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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 The overall message of this implementation review is not to broaden the Second 
Governance and Anticorruption Action Plan (GACAP II) significantly, but to strengthen its 
implementation.  

 The review covers July 2006 to December 2012. GACAP II aims to improve Asian 
Development Bank (ADB) performance in implementing the governance and anticorruption 
policies in sectors and subsectors where ADB is active. In the absence of GACAP II 
performance indicators, the review adopted a qualitative approach. In addition to extensive 
review of related documents, interviews and brainstorming sessions were held to elicit views 
from users of GACAP II—developing member country (DMC) officials, country missions, project 
team members, and ADB Management. Since the overall purpose is to make ADB operations 
more effective in the DMCs, the review sought the perspective of DMCs on GACAP II.  

 GACAP II introduced a risk-based approach for assessing three areas: public financial 
management (PFM); procurement; and combating corruption applied at country, sector, and 
project levels. All the new country partnership strategies (CPSs) address governance risks in 
the three thematic areas, and recommend mitigation measures for major risks in risk 
assessment and management plans (RAMPs). The CPSs, in general, show a clear link to the 
country RAMPs. In addition, RAMPs have been prepared for sectors including infrastructure, 
energy, education, and finance. All projects prepare RAMPs and identify mitigation measures. 
Most of the projects address governance risks through standard project implementation 
measures while some also include capacity development components in the project design or 
technical assistance (TA). Despite notable progress in embedding GACAP II at the three levels, 
implementation of risk mitigation measures remains a challenge at the project level.  
  
 The three focus areas of GACAP II are relevant to operations since a large number of 
projects in DMCs are affected by constraints in the areas of PFM and procurement, and related 
vulnerabilities to corruption. However, some stakeholders view the focus as being too narrow 
since it excludes broader, but important, institutional risks and does not meet the specific needs 
of fragile and conflict-affected countries. In addition, there are conceptual and process overlaps 
among the areas, anticorruption is a broader concept, combining it at the same level as PFM 
and procurement systems makes the application of the tool less clear. 
 

 The quality dimension of risk assessments includes the depth and comprehensiveness 
of analysis, ownership of the process, and influence on project design. The risks and proposed 
mitigation measures are identified in CPSs but they do not inform the country and sector result 
frameworks. The quality of preparation and implementation of risk assessments can be 
improved when sector specialists, governance specialists, and consultants work closely 
together. Ownership of the process can be enhanced through close consultation with 
government officials; this is even more important during implementation of mitigation measures. 
 

 The review revealed weaknesses in the implementation of mitigation measures at the 
project level. Implementation of GACAP II could be improved by strengthening aspects of ADB’s 
business processes related to project monitoring and supervision. Inclusion of relevant risks 
from RAMPs in the design and monitoring framework and program administration manual can 
make monitoring more effective since it then becomes part of regular project supervision. Many 
governance risks highlighted in the RAMPs involve weak capacities in PFM and procurement. 
DMC officials and resident mission staff are of the opinion that a sustained follow-up in 
mitigating such risks is contingent on adequate staff and financial resources, and more rigorous 
project implementation.  



 
 

Recommendations for Management Consideration  
 

(i) Streamline and simplify GACAP II implementation approach at country, sector, 
and project levels. The first two areas of thematic focus for GACAP II—PFM and 
procurement—are important processes with inbuilt anticorruption dimensions that 
work well at all three levels. However, the third area—combating corruption—is a 
broader concept and is aptly applied at the country level to provide the overall 
context. At the sector level, institutional analysis should be strengthened covering not 
only anticorruption systems but also policy, regulatory, and organizational processes 
in identifying weaknesses of the sector institutions. Staff can also use various tools to 
strengthen governance risk assessments, such as political economy analysis, 
especially in Fragile and Conflict Affected Situations countries.  

 

(ii) Strengthen integration of risk assessment and management plan findings in 
country partnership strategies and project processes. The CPS template should 
be strengthened to discuss major sector risks and their mitigation, and be reflected in 
the CPS results framework. It is also important to include the main findings of the risk 
assessment in the country operations business plan, as they relate to the lending 
and nonlending scenarios. At the project level, the design and monitoring framework 
in the report and recommendation of the President should include risks identified in 
the RAMPs so that project teams can monitor progress as part of project supervision.  

 

(iii) Strengthen organizational oversight arrangements for GACAP II. Regional 
departments should clearly assign managerial and staff responsibilities for 
strengthening coordination and monitoring of GACAP II implementation at 
department level. The Regional and Sustainable Development Department (RSDD) 
should review all CPS and high-risk project RAMPs for quality assurance. The RSDD 
secretariat should prepare an annual report for senior management on 
implementation progress, focusing on results and issues, with inputs from Regional 
Departments, and should maintain a central repository of all RAMPs.  

 

(iv) Prioritize resources for GACAP II implementation. Country and project teams 
need to allocate sufficient budget for preparing country, sector, and project RAMPs. 
Resources also need to be earmarked for implementing risk mitigation actions in the 
RAMPs.   

 

(v) Increase developing member country ownership of process, and content of 
risk assessment and management plans. In-country workshops should be 
organized to familiarize DMC officials with the preparation and application of RAMPs. 
Resident missions, with support from headquarters departments, should raise 
awareness of the role and responsibilities of country counterparts in implementing 
risk mitigation actions. 

 

(vi) Strengthen staff skills, training, and incentives. Sector and governance 
specialists need to work closely together to ensure that governance risk 
assessments reflect a comprehensive understanding of sector issues. RSDD, in 
conjunction with the Budget, Personnel, and Management Systems Department 
(BPMSD) and the governance and public management community of practice should 
develop a robust training program for sector staff to strengthen basic competencies 
in applying GACAP II for identifying governance risks and appropriate mitigating 
actions.  
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I. INTRODUCTION 

A. Objective 

1. The objective of this implementation review of the Asian Development Bank (ADB) 
Second Governance and Anticorruption Action Plan (GACAP II)1 is to determine its 
effectiveness in mainstreaming governance and anticorruption in ADB operations. During the 
Asian Development Fund XI replenishment meeting in Manila, Philippines from 7 to 9 March 
2012, ADB agreed to review GACAP II implementation, including assessment of the quality of 
risk assessments and the status of implementation of risk management plans (RAMPs), as well 
as the recommendations to make ADB’s governance diagnostics more effective as governance 
mainstreaming tools.2 

B. Scope 

2. The study covers ADB’s operations from the introduction of GACAP II in July 2006 to 
December 2012. GACAP II aims to improve ADB’s performance in the implementation of 
governance and anticorruption policies in the sectors and subsectors where ADB is active. 
Since the overall purpose is to make ADB operations more effective in its developing member 
countries (DMCs), the review also sought the perspective of DMCs on GACAP II.  

C. Methodology 

3. The study employed a combination of literature review, governance database analysis, 
review of ADB operational and risk assessment documents, interviews with operational task 
team leaders and members, select country visits and meetings with government officials, and 
discussion with other key informants. Staff  from the Central and West Asia Department; East 
Asia Department; Pacific Department; South Asia Department; Southeast Asia Department; 
Independent Evaluation Department; Office of Anticorruption and Integrity; Regional and 
Sustainable Development Department (RSDD); Private Sector Operations Department (PSOD); 
Communities of Practice; and DMC officials in Cambodia, Mongolia, Nepal, Pakistan, Papua 
New Guinea, and the Philippines were brought into the discussion.3 

4. In the absence of specific GACAP II performance indicators, the review has adopted a 
qualitative approach. Interviews and brainstorming sessions were held to elicit views from   
GACAP II stakeholders including DMC officials, resident missions, and country and project team 
members. Sample documents related to GACAP II implementation—including country 
partnership strategies (CPSs); country, sector, and project risk assessments; and reports and 
recommendations of the President (RRPs)—were reviewed to assess the quality of RAMPs 
(Appendix 3 details the analysis of data and project documents with tabulation of findings, and 
additional documents reviewed are listed in Appendix 6).4 Since GACAP II operates at country, 
sector, and program and project levels, the review focused on key assessment, mitigation, and 
implementation issues at the three levels. The aggregate issues from interviews and document 
review were confirmed and triangulated by discussions with ADB senior and middle 
management. The open-ended questionnaires used in interviewing ADB headquarters staff, 

                                                
1
  ADB. 2006. Second Governance and Anticorruption Action Plan (GACAP II). Manila. 

2
  ADB. 2012. Asian Development Fund XI Donors’ Report: Empowering Asia’s Most Vulnerable. Manila. 

3
  Corporate governance in the purview of PSOD has not been separately analyzed, but discussions with PSOD staff 

on the need for developing corporate governance policy and exploring its incorporation in the GACAP II process 
have been captured in relevant places in the text.  

4
  Over 200 documents related to country, project, and strategy were reviewed for the study. 
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senior managers, resident mission staff, and country counterparts are in Appendix 1, and the list 
of interviewees is in Appendix 7.  

II. INCEPTION AND EMBEDDING OF THE SECOND GOVERNANCE AND 
ANTICORRUPTION ACTION PLAN  

5. Governance has been rising to prominence in ADB operations with the introduction of 
relevant polices and action plans. ADB was the first multilateral development bank to adopt a 
governance policy in 1995, recognizing that the development process becomes more successful 
in environments where decision making is transparent and the application of laws, regulations, 
and policies is predictable within a culture of accountability among government officials.5 Four 
basic elements of good governance relevant to the development process were identified: 
accountability, participation, predictability, and transparency. In 1998, ADB adopted an 
anticorruption policy postulating zero tolerance toward corruption and fraudulent and collusive 
practices in ADB operations.6 
 
6. The first governance action plan followed in 2000, elevating governance issues to the 
fore of the development agenda and working toward enhanced governance quality in 
operations. This led to ADB preparing general country governance assessments covering five 
areas: (i) legal and regulatory frameworks, (ii) public administration, (iii) public financial 
management (PFM), (iv) the judicial system, and (v) civil society.7 While country governance 
assessments raised awareness of governance issues and increased opportunities for dialogue, 
these were broad in scope and lacked the operational focus needed to mainstream governance 
in sector operations.  

7. In 2005, ADB reviewed the implementation of its governance and anticorruption 
policies.8 The review concluded that the policies were only partially implemented because they 
covered such a wide range of topics that ADB was unable to respond effectively given the 
competing demands on its limited resources. The review led to the introduction of GACAP II, 
which became effective in 2006, operational in 2007, and fully operational in 2008 with the 
approval of the implementing guidelines.9 The aim of GACAP II is to improve ADB’s 
performance in the implementation of governance and anticorruption policies in sectors and 
subsectors where ADB is active, and to design and deliver better quality projects and programs 
(footnote 1).  

A. Features of GACAP II 

8. GACAP II introduced a risk-based approach for assessing three priority governance 
thematic areas viewed as critical to poverty reduction and development effectiveness: PFM, 
procurement, and combating corruption. These areas are assessed at country, sector, and 
project levels—leading to the preparation of RAMPs identifying major risks and mitigation 
measures in the three priority governance areas. The purpose of the RAMP is to mainstream 
governance assessment and management in ADB operations by embedding GACAP II in the 
(i) CPS, (ii) sector assessment, and (iii) projects and programs. The intention of the RAMP is to 

                                                
5
  ADB. 1995. Governance: Sound Development Management. Manila. 

6
  ADB. 1998. Anticorruption Policy. Manila. 

7
  ADB. 2001. A Framework for the Preparation of Country Governance Assessments. Manila.  

8
  ADB. 2006. Review of the Implementation of ADB’s Governance and Anticorruption Policies: Findings and 

Recommendations. Manila. 
9
  ADB. 2008. Guidelines for Implementing ADB’s Second Governance and Anticorruption Action Plan (GACAP II). 

Manila.  
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assist DMCs to 
strengthen country 
governance systems and 
reduce vulnerability to 
corruption. Box 1 outlines 
the objectives and scope 
of GACAP II.10  
 
9. At the CPS level, 
the focus of the RAMP is 
on (i) country (national 
and subnational) systems 
for PFM, procurement, 
and combating 
corruption; and (ii) the 
risks inherent in these 
systems in the priority 
sectors where ADB 
operates. The outcome of 
risk assessments is a list 
of major risks that need 
to be managed. These 
are tabulated in the 
RAMP with mitigation 
measures at the country, 
sector, and project levels. 
At the country level, the 
RAMPs should be 
monitored through 
country portfolio review 
missions and country 
operations business 
plans. The project level 
RAMPs are incorporated 
in project administration 
manuals (PAMs), to be 
monitored during project 
review missions. 

10. GACAP II introduced a cascading assessment approach, from country to sector and to 
the project level. This approach is intended to (i) underscore major risks as they transcend from 
the country and sector to project levels, and (ii) avoid duplication of efforts in the conduct of risk 
assessments at the three levels. Figure 1 illustrates the cascading approach.  

                                                
10

  The terms GACAP II, risk assessments, and RAMP have been used to denote the governance risk assessments. 
 

 

Box 1: Objectives and Scope of the Second Governance 
and Anticorruption Action Plan 

 
The purpose of GACAP II is to improve ADB’s performance in 
the sectors and subsectors where ADB is active by focusing on 
the following four key result areas:  
(i) KRA1: Improve the identification and management of 

governance and corruption risks in country partnership 
strategies 

(ii) KRA2: Strengthen governance and anticorruption 
components in program and project design 

(iii) KRA3: Strengthen program and project administration and 
portfolio management 

(iv) KRS4: Improve organizational structure, human resources, 
and access to expertise 

 
GACAP II has three priority areas:  
(i) Public financial management 
(ii) Procurement 
(iii) Combating corruption   
 
Its application is at three levels:  
(i) Country 
(ii) Sector 
(iii) Project 
 
GACAP II aims to strengthen:  
(i) Country systems  
(ii) ADB projects  
 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, GACAP II = Second 
Governance and Anticorruption Action Plan, KRA = key result 
area. 
Source: ADB. 2006. Second Governance and Anticorruption 
Action Plan. Manila. 
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11. Since the approval of GACAP II in 2006, ADB adopted Strategy 202011 in 2008—
superseding the earlier medium- and long-term strategies of ADB that served as the context for 
GACAP II.12 Strategy 2020 introduced governance and capacity development as one of five 
drivers of change, and hence a crosscutting thematic priority rather than a core area of sector 
operations. By defining governance and capacity development as a driver of change, Strategy 
2020 also recognizes the link between governance risks and capacity gaps at the country, 
sector, and project levels. Figure 2 presents the evolution of governance policies and strategies 
in ADB.  

