
severity of issues they face. Fragile countries are defined as those with one or more of the following: (a) the weakest institutional and policy environment,
based on a revised, harmonized CPIA score for IDA countries (for which CPIA scores are disclosed) that is below 3.0; or (b) the presence of a United Nations
peacekeeping operation, because this reflects a decision by the international community that a significant investment is needed to maintain peace

and stability; or (c) flight across borders of 2,000 or more per 100,000 population, who are internationally regarded as refugees in need of international
protection, as this signals a major political or security crisis. The classification uses the following categories:

1. Countries with high levels of institutional and social fragility, identified based on publicly available indicators that measure the quality of policies and
institutions and manifestations of fragility.

2. Countries affected by violent conflict, identified based on a threshold number of conflict-related deaths relative to the population. This category
includes two subcategories based on the intensity of violence: countries in high-intensity conflict and countries in medium-intensity conflict.

* The analysis does not include Iraq, Lebanon, Libya, the Syrian Arab Republic, the Republica Bolivariana de Venezuela, and the West Bank and Gaza.
These economies do not have CPIA data.

IIl. Country Classification in SSA by Resource Abundance

Resource-rich

countries

Non-resource-rich countries

Chad
Congo, Dem. Rep.
Congo, Rep.
Guinea
Liberia
Mauritania
Niger
Nigeria
South Sudan
Sierra Leone
Zambia

Benin
Burkina Faso
Burundi
Cabo Verde
Cameroon

Central African Republic

Comoros
Cote d'lvoire
Eritrea
Ethiopia
Gambia, The

Ghana
Guinea-Bissau
Kenya
Lesotho
Madagascar
Malawi

Mali
Mozambique
Rwanda

Sdo Tomé and Principe
Senegal

Somalia
Sudan
Tanzania
Togo
Uganda
Zimbabwe

Source: World Bank staff calculations based on the World Development Indicators database, Africa’s Pulse, April 2020.



Appendix C: Guide to the CPIA

The Country Policy and Institutional Assessment (CPIA) is a diagnostic tool that is intended to
capture the quality of a country’s policies and institutional arrangements—that is, its focus is on the
key elements that are within a country’s control, rather than on outcomes (such as growth rates)
that are influenced by elements outside the country’s control. More specifically, the CPIA measures
the extent to which a country’s policy and institutional framework supports sustainable growth and
poverty reduction, and consequently the effective use of development assistance. The outcome

of the exercise yields an overall score and scores for the 16 criteria that compose the CPIA. The

CPIA tool was developed and first employed in the mid-1970s. Over the years, the World Bank has
periodically updated and improved it to reflect the lessons of experience and evolution of thinking
about development.

In June 2006, the World Bank publicly disclosed for the first time the numerical scores of its 2005 CPIA.
The CPIA exercise covers country performance during a given calendar year, with the results for the
International Development Association (IDA)—eligible countries disclosed in June the following year.

The CPIA has undergone periodic reviews to update and refine the content of the criteria. The most
recent revision of the criteria took place a few years ago and was applied to the 2016 CPIA exercise.
The revisions were guided by the conclusions of an Independent Evaluation Group evaluation,
relevant findings in the literature, and lessons learned in carrying out the annual CPIA exercise in the
past few years. In undertaking the revisions, special attention was given to ensuring that the content
of the revisions was commensurate with the availability of information and the ability to assess
country performance, and that some degree of continuity was preserved in the criteria. The revisions
have not resulted in significant changes in country scores. Among the revisions are the following:

- In criterion 4 (Q4, Trade), trade policy and trade facilitation are now equally weighted; more
emphasis is placed on the trade regime, not just imports; services are explicitly introduced; and
the trade facilitation subcomponent is elaborated.

- The coverage of social assistance programs, including coordination, reach, and targeting issues
in Q10 (Social Protection and Labor), was strengthened.

- Q15 (Quality of Public Administration) was revised to include a stronger focus on the
core public administration and, when relevant, a more explicit treatment of subnational
governments.

- Q16 (Transparency, Accountability, and Corruption in the Public Sector) was revised to include a
new dimension to cover aspects of financial corruption that had not been treated consistently.
Coverage of fiscal information is now more explicit, and capture and conflicts of interest as
distinct forms of corruption are treated more consistently.

CPIA scores help to determine IDA allocations—concessional lending and grants—to low-income
countries.

Details are available at: www.worldbank.org/africa/CPIA.



Appendix D: CPIA Process

The Country Policy and Institutional Assessment (CPIA) is an annual country assessment exercise that
generally starts in October and ends by June of the following year. This exercise is carried out in stages.

In the first stage, country teams prepare the CPIA assessment drafts for their respective countries
and propose preliminary ratings, including written justification for these proposed ratings. The ini-
tial CPIA rating proposals by the country teams are based on well-informed judgment.. The country
teams are very familiar with the country, and often draw on their own knowledge of the country’s
performance. More importantly, they also use relevant diagnostic studies—for example, country
economic reports, a public expenditure review, or a poverty assessment—that the World Bank, the
country itself, or other stakeholders may have conducted. In addition, over the past several years,
the World Bank has assembled economic and institutional data on its member countries, which
staff utilize when making their judgments on the respective country’s performance. These data are
listed in the CPIA criteria under guidepost.

To ensure that the scores are consistent across countries and regions, the country teams’ proposals
undergo a series of checks and balances. In the second stage, the country teams’ proposals are first
reviewed within each operational region of the World Bank by the respective Office of the Chief
Economist, and then they are submitted to a World Bank-wide review by experts in the Global Prac-
tices, Global Themes, and central departments. This review process is managed by the World Bank's
Operations Policy and Country Services (OPCS) Vice Presidency. The assessment exercise is centrally
managed to ensure a clear separation between the resource allocation function and the operations
for which the allocations are used.

In the final stage, following the World Bank—wide review, the country team proposals are adjusted
to ensure the consistency of the proposed ratings across countries. Country teams are requested to
revise their qualitative and quantitative assessments, reflecting concerns raised by peer and World
Bank-wide reviewers. In cases where differences of views between a country team and OPCS per-
sist, clear mechanisms are in place to reach closure.

The World Bank’s consultation with country authorities during the assessment exercise
Country authorities are consulted in two stages.

Stage 1. Early in the assessment process, the World Bank’s country team meets with country authori-
ties to discuss progress made in addressing the issues identified in the previous year’s assessment.
This consultation helps identify areas in which the World Bank’s assessments might differ from those
of the country authorities. It also provides the authorities an opportunity to bring additional infor-
mation to the attention of World Bank staff. The objective of the first-stage consultation is to ensure
that country teams have taken into account all the relevant available information when preparing
their write-ups and the associated rating proposals. The guidance provided to the teams makes
clear that these interactions with country authorities are part of a process of consultation, not a
negotiation over the ratings.

Stage 2. The second stage of interaction with the authorities occurs at the end of the assessment
process. After the completion of the World Bank-wide review process and final CPIA scores, country
teams communicate to the authorities the results of the assessment, discuss implications for the
World Bank’s engagement with the country, and explore ways to address identified weaknesses.
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