 

                                                
11

 ADB. 2008. Strategy 2020: The Long-Term Strategic Framework of the Asian Development Bank, 2008–2020. 
Manila. 

12
  Other similar processes include (i) streamlining of business processes (2010); (ii) separation of the Office of 
Anticorruption and Integrity from the Office of the Auditor General, and the former’s establishment as an 
independent office; and (iii) development and pilot testing of the Procurement Review for Effective Implementation 
and Country Performance Assessments (by the former Central Operations Services Office), for evaluation of 
procurement systems.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Asian Development Bank (ADB). 2008. Guidelines for Implementing ADB’s Second Governance and 
Anticorruption Plan. Manila.  

Country Level 
Risk Assessments 
- Public financial management 
- Procurement 
- Combating corruption 

Country-Level Outputs 
Risk Assessments 
1. Country risk assessment report 
2. Country risk management plan 

 Sector Level 
Risk Assessments 
- Public financial management 
- Procurement 
- Combating corruption 

Project Level 
Risk Assessments 
- Public financial management 
- Procurement 
- Combating corruption 

Sector-Level Outputs 
Risk Assessments 
1. Sector risk assessment report 
2. Sector risk management plan 
 

 

Project-Level Outputs 
Risk Assessments 
1. Project risk assessment report 
2. Project risk management plan 

Figure 1: Cascading Governance Risk Assessments 
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Figure 2: Evolving Policy and Strategic Context of Governance and Public Sector Management in ADB 
 

Corporate Vision: An Asia and Pacific Region Free of Poverty  

Medium-Term Strategy II: 2006−2008 
Strategic Priorities 
• Improving governance and preventing corruption, catalyzing investment, strengthening inclusiveness, 
promoting regional cooperation and integration, and managing the environment 

Priority Governance Areas 
• Public financial management 
• Procurement 
• Harmonizing anticorruption efforts with multilateral development banks  
• Legal and regulatory framework 
• Finalization of Capacity Development Framework and Action Plan 
• Finalization of GACAP II 
 

Governance Policy 
(1995) 

 
Elements of good 
governance:  accountability  participation  predictability  transparency 
 

First Governance Action Plan: 2000−2004 
• Elevation of governance issues to the top level of the development agenda    

• Enhancement of governance quality 

 

Anticorruption 
Policy (1998) 
 
Policy objectives: 
• Support 
competitive markets 
• Effective 
administration and 
anticorruption efforts 
• Ensure ADB-
financed projects 
and staff adhere to 
the highest ethical 
standards 
 

 

ADB Charter 
 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, GACAP II = Second Governance and Anticorruption Action Plan. 
Source: ADB staff estimates.  
 

Strategy 2020 (Long-Term Strategic Framework : 2008−2020) 
• Governance as a driver of change 
• Public sector management features in core operations 
 

Strategic Agenda 
• Inclusive economic growth 
• Environmentally sustainable growth 
• Regional integration 

Second Governance and Anticorruption Action Plan (GACAP II): 2006 to present 
• Improving implementation of governance and anticorruption policies 
• Priority themes: Public financial management, public procurement, and combating corruption 
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Box 2: Lao People’s Democratic Republic Country Partnership Strategy, 2012–2016—
Strengthening Public Sector Management  

and Linkages to Governance Risk Management Plans 
 
The constraints identified in the Lao PDR CPS, 2012–2016 include weak governance. The CPS recognizes that 
long-term capacity development support in PSM will contribute to improved governance, and more efficient and 
effective public service delivery in the economic and social sectors. It identifies governance as a thematic area to 
influence the design and focus of activities for ensuring better service delivery, equal opportunity, competitive 
private sector development, inclusive social development, and environmental sustainability.  
 

ADB will support the government’s governance and anticorruption strategies through long-term capacity-building 
efforts, especially in PFM in selected sectors and at decentralized levels. The CPS focuses on four core sectors: 
(i) education, (ii) agriculture and natural resources, (iii) water supply, and (iv) energy. PSM will be addressed in 
each sector and as a priority crosscutting sector. Strengthening PSM is a crosscutting issue, key to efficient and 
effective development in the Lao PDR. Needs are wide-ranging, including building strong institutions, developing 
human resource capacities, and strengthening PFM at all levels of government and in all sectors. ADB will 
continue to coordinate with development partners to focus support on public expenditure and fiscal management, 
PFM, anticorruption, decentralization, and public administration. Continued training on PSM and policy making 
will be provided for middle and senior officials under ADB regional programs. Projects will specifically address 
governance in health and transport. 
 

Governance risk identified under risk management plans. The major governance related risks are in public 
finance management, procurement, corruption, and accountability. Issues include weak public finance 
mechanisms, lack of congruence of subnational priorities with national objectives, weak capacity, inadequate 
financing of recurrent costs of investment projects, alleged irregularities in procurement, and reportedly rising 
corruption perception. These are to be mitigated and addressed by strengthening PFM, instilling financial control 
(internal audit), enhancing external audit, curbing corruption (with the principles of GACAP II), and reinforcing 
capacity. Internal and external auditing of government accounts remains weak, and will be addressed under the 
CPS through governance and capacity-building intervention. Government officials have inadequate knowledge of 
the procurement system stipulated by the government and development partners. A number of these issues will 
be addressed under the CPS through training courses organized by ADB’s Lao PDR resident mission. 
 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, CPS = country partnership strategy, GACAP II = Second Governance and 
Anticorruption Action Plan, Lao PDR = Lao People’s Democratic Republic, PFM = public financial management, 
PSM = public sector management. 
Source: ADB. 2011. Country Partnership Strategy: Lao People’s Democratic Republic, 2012–2016. Manila. 

B. Embedding GACAP II at Country Level 

12. Preparing a CPS through a GACAP II lens is expected to provide insights into (i) a 
country’s governance and corruption challenges, and their implications for development 
effectiveness; and (ii) prospects for important governance and anticorruption reforms and 
capacity development through policy dialogue in the DMCs.  

13. The objective of key result area (KRA) 1 is to embed GACAP II in new CPS preparation. 
Under the streamlined business processes (2010), RAMPs are mandatory to inform CPS 
preparation.13 The CPS template provides space for one paragraph in the main text to highlight 
the major governance risks and a RAMP summary as a linked document covering the thematic 
governance areas. In general, country RAMPs adequately identify governance and corruption 
risks in the three thematic areas (PFM, procurement, and combating corruption) and 
recommend corresponding mitigation actions to address major risks. This is illustrated in 
Appendix 2, which summarizes the CPSs reviewed, and the CPS–RAMP linkages. Box 2 
showcases governance aspects of the Lao People’s Democratic Republic (Lao PDR) CPS, 
2012–2016 and its link with the RAMP.  

                                                
13

  CPS guidelines (2007) were replaced by ADB’s streamlined business process in 2010 that mandated inclusion of 
the risk assessment and risk management plan (RAMP) summary. The template gives room for additional linked 
documents as long as the list of linked documents does not exceed one page (Appendix 2). 
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14. RAMP governance risks generally center on weak capacity in PFM, procurement, and 
anticorruption. In addition, broader institutional risks like weak internal controls, poor sector 
planning, inadequate financing to sustain sector investments (e.g., in road, energy, and water 
supply), and corrupt practices are identified. Such risks can undermine effective service 
delivery, efficient resource use, and accountability mechanisms.  
 
15. The Philippines CPS, 2011–201614 includes a thematic assessment (summary) on good 
governance and political economy.15 The summary assessment identifies performance, 
problems, and opportunities by analyzing the broad governance and political economy context 
and assessing the challenges and risks in the three focus areas of GACAP II along with the 
mitigation measures. PFM reforms cover organizational capacity issues, budget formulation, 
execution, accounting and reporting, and external audit and oversight. Capacity development for 
accountability institutions in procurement, budget transparency, and performance monitoring are 
included as measures to mitigate corruption.  
 
16. The Cook Islands CPS, 2008–201216 is informed by a RAMP that comprehensively 
covers the three focus areas of GACAP II. As a result of identified risks related to PFM, the 
government initiated reforms targeting public finance to enhance the performance of the public 
sector. The Tajikistan CPS, 2010–201417 considered governance and capacity development as 
a crosscutting theme and emphasized strengthening accountability, improving transparency, 
and reducing corruption along with capacity development for improved governance. These are 
consistent with the country RAMP findings relating to risks from weak capacity in PFM, 
procurement, and anticorruption; weak control systems, and nonalignment of procurement 
planning with the budget. 

17. The Nepal CPS, 2010–201218 explicitly supported the findings of the country RAMP 
(2009), such as the lack of a sound PFM system, endemic corruption, capacity weaknesses, 
and weak partnership with civil society and the private sector. In line with these, key areas for 
ADB assistance included support for good governance and capacity development, and 
strengthening the managerial and institutional capacity of key public sector agencies, including 
anticorruption institutions. 
 
18. The country RAMP informing the Bangladesh CPS, 2011–201519 identified major risks in 
PFM, procurement, and anticorruption. As a result, the CPS clearly identified risks and 
mitigation measures both at the national and sector levels, with corresponding reforms for 
strengthening PFM and capacity development for planning, policy making, and procurement in 
priority sectors. In addition to supporting the Anticorruption Commission and capacity building 
for procurement, audit, and reporting, high level policy dialogue and public consultation were 
indicated as mitigation measures. 
 
19. The CPS for the People’s Republic of China, 2011–201520 incorporated GACAP II in the 
sectors and subsectors where ADB is active. Subsequently, RAMPs were prepared for railways, 

                                                
14

 ADB. 2011. Country Partnership Strategy: Philippines, 2011–2016. Manila. 
15

  The document is not required by the template and was provided as an additional linked document. This 
assessment and analysis could not have been possible without the strong support of the Government of the 
Philippines, and the in-depth dialogue between the country team and government officials.  

16
 ADB. 2008. Country Partnership Strategy: Cook Islands, 2008–2012. Manila. 

17
 ADB. 2010. Country Partnership Strategy: Tajikistan, 2010–2014. Manila. 

18
 ADB. 2009. Country Partnership Strategy: Nepal, 2010–2012. Manila. 

19
 ADB. 2011. Country Partnership Strategy: Bangladesh, 2011–2015. Manila. 

20
 ADB. 2012. Country Partnership Strategy: People’s Republic of China, 2011–2015. Manila. 
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urban wastewater, agriculture and natural resources, and energy. The risk assessments for 
these sectors served as a point of entry to incorporate the three thematic areas of GACAP II, 
especially in auditing, procurement, and anticorruption. The Afghanistan CPS, 2009–201321 
illustrated clear links to the country governance assessment (2007). The governance risks 
included the government’s limited capacity and weak accountability systems. Consistent with 
this finding, the CPS underscored the need for TA for institutional weaknesses, and provided 
long-term capacity development support for PFM, procurement, and anticorruption.      
 
20. As part of preparation for the Pakistan CPS, 2009–201322, a governance, institutional, 
and corruption risk assessment was undertaken for identification of priority sectors and 
indicative areas for intervention to improve financial management. The critical issues of the 
sectors—energy, roads, and urban water supply and sanitation—were complemented by 
identification of GACAP II risk areas in each sector, with corresponding indicative areas for 
reform interventions. A similar approach was followed in the India CPS, 2009–201223, which 
addressed select sectors under the three focus areas. Capacity development and governance 
were identified as the basis for strengthening road sector institutions, with provision of TA. The 
India and Pakistan CPSs are good illustrations of broader institutional assessments as a useful 
way to identify public sector management (PSM), procurement, and corruption issues in the 
sectors. 

21. In general, many CPSs identify PFM as a good entry point for policy dialogue and 
engagement, especially issues relating to budgeting, planning, auditing, and internal controls. In 
the Cook Islands, Samoa, and Tuvalu, the identified PFM issues led to reform initiatives by the 
government. RAMPs, in general, assess procurement issues against the backdrop of country 
legal and regulatory frameworks, and alignment with ADB procurement guidelines. Capacity 
development, including training, is the most common mitigation action proposed for 
procurement risks. The corruption risks have often been identified in the context of PFM and 
procurement, and more generally in the country context. In dealing with anticorruption issues, 
the measures suggested include strengthening PFM and procurement, and supporting 
anticorruption agencies.     

C. Embedding GACAP II in Sector Work  

22. Since the implementation of GACAP II in 2006, 30 country-level and 74 sector-level 
RAMPs in 24 countries have been completed. Country and sector RAMPs have informed CPS 
formulation in 28 DMCs. Overall, this represents 70% of the 40 DMCs where ADB is engaged in 
operations. The remaining 30% of the DMCs comprise Pacific island countries, which are 
covered by ADB’s Pacific Approach24 and others in various stages of CPS and RAMP 
preparation. Figure 3 shows the completed sector RAMPs as of September 2012. Appendix 4 
presents the countries with CPSs informed by RAMPs, sectors for which RAMPs have been 
prepared, and the status of CPS and RAMP preparation in the remaining DMCs. RAMPs have 
been completed for sectors including transport, energy, water supply and other municipal 
infrastructure and services, education, agriculture and natural resources, health and social 
protection, and finance. Most of the 74 sector RAMPs are from three sectors: energy (19), 

                                                
21

 ADB. 2008. Country Partnership Strategy: Afghanistan, 2009–2013. Manila. 
22

 ADB. 2009. Country Partnership Strategy: Pakistan, 2009–2013. Manila. 
23

 ADB. 2009. Country Partnership Strategy: India, 2009–2012. Manila. 
24

 ADB’s Pacific Approach is devised to assist the Pacific DMCs in addressing common challenges and opportunities. 
This approach also supports GACAP II by implementing risk-based approaches to strengthen anticorruption and 
accountability systems, including support for reforms and capacity building in public procurement to ensure efficient 
and effective use of public resources. http://www.adb.org/publications/adbs-pacific-approach-2010-2014 

http://www.adb.org/publications/adbs-pacific-approach-2010-2014
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transport (22), and water supply and other municipal infrastructure and services (13). From the 
perspective of ADB’s country and sector strategic planning, this shows notable progress in 
embedding risk assessments and management plans. 

 

23. Sector RAMPs reviewed for this study covered sectors and subsectors including rural 
infrastructure, urban development, energy, road transport, and water and sanitation. Most 
RAMPs address a wide range of issues relevant to diagnosing and managing governance risks 
in the sector concerned. Common risks identified relate to budgetary constraints and inadequate 
financing to sustain sector investments; poor implementation, leading to leakage; lack of 
capacity; and poor sector planning. For example, identification of PFM as a good entry point for 
engagement in the CPSs of the Cook Islands, Samoa, and Tuvalu led to the development of a 
policy-based lending modality that addressed PFM issues.25 Decentralization dynamics 
involving fiscal transfers, cost sharing, delineation of responsibilities, and lack of capacity also 
emerge frequently. Such issues were identified as factors undermining effective service 
delivery, efficient resource use, and accountability. The common mitigation actions 
recommended by RAMPs include (i) capacity development TA to strengthen institutions, 
(ii) policy dialogue, (iii) inclusion of mitigation related project components, (iv) advisory support 
for improvements in systems and business practices, (v) preparation and use of manuals and 
reference guides in financial management and procurement, and (vi) better monitoring and 
evaluation. 
 

                                                
25

  ADB. 2011. Policy-Based Programs for the Pacific Islands. Manila. 
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24. To assist staff in the conduct of sector risk assessments, sector guidance notes for 
ADB’s priority sectors have been prepared to identify entry points for mapping governance 
risks.26 At the same time, progressively more governance elements are being incorporated in 
sector operational plans as evidenced by the health, education, and transport sectors. The 
health sector operational plan, for example, emphasized public expenditure management for 
promoting cost-effective delivery of services. In education, sustainable financing strategies, 
decentralized approaches, and partnerships were underscored for strengthening inclusiveness, 
quality, and cost-efficiency in education delivery. In transport, support for anticorruption efforts 
was considered important for sustainable transport operations.  

25. The CPS template for sector assessment (summary) does not adequately capture all 
major governance risks and mitigation measures identified in the sector RAMPs. It only provides 
for “risks affecting the sector” (para. 1) and “governance issues” (para. 7). The CPS RAMP 
linked document covers the three thematic areas but does not specifically provide for clearly 
articulating the findings of sector RAMPs. Strengthening the template is likely to improve focus 
on sector governance issues. 

D. GACAP II in Programs and Projects  

1. Project Design 

26. The objective of KRA 2 is to strengthen governance and anticorruption components in 
program and project design. In this regard, it is important to observe the links between sector 
and project RAMPs and to see whether sector RAMPs have influenced sector portfolio design. 
The findings of some sector RAMPs have influenced the design of the sector projects; for 
example, the Bihar Power System Improvement project in India considered the RAMP findings 
with a capacity development component.27 Some sector projects have relied on separate TA to 
address the RAMP findings, such as the Secondary Towns Integrated Urban Environmental 
Improvement project in Nepal.28 Other sector projects cite policy dialogue or standard project 
implementation and due diligence measures as a way of mitigating RAMP risks.  

27. Appendix 3 presents detailed analysis of sector and project RAMPs, capturing the above 
variations. The sample size is 101 projects from 2010 to 2012, selected on the basis of 
approved CPS for the year and the presence of a GACAP II risk assessment framework from 
the country down to the project level. Figures 4 and 5 are based on the sample size presented 
in Appendix 3; showing  25% of project RAMPs with links to sector RAMPs or to the design of 
sector projects.  

  

 

 

                                                
26

  The following guidance notes had been completed: (i) urban water supply (2009), (ii) electricity (2009), 
(iii) education (2010), (iv) road transport (2010), and (v) irrigation (2011). 

27
  ADB. 2010. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan and Technical 
Assistance Grant to India for the Bihar Power System Improvement Project. Manila. 

28
  ADB. 2010. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan and 
Administration of Loan to Nepal for the Secondary Towns Integrated Urban Environmental Improvement Project.  
Manila. 
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2. Project Implementation 

28. The objective of KRA 3 is to strengthen project administration and supervision to ensure 
effective management of project risks. The project RRPs (including programs) were reviewed to 
see whether project RAMPs identify GACAP II related risks with mitigation actions to strengthen 
implementation (Appendix 3 presents detailed analysis of these documents). The streamlined 
business processes require all projects to prepare RAMPs and to provide a summary as a 
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linked document in the RRPs. The RRP summary RAMP requires a summary of all major risks, 
including governance risks, with subheads of PFM, procurement, and anticorruption. This 
requirement suggests the inclusion of other risk categories such as macroeconomic, business, 
regulatory, and operational risks.   

29. The most common risks related to GACAP II, identified in the RRPs, concerned PFM 
and procurement. Corruption risks were often associated with nontransparent procurement, 
external interference, and weak business processes and internal controls that compromised the 
integrity of the procurement process, particularly in transport and other infrastructure projects. 
Such risks are mitigated through (i) standard project implementation measures, and/or 
(ii) project capacity development components. For example, the Cambodia Third Education 
Sector Development Program29 identifies GACAP II risks and mitigates them through policy 
dialogue and capacity development measures. However, in many cases the suggested 
mitigation measures relate more to standard project due diligence such as disclosure of project 
information on the website, independent spot checks of physical progress, and  blacklisting of 
corrupt contractors and suppliers rather than explicit measures to address GACAP II specific 
risks. Based on the sample size of 101 projects, Figure 6 shows an increasing number of project 
RAMPs now including GACAP II risks; over a 3-year period, 42% of projects include risks 
relevant to GACAP II (Figure 7).  

 

                                                
29

 ADB, 2012. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loans to Cambodia 
for the Third Education Sector Development Program. Manila  
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30. The PAM template requires the inclusion of risks and mitigation measures: (i) in the 
section on anticorruption, a description of key corruption risks and the specific mitigation 
measures the project will implement, as identified in a governance risk assessment, is to be 
provided; (ii) in the section on financial management, a summary of key risks, activities to 
mitigate risks, who is responsible, and a time line are to be indicated. Governance risk 
mitigation measures and financial management risks are to be updated throughout the life of the 
project. The PAM includes a section on record of changes to capture all revisions and updates 
during implementation. Monitoring and updating of the risks should be under this section, but 
usually PAMs do not keep such a record. 
 
31. Some projects have adopted appropriate risk mitigation actions without the benefit of 
sector RAMPs. The RAMP for the Sindh Growth and Rural Revitalization Program in Pakistan30 
contains a range of highly specific mitigation measures. Such measures have been made part 
of the policy actions to be implemented by the government as part of the program design. The 
Decentralized Rural Infrastructure and Livelihood Project in Nepal31 clearly spells out PFM and 
procurement risks in the RRP, and suggests practical mitigation actions to be adopted as part of 
the project. Such measures included (i) a project-specific checklist, for implementation by the 
executing agency; (ii) training and orientation sessions arranged for executing agency staff at 
central and district levels; and (iii) monitoring mechanism at the project coordination unit level, 
tasked with providing status reports on a quarterly basis to ADB. 
  

                                                
30

 ADB. 2010. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan to Pakistan for 
Subprogram 2 of the Sindh Growth and Rural Revitalization Program. Manila 

31
 ADB. 2011. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan, Grant, and 
Administration of Loan for Additional Financing to Nepal for the Decentralized Rural Infrastructure and Livelihood 
Project.  Manila. 
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Box 3: Applying the Cascading Risk-Based Approach at  

the Country, Sector, and Project Levels in Nepal 
 
Country Level 

The country-level governance RAMP for Nepal (2009) informed the CPS, 2010–2012. Risks that were incorporated in the CPS 
included the lack of a sound financial management system, corruption, weaknesses in the capacities of the central and local 
government bodies, and weak partnerships with civil society and the private sector. The CPS highlighted support for good 
governance and strengthening of the managerial and institutional capacity of key public sector agencies as key areas for ADB 
assistance.  
 
Sector Level  

A.  Rural Infrastructure 
In 2009, a RAMP was prepared for the rural infrastructure sector, one of ADB’s priority sectors in Nepal. The sector-level RAMP 
identified major risks, which partly echoed the findings of the country-level RAMP. Sector risks included (i) corruption that leads to 
acceptance of substandard work and use of inferior materials; (ii) political patronage that results in the misuse of public funds, 
resources, and authority; and (iii) weak capacity in PFM, procurement, and combating corruption. In line with these findings, the 
sector road map for rural infrastructure emphasized stronger sector governance.   

 
B.  Urban Development 
The sector-level RAMP (2009) informed the road map for urban development, which covered urban transport. Financial 
constraints, low institutional capacity, and a lack of qualified human resources have hampered the capacity of urban authorities to 
keep pace with the growing demand for services. Risks from corruption, political interference, and nontransparent procurement 
have undermined the effective use of resources. In response, the sector-level road map recognized the need to build the 
management skills of local entities, improve service delivery, and support good sector governance.  
 
Project Level 

A.  Community Irrigation Project 
The project-level RAMP informed the RRP for the grant-financed Community Irrigation Project, which sought to develop and/or 
improve small-scale irrigation systems in Nepal. Major risks that were carried forward from the RAMP to the RRP included (i) 
weak compliance with PFM systems and procedures; (ii) weak procurement controls that threatened transparency; (iii) 
inadequate oversight and monitoring of contractors and suppliers; and (iv) external interference, kickbacks to officials, collusion, 
and fraud. To mitigate such risks, the RRP proposed several measures: (i) capacity development in financial management, (ii) 
random contract reviews, (iii) independent spot checks, (iv) support for the anticorruption agenda, and (v) blacklisting of 
contractors and suppliers proven to engage in malfeasance.  

 
B.  Kathmandu Sustainable Urban Transport Project  
The RRP for the Kathmandu Sustainable Urban Transport Project acknowledged the sector-level RAMP for urban development. 
It also drew risks from the subsequent project-level RAMP (2010), which reiterated risks from uneven institutional capacity, weak 
compliance with PFM systems and procedures, limited procurement experience, and a lack of transparency in the procurement 
process. To mitigate these risks, the RRP proposed capacity development, system improvements, and operation of a project 
website to boost transparency.  
 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, CPS = country partnership strategy, PFM = public financial management, RAMP = risk 
assessment and management plan, RRP = report and recommendation of the President,  
Source: ADB. 2012. Governance Thematic Report, 2008–2010. Manila. 

 

32. RAMPs that have followed the cascading process from country to sector level can distill 
country and sector governance issues to better inform project level risk assessments and 
project design. Cambodia, Nepal, and Sri Lanka have adopted full-scale cascading in some 
sectors by conducting risk assessments, starting at the country level, going to the priority 
sectors, and then to the project level. Box 3 presents the application of the cascading risk-based 
approach, and distilling of governance risks from country and sector level down to the project 
level in Nepal. Also in Nepal, the risk assessment carried out for the Nepal Strengthening Public 
Management Program32 identified major PFM and procurement risks. As a result, the program 
design included substantial capacity development support on subnational fiduciary management 
and public procurement reforms. Cambodia also adopted the cascading risk assessment 
approach, with the education sector risk assessment providing inputs to the design of the Third 
Education Sector Development Program Loan (footnote 29). 
 

                                                
32

 ADB, 2012. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Policy-Based Grant, 
Administration of Grant and Technical Assistance Grant to Nepal for Strengthening Public Management Program. 
Manila. 
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Box 4: Philippine Road Sector— 
Providing Technical Assistance Resources for Risk Mitigation 

 
A sector governance risk assessment for the road sector was conducted to help identify the risks involved in ADB 
support for the $62 million Road Improvement and Institutional Development Project approved in 2011. The 
assessment was triggered by a highly publicized corruption case in the World Bank-financed Philippines National 
Roads Improvement and Management Program Phase I. The assessment follows the requirements of GACAP II 
and draws on a review of available country and sector governance risk assessments;

 
relevant rules and regulations; 

and discussions with oversight agencies, DPWH, development partners, and civil society organization 
representatives.  
 
The report concludes that the road sector is characterized by high governance and corruption risks that, if left 
unmitigated, pose risks to the country’s development and effective project implementation. The detailed findings 
were presented to DPWH and confirmed. The mitigation measures identified by the project team were translated 
into an anticorruption action plan focusing on (i) corruption, (ii) public expenditure and financial management, and 
(iii) procurement. Several discussions with DPWH on the anticorruption action plan resulted in agreed DPWH 
commitments and a request for TA. Mitigation measures financed by the TA include (i) support to a procurement 
advisor team to participate as observers in all steps of the procurement process, (ii) strengthening internal 
accountability measures, and (iii) strengthening external accountability mechanisms such as expenditure tracking 
and participatory audits. Since then, DPWH has shown strong commitment to improve governance in the transport 
sector, and has begun to implement the anticorruption action plan agreed between ADB and DPWH as part of the 
project memorandum of understanding. The plan builds on existing governance work in the sector and 
complements efforts being undertaken by DPWH, i.e., in the context of the implementation of the World Bank’s 
Philippines National Roads Improvement and Management Program Phase 2 project. The government requested 
ADB TA amounting to $1 million to support implementation of the governance risk mitigation plan. The TA was 
approved in 2009.  
 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, DPWH = Department of Public Works and Highways, GACAP II = Second 
Governance and Anticorruption Action Plan, TA = technical assistance. 
Source: ADB. 2011. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan and 
Administration of Loan to the Philippines for the Road Improvement and Institutional Development Project. Manila. 

 

33. Discussions with country officials and ADB staff33 also support the above findings, i.e. 
implementing mitigation actions remains a challenge. As revealed by these discussions, this 
may, in part, be due to a general lack of sufficient TA resources to implement risk mitigation 
measures. There are examples of risk mitigation actions being implemented where required TA 
has been provided; one such example is the TA to address mitigation action in the road sector 
in the Philippines program (Box 4). However, more needs to be done to systematically 
implement governance risk mitigation measures across ADB’s sector operations. 

 

E. Resources  

34. Since 2007, RSDD has provided $5.4 million in TA funds to support the preparation of 
GACAP II risk assessments; the current and final RSDD TA allocation is scheduled for 
completion in 2014. These resources have been used to engage consultants for preparing CPS 
and project risk assessments. Gradually, some country teams have started to include budgets 
for governance risk assessments in CPS budgets; from 2014 onward, it will be essential for all 
country teams to include budgets for risk assessments. Since 2008, the Governance 
Cooperation Fund has provided modest funds to regional departments to fund small capacity 
development projects mitigating governance risks at country, sector, or project level, identified 

                                                
33

 Please refer to Appendix 7 for the list of bank staff and DMC officials met. 
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through GACAP II risk assessments.34 However, as voiced by staff, capacity development 
efforts require more resources and long-term engagement. 

35. ADB has 16 international staff working on governance and public sector management.35 
However, to mainstream GACAP II effectively across ADB operations, governance skills and 
knowledge of sector specialists also need to be strengthened. The complexity of governance 
sector projects, along with the considerable growth in ADB operations and the introduction of 
risk-based assessments, require operational and knowledge department staff who are equipped 
with specialized skills. Staff resources with the necessary governance expertise also need to 
keep pace with the growth of ADB’s operations.  
 
36. To assist resident missions with GACAP II related activities and broader governance 
related support, national governance consultants have been recruited with support from the 
Governance Cooperation Fund. To date, national governance consultants have been recruited 
by resident missions in Bangladesh, Cambodia, Indonesia, Mongolia, Nepal, and Uzbekistan. 
Training and awareness programs on GACAP II have also been held for resident mission and 
headquarter staff to strengthen staff capacity in the preparation and implementation of 
GACAP II. The training includes (i) GACAP II implementation in Viet Nam (2008) and in 
headquarters (2009); and (ii) Public Management Learning Week (2009). Department-wide 
awareness raising briefings were also held in 2009.  
 

III. IMPLEMENTATION STRENGTHS AND CHALLENGES  

37. This section examines key strengths and challenges in GACAP II implementation along 
the following key dimensions: (i) focus and governance assessment framework, (ii) institutional 
and organizational analysis, (iii) quality and ownership of RAMPs, (iv) business processes and 
organizational oversight, (v) capacity in ADB and DMCs, and (vi) incentives for managing risks. 
The review also examined other governance strategies and assessment tools. At the strategic 
level, recommendations of the evaluation of the World Bank’s Governance and Anticorruption 
Strategy were studied. At the project level, lessons from the application of good governance 
frameworks for ADB projects in Cambodia were analyzed. A summary of these findings is in 
Appendix 5. Many of the lessons learned are consistent with the findings outlined below on 
ADB’s experiences with GACAP II implementation. 

A. Focus and Governance Assessment Framework 

38. GACAP II risk assessments have elevated governance concerns through the three 
themes—PFM, procurement, and combatting corruption—within ADB and in the DMCs. These 
three focus areas are relevant to ADB and DMC operations. PFM and procurement are areas 
where ADB has in-house expertise and thus a comparative advantage. In ADB projects and 
investments, risks in the three thematic areas cover a significant proportion of risks of 
governance failure and corruption. DMC governments agree and contend that PFM and 
procurement are key challenges at the country level as well as in project implementation. Box 5 

                                                
34

 About $0.9 million has been provided for projects addressing mitigation measures such as: (i) building procurement 
capacity in Mongolia and Viet Nam, (ii) building public sector management capacity in Bhutan, (iii) setting up 
independent market operators in the energy sector in the Philippines, and (iv) building PFM capacities in Armenia. 
The fund is expected to be fully utilized by end 2014. 

35
  The department breakdown of international staff is: RSDD (3), Central and West Asia Department (3), East Asia 
Department (2), Pacific Department (1), South Asia Department (3), and Southeast Asia Department (4). The 
regional departments’ figures include resident missions. In contrast, the World Bank’s 2012 updated strategy and 
implementation plan on governance and anticorruption mentions over 300 public sector international staff. 
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illustrates positive reinforcement of GACAP II thematic focus areas by DMC officials. Resident 
mission staff echo the same views. The cascading approach to risk assessment, if implemented 
effectively, strengthens and reinforces risk assessments across country, sector, and project 
levels.  

 

 

39. The RAMP can provide a clear framework to cull out the major risks which can constrain 
development effectiveness, and connect these with appropriate risk mitigation actions. DMC 
staff interviews corroborated that GACAP II provides a point of entry for dialogue with DMCs on 
sensitive governance and corruption issues in PFM and procurement areas. In Cambodia, the 
resident mission staff interviewed conveyed that the framework of three thematic priorities works 
well as a point of introducing reforms. In Mongolia, where corruption in tender processes for 
major government contracts continues to be a source of concern to executing and implementing 
agencies and interlocutor ministries, the framework served as a good point of entry for 
engagement with the government in introducing procurement reforms. Nonetheless, a 
significant determinant of how things move forward is the way in which the results of the 
dialogue are operationalized in projects with concomitant capacity development initiatives.   

40. However, some overlaps among the areas can confuse staff and country counterparts 
as to how to classify certain governance risks. Anticorruption is a broader concept, which goes 
beyond PFM and procurement; combining it with processes like PFM and procurement makes 
application of the tool less clear and tangible. Treatment of procurement as a separate function 
from PFM also raised some questions. For instance, some risks such as political interference in 
the award of contracts can be classified under both procurement and corruption. The country 
level corruption assessment provides a good context for addressing vulnerabilities to corruption 
in PFM and procurement systems at the project level.  

41. While PFM, procurement, and combating corruption cover important governance risks, 
some operational staff are of the view that the focus is too narrow. The narrow focus does not 
allow in-depth dialogue with the government on governance issues that was possible under 
previous broader country governance assessments. A more comprehensive country level 
assessment has the potential to manage governance risks better by creating opportunities for 
policy dialogue. This is especially relevant since no sector level institutional analysis is being 
done. The narrow focus at the project level also limits the range of risk management actions by 
excluding issues like social accountability or the demand side of governance.     

Box 5: Country Feedback—Positive Reinforcement for the Tool 
 
Good governance and anticorruption are high on the agenda of many countries. Government officials are 
concerned with governance issues affecting development projects. Procurement risks and challenges were 
highlighted as a major corruption risk; procurement risks in the tendering process surfaced as a big problem in 
several meetings with government officials. The usefulness of GACAP II as a tool to help strengthen national 
governance systems and reduce vulnerability to corruption in ADB projects is underscored by government 
officials. However, the application of GACAP II is not always clear to government officials. Although project 
directors and managers are concerned with governance risks (especially related to procurement, such as 
nonperformance of contractors), they seemed to take an ad hoc approach to managing such risks in their 
projects. Project oversight and monitoring of risk mitigation measures by responsible ministries and departments 
is done from one project to another instead of institutionalizing changes recommended by risk assessments. 
Weak implementation seems a major obstacle in effectively managing risks. 
 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, GACAP II = Second Governance and Anticorruption Action Plan. 
Source: ADB staff country visit observations from Cambodia, Mongolia, Nepal, Pakistan, Papua New Guinea, 
and the Philippines. 
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42. Notwithstanding, some projects have incorporated demand-side governance 
interventions. Project team members of Nepal’s Second Small Towns Water Supply and 
Sanitation Sector Project36 engaged local user committees, such as water users’ associations, 
as an effective strategy for strengthening oversight and preventing corruption in projects. More 
projects could incorporate such demand-side governance risk mitigation measures for achieving 
increased transparency and accountability.  

43. Some ADB managers expressed concern that the design of GACAP II does not meet the 
specific needs of fragile and conflict-affected countries. This is of particular relevance in ADB’s 
Pacific Department, where the countries are characterized by weak state capacity, potential 
high levels of corruption, and poor governance; consequently, the delivery of the most basic 
services to citizens is compromised. In countries facing fragile and conflict-affected situations 
(FCAS), governance risk assessments must carefully consider the political and institutional 
aspects of the country context.37 Therefore, GACAP II needs to be aligned with ADB’s strategy 
on working in FCAS countries; further work will be needed to ensure this.  

B. Institutional Analysis  

44. The current focus of GACAP II on PFM, procurement, and combatting corruption does 
not require mandatory assessment of broader institutional risks such as inadequate sector 
planning, poor legal and regulatory frameworks governing the sectors, opaque policy and 
decision-making process, and weak organizational capacity. ADB staff and managers contend 
that the current approach precludes comprehensive institutional and organizational analysis that 
will help contextualize the identified risks and strengthen proposed mitigation measures by 
considering both formal and informal institutions and processes in countries. A broader focus 
may also be good for external partnerships and for conducting joint assessments with 
development partners.  
 
45. Governance issues are uniquely different across countries (including middle-income and 
fragile states at the two ends of the spectrum) and sectors, especially in the context of ADB’s 
overarching agenda—poverty reduction. Incentive structures and space for governance reform 
will differ across these different country contexts. In situations where these issues and incentive 
structures are not well understood, political economy analysis can be a useful tool. Political 
economy refers to interdependent political and institutional factors that play a role in shaping the 
reform process.   
 
46. At a country level, political economy analysis could help inform GACAP II risk 
assessments by contextualizing the acceptability, feasibility, and sensitivity of engaging on 
issues concerning vulnerability to corruption with DMCs. For example, country RAMP for 
Cambodia started with a political economy analysis of the historical, political, economic, and 
institutional context for governance reforms. On the basis of this analysis, a practical risk 
management plan was developed that recognized the political and economic realities in 
Cambodia, outlining ADB’s approach to improve governance by strengthening PFM capacity, 
aligning emerging systems with the government’s priorities, and providing resources and ideas 
for institutional development to improve governance in the country. 
 

                                                
36

 ADB, 2009. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Asian Development 
Fund Grant to Nepal for the Second Small Towns Water Supply and Sanitation Sector Project. Manila 

37
  ADB. 2007. Achieving Development Effectiveness in Weakly Performing Countries. Manila. 
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47. CPSs for Afghanistan, Nepal, the Philippines, and the Pacific island countries have 
made deliberate attempts to incorporate institutional and political economy issues in their 
approach. The Philippines CPS carried out a separate comprehensive thematic assessment for 
good governance and political economy, identifying vested interests that affect longer-term 
reforms (Box 6). The Kiribati CPS38 is a notable example for developing a political economy and 
capacity development framework. 
 

  
 
C. Quality and Ownership of Risk Assessment and Risk Management Plans 

48. It is important to assess the quality of the risk assessments in terms of depth and 
comprehensiveness of analysis, ownership of the process, and influence on project design. 
Review of risk assessments indicates variance in terms of quality and depth of analyses. 
Whereas all country and sector assessments for CPSs addressed GACAP II’s three themes of 
PFM, procurement, and combating corruption, the areas were not addressed with uniform depth 
and sufficiency (Appendix 3). ADB staff also commented that risk assessments lack rigor, 
placing too much reliance on secondary sources. This limits the mandate of GACAP II, as it 
does not contribute to the underlying country assessments and only references them.    

                                                
38

 ADB. 2010. Kiribati: Country Partnership Strategy (2010–2014). Manila 

Box 6: Political Economy Analysis Informing the  
Philippines Country Partnership Strategy, 2011–2016 

 
The Philippines CPS, 2011–2016 was prepared by a multidisciplinary team, drawing on economic, sector, and 
thematic studies; two country team retreats; and the country assistance program evaluation assessment of past 
operations. The critical development constraints study by ADB’s Economics and Research Department served 
as the cornerstone of the country analysis and informed the preparation of the Philippine Development Plan, 
2011–2016 launched in May 2011. The study includes an analysis of governance, institutions, and political 
economy, which assesses issues such as political stability, corruption, legitimacy, inequality, poverty and the 
middle strata, and the allocation of political power; and identifies conditions in which change might occur. The 
political economy analysis was expanded by reviewing recent studies by eminent authors on political economy.  
 
Building on these and other diagnostics, the Philippines CPS sharpens the focus of political economy 
dimensions in assessing development performance, problems, and opportunities. It recognizes that the 
Philippines’ complex political economy results in impediments that are likely to impact on the pace and quality of 
reforms. Issues highlighted in the CPS include (i) the weak link between economic growth and poverty, (ii) weak 
fiscal performance resulting in shortfalls in the provision of basic infrastructure and social services, (iii) limited 
competition and a weak investment climate, and (iv) weak public sector management and judiciary.  
 
As a result of the political economy analysis, the focus of the CPS was shifted toward greater investments in 
social sectors, revenue generation, policy-based lending in public sector management, and more intensive 
partnerships with civil society organizations and other stakeholders. The country team fully recognizes that 
change needs to be driven from within the country and that ADB can only assume a facilitative role. For that 
reason, intensive efforts were made to reach a shared understanding with key stakeholders on critical 
development constraints. The approach to base the CPS on findings of political economy analysis was strongly 
supported by two internal and two external peer reviewers.   
 
This analysis could not have been undertaken without the strong support of the Government of the Philippines. 
The willingness of key government officials to dialogue with country team members on key institutional issues 
was crucial for a meaningful analysis and quality assessment.  
 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, CPS = country partnership strategy. 
Source: ADB. 2011. Country Partnership Strategy: Philippines, 2011–2016. Manila. 
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49. The CPSs generally identified and proposed measures to mitigate risks. However, the 
analysis of risks is presented separately as a linked document, and the main conclusions of the 
risk assessment are not discussed in the main text and do not inform the country and sector 
results frameworks. The COBP template does not describe the assessed risks as they relate to 
lending and nonlending scenarios in the country. 
 
50. The project RAMPs show variations in their relevance to GACAP II risks. Some RAMPs 
do not identify the GACAP II risks of PFM, procurement, and anticorruption at all—only sector 
related technical risks and their mitigation is included. Some RAMPs identify the three thematic 
risks and suggest mitigation only through standard project implementation measures whereas 
others include mitigation actions in project design as a capacity development component or 
through separate TA (Appendix 3 provides details from the sample size of 101 projects over the 
3-year period of 2010–2012). For example, the project RAMP for the Gujarat Solar Power 
Transmission project in India39 has not identified GACAP II risks but only considered sector and 
other project-specific implementation risks, whereas the Qinghai Rural Water Resources 
Management Project in the People’s Republic of China40 was strong in assessing and 
incorporating measures to mitigate risks posed by capacity gaps. 

51. Governance assessment requires in-depth familiarity with the country in addition to the 
requisite risk assessment skills. Outsourcing of risk assessment preparation to external 
consultants is common. While the use of qualified consultants may be necessary, it is important 
that ADB country teams lead the process of RAMP preparation. At the same time, the close 
working together of sector specialist, governance specialist, and consultant is essential. The 
knowledge and skills of all parties, which bring different but complementary skill sets, is needed 
to ensure a high-quality risk assessment.   

52. Interviews with DMC officials during country visits revealed a lack of awareness, 
particularly among staff from executing and implementing agencies, of the requirements and 
processes of GACAP II. For example, in Bhutan’s Financial Governance Project41, the executing 
agency was not fully on board with GACAP II’s risk-based approach, even though the project 
focused on governance reforms in the financial sector of the country. Similarly, during interviews 
with project directors in Nepal and Papua New Guinea, respondents were not fully aware of the 
requirements of GACAP II. The country visits showed that government officials are not always 
well consulted during preparation of risk assessments; this could be a significant factor in the 
lack of awareness and ownership. It will be important to prepare the risk management plan in 
close consultation with country counterparts as they spearhead the project implementation. The 
country directors and head of departments can play a role in ensuring that high-level 
government counterparts are co-opted in the preparation of risk assessments and 
implementation of risk management plans. This will ensure that governance considerations are 
not only mainstreamed in ADB but also in DMCs. 

53. Involvement and buy-in of resident mission staff is another important factor in 
undertaking a quality RAMP. Approaches in preparing and embedding the risk assessments 
vary considerably in the different field offices, from in-house comments on the document, to 
wider staff discussion, to stakeholder presentation. For example, the Cambodia country 

                                                
39

 ADB. 2011. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan to India for the 
Gujarat Solar Power Transmission Project. Manila. 

40
 ADB. 2011. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan to the 
People’s Republic of China for the Qinghai Rural Water Resources Management Project. Manila. 

41
 ADB, 2006. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loans and 
Technical Assistance Grant to Bhutan for the Financial Sector Development Program. Manila  
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governance risk assessment was widely discussed and reviewed by government officials who 
were instrumental in getting the report published.42 In Cambodia and the Philippines, the hands-
on approach of resident mission staff, coupled with the responsiveness of the government to 
governance reforms, is expected to facilitate implementation of the country RAMPs.43  

D. Business Processes and Organizational Oversight 

54. Weak implementation of mitigation measures is an issue voiced especially by DMC 
officials. RAMPs do not always provide time-bound and measurable indicators for mitigation 
actions with a corresponding allocation of responsibilities at the project level. Clearer indicators 
and allocation of responsibilities could ensure stronger attention to implementation and 
monitoring, and strengthen the effectiveness of RAMPs. 

55. GACAP II’s implementation could be improved by strengthening aspects of ADB’s 
business processes. As noted earlier (para. 49), the templates for country and sector risks and 
risk mitigation measures need to be clarified and revised. Neither the program administration 
instructions nor the design and monitoring framework guidelines refer to RAMPs as sources for 
risks and assumptions. The result is that rigorous monitoring and follow-through of mitigation 
measures by project teams does not become part of regular project monitoring. Interviews with 
ADB sector staff confirmed that RAMPs are mainly used as part of project preparation and 
approval, and are not significantly used as tools for ongoing monitoring and evaluation of the 
fiduciary or broader governance performance of projects.   

56. At the country and sector level, monitoring of RAMP progress against agreed actions 
should occur as part of country portfolio review missions, with adjustments made as necessary 
to the achievement of targets. However, monitoring through country portfolio review missions 
and RAMP updates is not frequent. At the project level, RAMPs are included in RRPs and the 
PAM. Subsequently, actions in RAMPs should be monitored and reviewed during project review 
missions and, where appropriate, revised. A quick survey of project supervision documents, 
including aide-mémoires and back-to-office reports, shows that GACAP II issues are not 
discussed in structured ways during loan review missions. Monitoring and evaluation can be 
made more effective by making it part of project implementation and integrating it with the loan 
administration and supervision missions. This will also ensure visibility and traction among DMC 
officials.  

57. Quality assurance and monitoring of GACAP II implementation is essential. The 2006 
GACAP II document (Appendix 1) outlines responsibilities for implementation. The Public 
Management, Governance and Participation Division of the Regional and Sustainable 
Development Department is responsible for reviewing risk assessments selectively to ensure 
that template requirements are followed, whereas the regional departments are responsible for 
overall implementation including mitigation actions enumerated in RAMPs. Box 7 details 
GACAP II organizational and oversight arrangements. Currently, quality review of RAMPs and 
monitoring of RAMP implementation is uneven. Responsibilities and accountabilities need to be 
reviewed, reaffirmed, and where necessary revised provided a stronger mandate. 

                                                
42

  ADB. 2012. Cambodia Country Governance Risk Assessment and Risk Management Plan. Manila. 
43

  Cambodia resident mission staff noted that the risk assessment was an important part of the CPS process. 
Lengthy consultations took place with government representatives before the risk assessment was approved. 
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Box 7: Second Governance and Anticorruption Action Plan:  
Organizational and Oversight Arrangements 

 
RSDD is the institutional focal point for GACAP II, and is responsible for providing clarity and knowledge services on 
its ADB-wide implementation. The regional departments are responsible for implementing GACAP II at the 
departmental level.      
 

RSGP reviews full governance risk assessments, which are funded by RSDD managed regional technical 
assistance projects.  Many country and sector risk assessments are covered, but not the project risk assessments. 
Governance risk assessments not funded by RSDD are reviewed by RSGP only if requested by country teams in 
regional departments. RSGP also reviews summary country and sector risk assessments through the CPS review 
mechanism. RSGP collates biannual reports on GACAP II implementation progress based on inputs from the 
regional departments.  
 

RSGP has primary responsibility for providing staff guidance and training, and sharing lessons. GACAP II 
implementation guidelines were issued in 2008, and sector risk assessment guidelines followed (to date, guidelines 
for electricity, roads, urban water supply, irrigation, and education have been prepared). A number of GACAP II 
training programs and awareness raising sessions for headquarters and resident mission staff and management 
have been delivered since GACAP II’s inception. 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, CPS = country partnership strategy, GACAP II = Second Governance and 
Anticorruption Action Plan, RSDD = Regional and Sustainable Development Department, RSGP = Public 
Management, Governance and Participation Division  
Source: ADB. 2006. Second Governance and Anticorruption Action Plan. Manila. 

E. Capacity in ADB and Developing Member Countries  

58. The country visits highlighted that effective implementation of RAMPs depends to a large 
extent on capacity in the resident missions. Where there was sufficient capacity in terms of staff 
expertise and resources to undertake and implement RAMPs, they have been done well. For 
example, in the Cambodia resident mission, the risk assessment conducted was of high quality 
and RAMP measures were specific and measurable (footnote 42).  In country missions where 
RAMPs were not effectively implemented or infrequently monitored, the most common reason 
cited was capacity constraints. In Mongolia, the greatest constraint mentioned by resident 
mission staff in implementing RAMPs was the limited staff capacity to follow through on 
mitigation measures.44 Despite GACAP II supported recruitment of governance specialists in 
some resident missions, the requisite capacity to implement and monitor the findings of risk 
assessments effectively is still lacking. The interviewees stressed that a sustained follow-up is 
contingent on dedicated staff and financial resources in the resident missions. More systematic 
training for staff on GACAP II implementation is also needed.  

59. The capacity of DMC counterparts and executing and implementing agency staff is 
another important factor bearing on the quality of implementation of the RAMPs. Officials of 
Papua New Guinea’s Department of National Planning and Monitoring raised the issue of 
limited capacity. The department has neither staff nor a monitoring and evaluation framework to 
do systematic supervision of projects and conduct financial audits required by national systems, 
much less undertake additional tasks mandated by governance risk management plans. In 
Bhutan, the lack of governance assessment capacity in a Financial Sector Development 
Program (footnote 41) was due to lack of training and orientation of the government 
counterparts in the requirements of GACAP II.45 Project managers of the Secondary 

                                                
44

  Mongolia resident mission staff observed that demand for governance projects has been increasing with the new 
government—leading to rapidly rising approval rates for ADB projects in Mongolia, but the mission is not geared to 
support the increased governance work. They underscored that lack of resources, especially governance 
expertise, to follow through on risk assessments is a constraint.    

45
  GACAP II risk assessment was not undertaken for this 6-year project that was completed in June 2012.   
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Towns/Integrated Urban Environment Improvement Projects in Nepal46 cited that local 
governments do not have sufficient capacity to implement mitigation measures. 

60. Long-term capacities in DMCs for assessment and management of risks need to be 
developed. This can be achieved through (i) on-the-job training, (ii) participation in workshops to 
share relevant country experience, and (iii) encouragement and support from mission leaders. 
This has to be a continuous learning process.  

F. Incentives for Managing Risks  

61. GACAP II requirements have been generally treated as another documentary 
requirement, with insufficient incentives and recognition to keep country, sector, and project 
RAMPs updated and relevant through effective monitoring. Project teams are often conflicted as 
they aim to keep the projects to schedule, including contract awards and disbursements. Risk 
mitigation measures involve checks and balances and oversight that could delay these 
activities.  

62. The preparation of initial governance risk assessments is resource intensive. It is 
important to build trust with government agencies and development partners to enable the 
collection of relevant data and information for well-prepared risk assessments. Discussions with 
staff during the country visits highlighted concerns that open discussions on governance risks 
may have an impact on the relationship with the executing agency and efforts to process the 
loan quickly. Strong incentives still exist to prioritize loan processing over assessing governance 
risks and implementing and monitoring mitigation measures. What is needed beyond adequate 
resourcing and expertise is a change in organizational culture to one in which risk management 
is valued and given proper attention, and where staff have the support and backing of senior 
management.  

63. Resident missions have a paramount role in ongoing implementation of risk 
management plans. Country teams are decentralized in ADB DMCs; country and sector team 
leaders must take the lead in ensuring that country and sector risk assessments are reviewed 
and updated as required, and staff leading portfolio review missions need to ensure that project 
risk management plans are updated. Staff in resident missions have a key role to play in raising 
awareness and providing technical support to DMC counterparts, especially the executing and 
implementing agencies, to show why it is important for governments to manage governance 
risks. Buy-in and ownership of the top leadership in the country is essential to engage in 
governance risk management.47 ADB heads of department can play a key role in ensuring that 
high-level government counterparts are sensitized to effective implementation of risk 
management plans. 

64. The key message to convey to DMCs to incentivize collaboration on risk-based 
approaches is a simple one: borrowing countries bear the bulk of financial and development risk 
associated with ADB loan projects. GACAP II provides an opportunity for ADB and DMCs to 
work together to (i) identify opportunities for business process reforms, capacity development 

                                                
46

 ADB, 2010. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan and 
Administration of Loan to Nepal for the Secondary Towns Integrated Urban Environmental Improvement Project. 
Manila. 

47
  In certain countries, to the implementing and executing agencies, the pursuit of anticorruption measures and 
governance interventions may threaten entrenched practices and powerful constituencies. Top level political buy-in 
is often needed to convince the executing agencies of the need to pursue such reforms. This is elicited from 
interviews with DMC officials in Cambodia, Mongolia, Nepal, Papua New Guinea, and the Philippines. 
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opportunities, and intervention points for strengthening country systems and reducing 
vulnerability to corrupt practices; and (ii) focus on reducing risks in PFM and procurement 
country systems (including those operating in the sectors) to enable ADB’s shift toward the use 
of country systems.  

G. Summing Up Implementation Challenges and Opportunities 

65. Figure 8 summarizes the challenges and proposed areas of intervention for effective 
implementation and monitoring of risk management plans. There are concerns about 
operational ambiguities and overlaps, suboptimal quality of risk analysis and mitigation, lack of 
institutional oversight, and limited consultation with DMCs in preparing risk assessments and 
developing RAMPs. Other concerns relate to uneven implementation and weak monitoring, as 
manifested by suboptimal embedding of risk assessments and RAMPs in ADB’s operational and 
business processes, inadequate capacity and resources of project teams and resident missions 
for monitoring and evaluation, limited capacity of executing agencies for implementing RAMPs, 
and insufficient incentives and resources for implementing the mitigation actions. 

66. On the basis of the discussion in the preceding sections, Figure 8 also outlines proposed 
areas for intervention to implement and monitor the risk management plans better. These 
include streamlining and removing overlaps in the GACAP II implementation framework, 
building sufficient in-house expertise in carrying out risk assessments, developing DMC 
ownership of the risk preparation and mitigation process, and providing appropriate incentives to 
the concerned teams. Consolidating GACAP II will also mean establishing stronger institutional 
monitoring and oversight mechanisms centrally and at country and project levels, building 
capacities in resident missions and executing agencies, and providing training and dedicated 
resources for monitoring and evaluation. 
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IV. WAY FORWARD 

67. Governance risk management methodologies and processes mandated by GACAP II for 
ADB operations at the country, sector, and project levels are appropriately designed. Progress 
has been made in the mainstreaming of RAMPS in ADB operations; some features of 
GACAP II, such as better focus and a cascading approach, are operationally useful and 
appreciated by country and project teams and DMCs. However, the findings of this review point 
to uneven implementation and irregular monitoring of risk management plans. That its 
effectiveness is being compromised by suboptimal implementation is a matter of concern and 
needs to be addressed. The report makes the following recommendations. 

Figure 8: Challenges and Proposed Areas of Intervention for Effective Implementation and  
Monitoring of Risk Management Plans 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, CPS = country partnership strategy, DMC = developing member country, 
M&E = monitoring and evaluation, RAMP = risk assessment and risk management plan. 
Source: ADB staff. 

Risk Management Measures Properly Implemented 
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A. Recommendations 

68. Streamline and simplify GACAP II implementation approach at country, sector, 
and project levels. The first two areas of thematic focus for GACAP II, PFM and procurement, 
are important processes with inbuilt anticorruption dimensions that work well at all three levels. 
Combating corruption is a broader concept and is aptly applied at the country level to provide 
the overall context. At the sector level, institutional analysis should be strengthened—covering 
not only anticorruption systems but also policy, regulatory, and organizational processes to 
identify weaknesses of the sector institutions. At the project level, financial management and 
procurement are critical areas to assess. Staff can use various tools to strengthen governance 
risk assessments, such as political economy analysis, where the respective government 
supports the process, especially in FCAS countries.  
 
69. Figure 9 presents a streamlined version of governance risk assessments, with 
(i) assessment of PFM, procurement, and anticorruption systems at the country level; 
(ii) assessment of PFM and procurement processes and institutional analysis at the sector level 
covering anticorruption, policy, regulatory, and organizational processes and systems; and 
(iii) assessment of financial management and procurement processes at the project level, with a 
provision to take additional anticorruption steps in cases where sector governance assessment 

 
Figure 9: Streamlined Governance Risk Assessment 

 

 

 
 
 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, PFM = public financial management. 
Source: ADB staff.  
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indicates serious risks to project implementation. Corporate governance could potentially be a 
fourth area of thematic focus; the GACAP II framework provides an existing mechanism to 
develop corporate governance risk assessments at the country, sector, and project level, though 
the exact mechanics will need to be explored.48     
 
70. Strengthen integration of risk assessment and risk management plan findings in 
country partnership strategy and project processes. The CPS template should be 
strengthened along the following lines: (i) the main text section IV B should clearly specify 
“governance risks” rather than “risks” to remove ambiguity and give visibility to GACAP II; (ii) the 
sector assessment summary linked document should insert a section discussing major 
governance risks and mitigation measures for the particular sector and inform the CPS results 
framework; and (iii) the RAMP summary linked document should capture both country and 
sector governance risks. Country and sector RAMPs should be monitored during COBP and 
portfolio review missions. It is important to ensure inclusion of the main findings of the risk 
assessment in the COBP as they relate to lending and nonlending scenarios. 
 
71. At the project level, the following actions are recommended:  
 

(i) The DMF in the RRPs should also include risks identified in the RAMPs so that 
the project teams can monitor the progress of risk mitigation measures as part of 
regular project implementation oversight. The guidelines for preparing the DMF 
will also need to be revised to include RAMPs as sources of risks and 
assumptions. 

(ii) Project monitoring and supervising missions should regularly review and update 
the PAM on the status of mitigation measures. The progress should be captured 
in back-to-office reports, aide-mémoires, and project performance reviews. The 
model templates in the GACAP II implementation guidelines will need to be 
redesigned to clearly establish linkages to the appropriate business processes.  

72. Strengthen organizational oversight arrangements for GACAP II. For better 
implementation outcomes, changes are needed to relevant systems and organizational 
processes. The importance of GACAP II should be regularly affirmed through the statements 
and directives of the top management. ADB’s organizational oversight for GACAP II 
implementation should be strengthened as follows:  
 

(i) Regional departments should clearly assign managerial and staff responsibilities 
for strengthening coordination and monitoring of GACAP II implementation at 
department level. 

(ii) RSDD should review all CPS RAMPs and high-risk project RAMPs for quality 
assurance. 

(iii) The RSDD secretariat needs to consolidate Regional Departments inputs for the 
preparation of annual reports for submission to the Offices of the Vice President 
for Operations 1 and Operations 2 and the senior management. Reports should 
include implementation progress, focusing on results and issues. 

(iv) RSDD needs to maintain a repository of all country, sector, and project risk 
assessments, ensuring that it is easily accessible to all staff. Country team and 

                                                
48

 Corporate governance refers to the structures and processes for the direction and control of companies. Corporate 
governance matters because it improves investee companies’ performance and helps develop capital markets. 
Sound corporate governance reduces risk, adds value to investments, and avoids reputational risks for investors. 
Given the strong links between good corporate governance and sustainable economic development, improving 
corporate governance practices has become an important element of ADB’s development mission. 
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portfolio review leaders must ensure that all RAMPs are reviewed and updated 
(as required) annually and forwarded to RSDD for inclusion in the central 
repository. 

(v) The project preparation checklist needs to be revised to include a country and/or 
sector level risk assessment check. 

(vi) RSDD needs to revise the GACAP II implementation guidelines to reflect these 
measures.  

73. Prioritize resources for GACAP II implementation. Country and project teams must 
allocate budget for preparing country, sector, and project RAMPs. Resources should also be 
earmarked for implementing the risk mitigation measures identified in RAMPs. RAMP activities 
should be included in the annual work plans of resident missions, outlining targets, persons 
responsible, and resources required. For effective implementation of mitigation actions, efforts 
should be made to secure dedicated TA funds, including trust fund resources such as the 
Governance Cooperation Fund and the East Asia and Knowledge Partnership Fund. RSDD 
should also work with the Office of Cofinancing Operations to explore cofinancing opportunities 
with donors. 

74. Increase developing member country ownership of process and content of risk 
assessment and risk management plans. Through in-country workshops and seminars, ADB 
should familiarize DMC officials with the preparation and application of RAMPs. Resident 
missions, with support from Regional Departments and RSDD, should take the lead in 
increasing awareness and understanding of GACAP II, including the roles and responsibilities of 
country counterparts in the implementation of RAMPs. The participation of country and sector 
directors in such sessions will increase the level of ownership by DMCs. Close consultation with 
country counterparts, including executing agencies, will strengthen implementation of mitigation 
actions.   

75. Strengthen staff skills, training, and incentives. While good quality consultants may 
be needed in the short term to undertake risk assessments, it is important that country and 
project processing teams eventually take over the responsibility of preparing RAMPs. 
Governance skills and knowledge of sector specialists need to be strengthened in addition to 
ensuring that the number of staff with governance expertise keeps pace with the growth of ADB 
operations. Greater synergy in the work of sector and governance specialists is needed to 
ensure that GACAP II considerations reflect a comprehensive understanding of the sector 
issues and the relevant capacity development opportunities.  

76. RSDD, in conjunction with BPMSD and the governance and public management 
community of practice, should define basic governance competencies and strengthen them 
through a robust training program, focusing on developing a cadre of diverse sector specialists 
and governance and/or PSM specialists. Sector staff should be given incentives to develop 
basic competencies in applying GACAP II in identifying governance risks and appropriate 
mitigating actions in sectors. Special provision should be made to include the staff of resident 
missions in these training programs. 

B. Conclusion 

77. GACAP II implementation still represents work in progress, with challenges related to 
internal business processes, organizational and management oversight, capacities of ADB staff 
and DMC officials to prepare RAMPs, and priority resource allocation to implement and monitor 
RAMPs. However, it is important to take a long view; improving GACAP II implementation 
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requires a multiyear program of support and sustained commitment from both internal and 
external stakeholders. Efforts have to be made to embed accountabilities for GACAP II 
deliverables at senior levels in ADB to ensure effective management and oversight. The overall 
message is first, not to broaden GACAP II significantly but to do it well by getting the 
implementation part right, and second, focus on strengthening public sector institutions for 
improved sector governance.  
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Appendix 1: QUESTIONNAIRE AND INTERVIEW DISCUSSION AREAS 

 

NAME OF RESPONDENT: ____________________________        
DATE OF INTERVIEW: _______________________________ 
ORGANIZATION: ___________________________________        
CONTACT INFORMATION: ___________________________ 
    

The Second Governance and Anticorruption Action Plan (GACAP II) became effective in 
July 2006 with the aim to improve ADB’s performance in the implementation of the governance 
and anticorruption policies in the sectors and subsectors where ADB is active. Under GACAP II, 
governance is given a sharper focus by: (i) identifying public financial management, procurement 
and combating corruption as priority governance areas; and (ii) applying a risk based approach to 
governance assessments. The risk based approach prioritizes identified governance risk in terms 
of likelihood of occurrence and their likely negative impact on development effectiveness, and 
proposes mitigation measures for the most critical or major risks. The mitigation actions address 
systemic weaknesses in the three priority areas of public financial management, procurement, 
and combating corruption.  

 
The objective of the review is to assess the implementation of GACAP II to determine its 

effectiveness in embedding governance and anticorruption in ADB operations touching on 
aspects like: (i) value in identifying opportunities for country policy dialog and points of entry, 
(ii) ability to inform program/ project design, and (iii) staff approach to ensure application, 
ownership and accountability of GACAP II. You are requested to share your thoughts and ideas 
on GACAP II scope and implementation. The following open ended questions are suggested; you 
may respond to all or any additional ones you wish. 
 
GACAP II in General 
 
Q1: In general, what are your views on the importance of governance and anticorruption in the 
ADB’s projects and activities? 
 
Q2: When ADB makes a loan or grant for a project, it typically requires country and sector 
governance risk assessments and risk management plans to help improve the effectiveness of 
ADB's development interventions. What is your experience with the governance risk assessment 
and management plan (RAMP)? How useful are governance RAMPs to the projects and activities 
under your purview? 
 
Q3: What is your role and involvement in the identification and management of governance and 
corruption risks in Bank activities at the country, sector and project levels?  
 
Q4: How do you rate the quality of risk assessment and management plans that you have come 
across? Please elaborate. 
 
Scope and Approach 
 
Q5:  GACAP II proposes public financial management, procurement and combating corruption as 
priority governance areas for all projects and programs? Is this selection appropriate? Do you 
have any suggestions to make the focus more relevant? 
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Q6:  GACAP II requires project team leaders (PTL) to prioritize governance risk in terms of 
likelihood of occurrence and their likely negative impact on development effectiveness, and to 
propose mitigation measures for the major risks. In your experience, does this work well in 
practice? 
 
Q7: How could the risk management processes and tasks mandated by GACAP II be further 
improved? 
 
Monitoring and Implementation 
 
Q8: What resources PTLs need to to do a good job in risk management and mitigation in their 
projects?  
 
Q9: What kind of incentives could help PTLs and Operational Staff keep track of governance risks 
in their projects and monitor progress in risk mitigation? 
 
Q10: How can PTLs be rewarded for doing a good job in identifying risks, prioritizing mitigation 
measures and implementing diligently them? 
 
Q11: How can the accountability framework be more practical and user-friendly? 
 
Emerging Practices and Innovations 
 
Q12: What mitigation measures and governance controls, in your experience, work in 
strengthening integrity and reducing corruption risks in projects? 
 
Q13: What ideas do you have for strengthening the capacity and ownership of stakeholders for 
the implementation of RAMPs and mitigation measures at the country, sector and project levels? 
 
Q14: How can the emerging practices and innovations be better shared and disseminated among 
the communities of practice? 
 
Q15: At the country, sector and project levels, what needs to be done to enable ADB to meet the 
governance challenges and evolving corruption risks over the next 5 years? 
 
Q16: What would you most like to see in an “enhanced” GACAP II?  
 
Q17: Considering the adoption of Strategy 2020, how would you assess GACAP II’s role in 
fulfilling this vision in the years ahead? 
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COUNTRY PARTNERSHIP STRATEGY AND 
RISK ASSESSMENT AND RISK MANAGEMENT PLAN LINKS 

 
Country Partnership 
Strategies 

CPS Links to Country RAMPs and Governance Assessments 

Afghanistan: 2009–2013 The Afghanistan CPS illustrated clear links to the country governance assessment 
(2007). The CPS formulation process confirmed that the RAMP, along with other 
analytic work, provided background information and analysis for preparing the CPS. 
Specifically, the governance assessment results that were incorporated into the 
CPS included the government’s limited capacity and weak accountability systems, 
which pose risks to ADB operations and undermine service delivery, particularly at 
the subnational level. Consistent with this finding, the CPS underscored the need 
for technical assistance to compensate for institutional weaknesses and provide 
longer-term capacity development support for public financial management, 
procurement, and anticorruption, as well as sector-based reform. The CPS, in its 
results framework, supported the Financial Management and Public Administration 
Reform Program as part of its priority areas for ADB assistance.            

China, People’s Republic 
of: 2008–2010 

The CPS for the People’s Republic of China recognized the importance of 
governance and improving public services. Weak capacity, culture, and incentives 
in public enterprises were identified as key constraints. The CPS results framework 
regarded the complexity of organizational reform as a risk, and proposed reforms in 
executing and implementing agencies that seek to change, and where the local 
government supports reform.  

There is a link between the CPS and the country level governance risk assessment 
(2007). The governance assessment provided a country context assessing major 
risks, but they were not clearly presented in the CPS results framework.  
 

India: 2009–2012 

 

Only sector RAMPs were done for India.  

The India CPS, nevertheless, recognized governance as an important thematic 
concern, and considered it a strategic priority. It supported Public Resource 
Management Development Programs to help selected states undertake fiscal 
reforms. These programs would also address institutional development, including 
revenue augmentation measures, expenditure management reforms, and debt 
restructuring initiatives.  
 

Indonesia: 2012–2014 The Indonesia CPS gives importance to governance and capacity development, 
especially supporting national efforts to strengthen governance in a decentralized 
framework. Pillar 1 of the CPS’ two strategic pillars supports inclusive growth by 
strengthening local governments’ capacity for public service delivery, among others.  
Along this line, ADB will help strengthen financial management systems of local 
governments, and national and local procurement and audit systems; and capacity 
for planning, policy making, and financial management in all sectors of ADB 
operations. Fiduciary risks will continue to be managed within ADB operations, with 
appropriate capacity development of relevant implementing and executing 
agencies. Weaknesses in capacities in the areas of accounting, audit, management 
of fiscal resources, procurement capacity (especially at the subnational government 
level), and inadequate institutional accountability in the public sector (including local 
governments) have been identified in the RAMPs; and the CPS is seeking to 
address these weaknesses. 

Kiribati: 2010–2014 

 

The Kiribati CPS recognized that sustaining commitment to reforms 
(e.g., strengthened budget management, reform of state-owned enterprises, and 
asset management) is a major risk. However, this risk was not explicit in the Kiribati 
risk assessment.  

Nonetheless, the CPS had links to the findings of the Kiribati governance 
assessment (2009) in terms of the risk from the poor quality and maintenance of 
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public accounts. The governance assessment called attention to the need to 
strengthen the management capacity of existing accounts staff in ministries, provide 
timely and accurate financial reporting, and improve budget preparation processes. 
In line with this, the CPS included support for a technical assistance cluster for 
Strengthened Economic and Financial Management. This was meant to assist the 
government to manage its budget better, and in particular, control unproductive 
expenditures directed to state-owned enterprises.  
 

Nepal: 2010–2012 

 

The Nepal CPS expressed explicit support for the findings of the country level 
governance risk assessment. Part of the country RAMP findings (2009) that were 
brought forward to the thematic governance results framework were the lack of a 
sound public financial management system, endemic corruption, capacity 
weaknesses, and weak partnership with civil society and the private sector. In line 
with these, key areas for ADB assistance included support for good governance 
and capacity development, and strengthening the managerial and institutional 
capacity of key public sector agencies, including anticorruption institutions. The 
CPS identified good governance as a strategic pillar. 

Pakistan: 2009–2013 

 
 

The Pakistan CPS acknowledged the country level risk assessment (2009), along 
with several recommendations to improve performance in public financial 
management and procurement. These included strengthening budget processes to 
improve budget credibility; improving public access to fiscal information and 
enhancing fiscal risk recording processes; bringing greater transparency and 
effectiveness to tax assessments and revenue collection measures; implementing 
rules-based procurement reforms, including setting up of comprehensive systems 
to redress grievances; instituting formal procurement training and procurement 
information databases; establishing adequate systems of internal audit; and 
strengthening anticorruption institutions and improving the legal environment for 
corruption control.  
  

Papua New Guinea: 2011–
2015  

 

The Papua New Guinea CPS recognized that lifting the standard of governance, 
particularly with regard to the management of revenue from petroleum and mining, 
is essential to ensuring that the government can convert financial wealth into broad-
based delivery of basic services. This is consistent with the country RAMP finding 
(2010) that major risks stem from weak public financial management, which 
impedes the government’s ability to control expenditures, disburse the budget as 
approved, and provide essential services. Thus, the CPS considered the 
strengthening of public financial management as strategic to broader public sector 
reform. 

Samoa: 2008–2012 

 

The Samoa CPS acknowledged the country RAMP findings and saw the risk 
management strategies as an opportunity for the government to strengthen its 
record of good governance. Samoa is considered a regional leader in governance 
systems and practices. Thus, only one major risk was brought forward from the 
country RAMP to the CPS results framework. This risk pertained to state-owned 
enterprises, whose lack of efficiency and accountability called for public enterprise 
reform and for the development of strong regulatory institutions. 

 
Solomon Islands: Interim 
CPS, 2009–2012 

 

The CPS drew from the Solomon Islands Public Financial Management 
Performance Report of the European Commission (2008) and the Solomon Islands 
Country Performance Assessment of ADB (2009). The CPS highlighted 
weaknesses in public financial management, which undermined public service 
delivery and fiscal discipline. Inadequate funding for the maintenance of road 
transport infrastructure was identified as a risk. 
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Sri Lanka: 2009–2011 

 

The Sri Lanka CPS was informed by the country RAMP, particularly with respect to 
risks from public financial management and procurement, which were brought 
forward to the main report. Moreover, CPS Appendix 3 on CPS and program 
formulation confirmed that the RAMP informed the formulation and approach taken 
in the CPS. 

Major risks would be mitigated by strengthening key institutions with support from 
the World Bank (audit), the United Nations (public accountability and Parliament), 
and ADB (fiscal management). The resident mission will also strengthen the 
capacity of its staff to deal with contracts, procurement issues, and governance to 
ensure effective and efficient use of funds and minimize the risk of their misuse. 
 

Tajikistan: 2010–2014 

 

The Tajikistan CPS considered governance and capacity development as a 
crosscutting theme, and acknowledged the findings of the country RAMP. It 
underscored that strengthening accountability, improving transparency, and 
reducing corruption are crucial to improving Tajikistan’s credibility among investors 
and partner agencies. It also supported continued dialogue and capacity 
development for improved governance and reforms. These are consistent with the 
country RAMP findings relating to risks from weak capacity in public financial 
management, procurement, and anticorruption; weak control systems, 
nonalignment of procurement planning with the budget, and inadequate information 
dissemination, among others. 

Note:  
The CPS results framework does not have a column on risks. Risks were tackled in 
the main report and in the appendix. 
 
The procurement risk assessment was completed in October 2009, and the public 
financial management and corruption risk assessments in early 2010. 
 

Uzbekistan: 2012–2016 

 

Governance and demand-led reforms are key drivers of the Uzbekistan CPS, 
2012–2016. A three-tiered strategy will be adopted as follows: (i) institutional and 
regulatory reforms will be mainstreamed in the priority operational sectors of the 
CPS (transport, energy, municipal and utilities infrastructure and services); 
(ii) reforms to improve the enabling business environment for private sector 
development will be supported; and (iii) support will be offered to the government’s 
reform priorities in the areas of public management, project implementation, and 
procurement. The above were based on the RAMP findings and recommendations 
to improve the quality of regulation for greater private sector participation at the 
sector level, effective enforcement of anticorruption laws, implementation of 
procurement reforms, increasing the transparency of sector budgets, and adoption 
of tariff policies for improved cost recovery.  

Vanuatu: 2010–2014 

 

The Vanuatu CPS was informed by the country governance assessment (2009). 
The CPS expressed support for mainstreaming the thematic priorities of the Second 
Governance and Anticorruption Action Plan II (e.g., public financial management, 
procurement, and combating corruption). Capacity development, a key constraint in 
Vanuatu, will be integrated into ADB operations.  

ADB = Asian Development Bank, CPS = country partnership strategy, RAMP = risk assessment and risk 
management plan. 
Source: ADB, 2012. Governance Thematic Report 2008-2010. Manila 
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Note: The sample projects listed below are selected on the basis of the presence of cascading assessment approach. The projects in countries 
with an approved CPS informed by country and sector RAMPs were selected. The projects belong to sectors where sector RAMPs have been 
prepared. 
 
  Country CPS Sector Risk 

Assessments 

Project Name Approval 

No. 

Sector Sector RAMPs Linked 

to Project RAMPs 

Relevance of Project 

RAMP to GACAP II 

Risks 

Approval Year: 2010             

1 China, 

People's 

Republic 

Of  

CPS 

2008-

2010 

railways, 

urban 

wastewater 

Wuhan Urban 

Environmental 

Improvement 

2647 Multisector Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP identifies 

GACAP risks, suggests 

mitigation thru 

standard project 

implementation 

measures 

2 China, 

People's 

Republic 

Of  

CPS 

2008-

2010 

  Railway Energy 

Efficiency And 

Safety 

Enhancement 

Investment 

Program - 

Tranche 2 

2724 Transport 

And ICT 

Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RRP old format - no 

linked 

documents/RAMP 

3 India CPS 

2009-

2012 

road 

transport, 

power 

Rural Roads 

Sector II 

Investment 

Program - 

Tranche 5 

2651 Transport 

And ICT 

Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP does not 

identify GACAP risks, 

only sector related 

risks and their 

mitigation is included 

4 India CPS 

2009-

2012 

  Bihar State 

Highways II 

2663 Transport 

And ICT 

Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP does not 

identify GACAP risks, 

only sector related 

risks and their 

mitigation is included 



  
36 Appendix 3  
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Assessments 

Project Name Approval 

No. 

Sector Sector RAMPs Linked 

to Project RAMPs 

Relevance of Project 

RAMP to GACAP II 

Risks 

5 India CPS 

2009-

2012 

  Assam Power 

Sector 

Enhancement 

Investment 

Program - 

Tranche 2 

2677 Energy Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RRP old format - no 

linked 

documents/RAMP 

6 India CPS 

2009-

2012 

  Bihar Power 

System 

Improvement 

2681 Energy Sector RAMP linked to 

project RAMP thru a 

capacity building 

component of the 

project, RRP  refers to 

RAMP risks 

RAMP identifies 

GACAP risks and 

suggest mitigation 

thru project 

components 

7 India CPS 

2009-

2012 

  Himachal Pradesh 

Clean Energy 

Development 

Investment 

Program - 

Tranche 3 

2687 Energy Sector RAMP linked to 

project RAMP thru a 

capacity building 

component of the 

project, RRP  refers to 

RAMP risks 

RRP old format - no 

linked 

documents/RAMP 

8 India CPS 

2009-

2012 

  Karnataka State 

Highways 

Improvement 

2705 Transport 

And ICT 

Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP does not 

identify GACAP risks, 

only sector related 

risks and their 

mitigation is included 

9 India CPS 

2009-

2012 

  Madhya Pradesh 

Power Sector 

Investment 

Program - 

Tranche 6 

2732 Energy Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RRP old format - no 

linked 

documents/RAMP 
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Assessments 

Project Name Approval 

No. 

Sector Sector RAMPs Linked 

to Project RAMPs 

Relevance of Project 

RAMP to GACAP II 

Risks 

10 Nepal Nepal 

CPS 

2010-

2012 

rural infra, 

urban 

development 

Secondary Towns 

Integrated Urban 

Environmental 

Improvement 

2650 Water and 

other 

municipal 

infrastructure 

and services 

RRP does not refer to 

RAMP risks but refers 

to a separate CDTA 

that addresses RAMP 

risks 

RAMP identifies 

GACAP risks and 

suggest mitigation 

thru standard project 

implementation 

measures and a 

separate TA 

11 Pakistan CPS 

2009-

2013 

power, road 

transport, 

water supply 

& sanitation 

Renewable 

Energy 

Development 

Sector Investment 

Program - 

Tranche 2 

2726 Energy Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RRP old format - no 

linked 

documents/RAMP 

12 Pakistan CPS 

2009-

2013 

  Power 

Distribution 

Enhancement 

Investment 

Program - 

Tranche 2 

2727 Energy Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RRP old format - no 

linked 

documents/RAMP 

13 Sri Lanka CPS 

2009-

2011 

power, water 

and sanitation 

Jaffna and 

Kilinochchi Water 

Supply and 

Sanitation 

2710 Water and 

Other 

Municipal 

Infrastructure 

And Services 

Sector RAMP linked to 

project RAMP and 

influences project 

design, RRP  refers to 

RAMP risks 

RAMP does not 

identify GACAP risks, 

only sector related 

risks and their 

mitigation is included 

14 Sri Lanka CPS 

2009-

2011 

  Jaffna and 

Kilinochchi Water 

Supply and 

Sanitation 

2711 Water and 

Other 

Municipal 

Infrastructure 

And Services 

Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP refers to 

CDTA 

RRP identifies some 

GACAP risks, suggest 

mitigation thru 

standard project 

provisions 
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  Country CPS Sector Risk 

Assessments 

Project Name Approval 

No. 

Sector Sector RAMPs Linked 

to Project RAMPs 

Relevance of Project 

RAMP to GACAP II 

Risks 

15 Viet Nam CSP 

Midterm-

Review 

2007-

2010 

transport, 

energy, 

education 

Skills  

Enhancement 

2652 Education Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP identifies 

procurement related 

GACAP risks, sector 

related mitigation is 

included 

16 Viet Nam     Skills 

Enhancement 

2653 Education Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP does not 

identify GACAP risks, 

only sector related 

risks and their 

mitigation is included 

17 Viet Nam     Second Northern 

Greater Mekong 

Subregion 

Transport 

Network 

Improvement 

2703 Transport 

and ICT 

Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP only identifies 

corruption as a 

GACAP risk, other 

sector related risks 

are addressed  

18 Viet Nam     Greater Mekong 

Subregion Ben 

Luc-Long Thanh 

Expressway 

Project - Tranche 

1 

2730 Transport 

and ICT 

Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP does not 

identify GACAP risks, 

only sector related 

risks and their 

mitigation is included 

19 Viet Nam     Ho Chi Minh City 

Urban Mass Rapid 

Transit Line 2 

Investment 

Program - 

Tranche 1 

2731 Transport 

and ICT 

Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP identifies 

GACAP risks, suggests 

mitigation thru 

standard project 

implementation 

measures 

                  

Approval Year: 2011             
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  Country CPS Sector Risk 

Assessments 

Project Name Approval 

No. 

Sector Sector RAMPs Linked 

to Project RAMPs 

Relevance of Project 

RAMP to GACAP II 

Risks 

20 Bangladesh CPS 

2011-

2015 

power, 

transport, 

education 

Third Primary 

Education 

Development 

2761 Education Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP identifies 

GACAP risks on PFM 

and procurement 

with mitigation 

action plan 

21 Bangladesh CPS 

2011-

2015 

  Power System 

Efficiency 

Improvement 

2769 Energy Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP does not 

identify GACAP risks 

but project related 

implementation risks 

only 

22 Bangladesh CPS 

2011-

2015 

  Railway Sector 

Investment 

Program - 

Tranche 2 

2845 Transport 

and ICT 

Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RRP old format - no 

linked 

documents/RAMP 

23 Cambodia CPS 

2011-

2013 

transport, 

education, 

private 

sectors 

Provincial Roads 

Improvement 

2839 Transport 

and ICT 

Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP refers to 

RAMP risks 

RAMP identifies 

some GACAP risks, 

suggested mitigation 

is thru standard 

project 

implementation 

measures 

24 China, 

People's 

Republic of 

CPS 

2011-

2015 

energy, 

natural 

resources and 

agriculture 

Qinghai Rural 

Water Resources 

Management 

2738 Agriculture 

and Natural 

Resources 

Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP does not 

identify GACAP risks 

but project related 

implementation risks 

only 

25 China, 

People's 

Republic of 

CPS 

2011-

2015 

  Forestry And 

Ecological 

Restoration In 

Three Northwest 

Provinces 

2744 Agriculture 

and Natural 

Resources 

Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP does not 

identify GACAP risks 

but project related 

implementation risks 

only 
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  Country CPS Sector Risk 

Assessments 

Project Name Approval 

No. 

Sector Sector RAMPs Linked 

to Project RAMPs 

Relevance of Project 

RAMP to GACAP II 

Risks 

26 China, 

People's 

Republic of 

CPS 

2011-

2015 

  Shandong Energy 

Efficiency And 

Emission 

Reduction 

2771 Energy Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP does not 

identify GACAP risks 

but project related 

implementation risks 

only 

27 China, 

People's 

Republic of 

CPS 

2011-

2015 

  Guangdong 

Energy Efficiency 

And Environment 

Improvement 

Investment 

Program - 

Tranche 3 

2773 Energy Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RRP old format - no 

linked 

documents/RAMP 

28 China, 

People's 

Republic of 

CPS 

2011-

2015 

  Hai River Estuary 

Area Pollution 

Control And 

Ecosystem 

Rehabilitation 

2829 Agriculture 

and Natural 

Resources 

Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP does not 

identify GACAP risks 

but project related 

implementation risks 

only 

29 China, 

People's 

Republic of 

CPS 

2011-

2015 

  Hebei Energy 

Efficiency 

Improvement And 

Emission 

Reduction 

2835 Energy Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP does not 

identify GACAP risks 

but project related 

implementation risks 

only 

30 China, 

People's 

Republic of 

CPS 

2011-

2015 

  Jiangsu Yancheng 

Wetlands 

Protection 

2838 Agriculture 

and Natural 

Resources 

Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP does not 

identify GACAP risks 

but project related 

implementation risks 

only 
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Sector Sector RAMPs Linked 

to Project RAMPs 

Relevance of Project 

RAMP to GACAP II 

Risks 

31 India CPS 

2009-

2012 

power, road 

transport 

Madhya Pradesh 

State Roads III 

2736 Transport 

and ICT 

Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP does not 

identify GACAP risks 

but project related 

implementation risks 

only 

32 India CPS 

2009-

2012 

  Madhya Pradesh 

Energy Efficiency 

Improvement 

Investment 

Program - 

Tranche 1 

2764 Energy Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP does not 

identify GACAP risks 

but project related 

implementation risks 

only 

33 India CPS 

2009-

2012 

  North Eastern 

State Roads 

Investment 

Program - 

Tranche 1 

2770 Transport 

and ICT 

Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP does not 

identify GACAP risks 

but project related 

implementation risks 

only 

34 India CPS 

2009-

2012 

  Gujarat Solar 

Power 

Transmission 

2778 Energy Sector RAMP linked to 

project RAMP and 

influences project 

design, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP identifies 

GACAP risks on FM 

and procurement 

and suggests 

governance 

measures 

35 India CPS 

2009-

2012 

  National Grid 

Improvement 

2787 Energy Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP does not 

identify GACAP risks 

but project related 

implementation risks 

only 
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Assessments 

Project Name Approval 

No. 

Sector Sector RAMPs Linked 

to Project RAMPs 

Relevance of Project 

RAMP to GACAP II 

Risks 

36 India CPS 

2009-

2012 

  Railway Sector 

Investment 

Program - 

Tranche 1 

2793 Transport 

and ICT 

Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP refers to 

some RAMP risks 

RAMP identifies 

GACAP risks and 

suggest mitigation 

thru standard project 

implementation 

measures and an 

attached TA 

37 India CPS 

2009-

2012 

  Himachal Pradesh 

Clean Energy 

Transmission 

Investment 

Program - 

Tranche 1 

2794 Energy Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP refers to 

some RAMP risks 

RAMP identifies 

GACAP risks and 

suggest mitigation 

thru standard project 

implementation 

measures 

38 India CPS 

2009-

2012 

  Assam Power 

Sector 

Enhancement 

Investment 

Program - 

Tranche 3 

2800 Energy Sector RAMP linked to 

project RAMP, project 

includes capacity 

building component 

RRP old format - no 

linked 

documents/RAMP 

39 India CPS 

2009-

2012 

  National Power 

Grid 

Development 

Investment 

Program - 

Tranche 3 

2823 Energy Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP refers to 

some RAMP risks 

RRP old format - no 

linked 

documents/RAMP 

40 India CPS 

2009-

2012 

  Madhya Pradesh 

Energy Efficiency 

Improvement 

Investment 

Program - 

Tranche 2 

2830 Energy Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP refers to 

some RAMP risks 

RAMP does not 

identify GACAP risks 

but project related 

implementation risks 

only 
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Project Name Approval 

No. 

Sector Sector RAMPs Linked 

to Project RAMPs 

Relevance of Project 

RAMP to GACAP II 

Risks 

41 Nepal CPS 

2010-

2012 

rural 

infrastructure, 

urban 

development 

Kathmandu Valley 

Water Supply 

Improvement 

2776 Water and 

Other 

Municipal 

Infrastructure 

and Services 

Sector RAMP linked to 

project RAMP 

RAMP identifies 

GACAP risks and 

addresses thru 

project 

implementation 

measures 

42 Nepal CPS 

2010-

2012 

  Decentralized 

Rural 

Infrastructure and 

Livelihood 

(Additional 

Financing) 

2796 Agriculture 

and Natural 

Resources 

Sector RAMP linked to 

project RAMP 

RAMP identifies 

GACAP risks and 

addresses thru 

project 

implementation 

measures 

43 Pakistan CPS 

2009-

2013 

power, road 

transport, 

water supply 

& sanitation 

Power 

Transmission 

Enhancement 

Investment 

Program - 

Tranche 3 

2846 Energy Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RRP old format - no 

linked 

documents/RAMP 

44 Papua New 

Guinea 

CPS 

2011-

2015 

transport, 

energy 

Bridge 

Replacement for 

Improved Rural 

Access Sector 

2783 Transport 

and ICT 

Sector RAMP linked to 

project RAMP, RRP 

refers to RAMP risks 

RAMP identifies 

GACAP risks and 

suggest mitigation 

thru project 

implementation 

measures 

45 Papua New 

Guinea 

CPS 

2011-

2015 

  Bridge 

Replacement for 

Improved Rural 

Access Sector 

2784 Transport 

and ICT 

Sector RAMP linked to 

project RAMP, RRP 

mentions risks and 

mitigation thru on 

going activities and 

project related 

measures 

RAMP identifies 

GACAP risks and 

suggest mitigation 

thru project 

implementation 

measures 
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Project Name Approval 

No. 

Sector Sector RAMPs Linked 

to Project RAMPs 

Relevance of Project 

RAMP to GACAP II 

Risks 

46 Papua New 

Guinea 

CPS 

2011-

2015 

  Lae Port 

Development 

(Additional 

Financing) 

2803 Transport 

and ICT 

Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP identifies 

GACAP risks and 

suggest mitigation 

thru project 

implementation 

measures 

47 Papua New 

Guinea 

CPS 

2011-

2015 

  Lae Port 

Development 

(Additional 

Financing) 

2804 Transport 

and ICT 

Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP identifies 

GACAP risks and 

suggest mitigation 

thru project 

implementation 

measures 

48 Sri Lanka CPS 

2009-

2011 

power, water 

and sanitation 

Sustainable 

Power Sector 

Support 

2733 Energy Sector RAMP linked to 

project RAMP, RRP 

mentions capacity 

building TA for some 

GACAP related risks 

RAMP identifies 

GACAP risks and 

suggest mitigation 

thru standard project 

implementation 

measures 

49 Sri Lanka CPS 

2009-

2011 

  Sustainable 

Power Sector 

Support 

2734 Energy Sector RAMP linked to 

project RAMP, RRP 

mentions capacity 

building TA for some 

GACAP related risks 

RAMP identifies 

GACAP risks and 

suggest mitigation 

thru standard project 

implementation 

measures 

50 Sri Lanka CPS 

2009-

2011 

  Secondary Towns 

and Rural 

Community-

Based Water 

Supply and 

Sanitation 

(Supplementary) 

2757 Water and 

Other 

Municipal 

Infrastructure 

and Services 

Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP does not 

identify GACAP risks 

but project related 

implementation risks 

only 
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  Country CPS Sector Risk 

Assessments 

Project Name Approval 

No. 

Sector Sector RAMPs Linked 

to Project RAMPs 

Relevance of Project 

RAMP to GACAP II 

Risks 

51 Sri Lanka CPS 

2009-

2011 

  Secondary Towns 

And Rural 

Community-

Based Water 

Supply and 

Sanitation 

(Supplementary) 

2758 Water and 

Other 

Municipal 

Infrastructure 

and Services 

Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP does not 

identify GACAP risks 

but project related 

implementation risks 

only 

52 Viet Nam CSP 

Midterm-

Review 

2007-

2010 

transport, 

energy, 

education 

Ha Noi Metro Rail 

System (Line 3: 

Nhon-Ha Noi 

Station Section) 

2741 Transport 

and ICT 

Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP identifies 

GACAP risks and 

suggest mitigation 

thru standard project 

implementation 

measures 

53 Viet Nam     University of 

Science and 

Technology of 

Hanoi 

Development 

(New Model 

University) 

2750 Education Sector RAMP linked to 

project RAMP 

RAMP identifies 

some GACAP risks 

and suggest 

mitigation thru 

standard project 

implementation 

measures 

54 Viet Nam     University of 

Science and 

Technology of 

Hanoi 

Development 

(New Model 

University) 

2751 Education Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP identifies 

some GACAP risks 

and suggest 

mitigation thru 

standard project 

implementation 

measures 

55 Viet Nam     Transport 

Connections in 

Northern 

Mountainous 

2789 Transport 

and ICT 

Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP does not 

identify GACAP risks 

but project related 

implementation risks 
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  Country CPS Sector Risk 

Assessments 

Project Name Approval 

No. 

Sector Sector RAMPs Linked 

to Project RAMPs 

Relevance of Project 

RAMP to GACAP II 

Risks 

Provinces only 

56 Viet Nam     O Mon IV 

Combined Cycle 

Power Plant 

2814 Energy Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP does not 

largely identify 

GACAP risks but 

project related 

implementation risks 

only 

57 Viet Nam     Power 

Transmission 

Investment 

Program - 

Tranche 1 

2848 Energy Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP does not 

identify GACAP risks 

but project related 

implementation risks 

only 

                  

Approval Year: 2012             

58 Bangladesh CPS 

2011-

2015 

power, 

transport, 

education 

Dhaka-Chittagong 

Expressway 

Public-Private 

Partnership 

Design 

2856 Transport 

And ICT 

Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP identifies 

GACAP risks and 

suggest mitigation 

thru standard project 

implementation 

measures 

59 Bangladesh     Second Teaching 

Quality 

Improvement In 

Secondary 

Education 

2859 Education Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP identifies 

GACAP risks and 

suggest mitigation 

thru standard project 

implementation 

measures 
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  Country CPS Sector Risk 

Assessments 

Project Name Approval 

No. 

Sector Sector RAMPs Linked 

to Project RAMPs 

Relevance of Project 

RAMP to GACAP II 

Risks 

60 Bangladesh     Greater Dhaka 

Sustainable Urban 

Transport 

2862 Transport 

And ICT 

Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP identifies 

GACAP risks and 

suggest mitigation 

thru standard project 

implementation 

measures 

61 Bangladesh     Greater Dhaka 

Sustainable Urban 

Transport 

2863 Transport 

And ICT 

Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP identifies 

GACAP risks and 

suggest mitigation 

thru standard project 

implementation 

measures 

62 Bangladesh     Greater Dhaka 

Sustainable Urban 

Transport 

2864 Transport 

And ICT 

Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP identifies 

GACAP risks and 

suggest mitigation 

thru standard project 

implementation 

measures 

63 Bangladesh     South Asia 

Subregional 

Economic 

Cooperation Road 

Connectivity 

Project (SF) 

2949 Transport 

And ICT 

Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP identifies 

GACAP risks and 

suggest mitigation 

thru standard project 

implementation 

measures 

64 Bangladesh     Power System 

Expansion And 

Efficiency 

Improvement 

Investment 

Program - 

Tranche 1 

2966 Energy Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP does not 

identify GACAP risks, 

assesses other risks 
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  Country CPS Sector Risk 

Assessments 

Project Name Approval 

No. 

Sector Sector RAMPs Linked 

to Project RAMPs 

Relevance of Project 

RAMP to GACAP II 

Risks 

65 Cambodia CPS 

2011-

2013 

transport, 

education, 

private 

sectors 

Third Education 

Sector 

Development 

Program (Policy-

Based Loan) 

2888 Education Sector RAMP linked to 

project RAMP 

RAMP identifies 

GACAP risks and 

addresses them thru 

policy dialog and 

capacity building 

measures 

66 Cambodia     Third Education 

Sector 

Development 

Program (Project 

Loan) 

2889 Education Sector RAMP linked to 

project RAMP 

RAMP identifies 

GACAP risks and 

addresses them thru 

policy dialog and 

capacity building 

measures 

67 China, 

People's 

Republic of 

CPS 

2011-

2015 

energy, 

natural 

resources and 

agriculture 

Shanxi Energy 

Efficiency And 

Environment 

Improvement 

2885 Energy Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP does not 

identify GACAP risks, 

assesses other risks 

68 China, 

People's 

Republic of 

    Heilongjiang 

Energy Efficient 

District Heating 

2898 Energy Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP does not 

identify GACAP risks, 

assesses other risks 

69 China, 

People's 

Republic of 

    Anhui Chao Lake 

Environmental 

Rehabilitation 

Project 

2941 Agriculture 

And Natural 

Resources 

Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP does not 

identify GACAP risks, 

assesses other risks 

70 China, 

People's 

Republic of 

    Comprehensive 

Agricultural 

Development 

Project 

2943 Agriculture 

And Natural 

Resources 

Sector RAMP linked to 

project RAMP, project 

includes capacity 

component and 

addresses some 

GACAP related issues 

RAMP does not 

identify GACAP risks, 

assesses other risks 
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  Country CPS Sector Risk 

Assessments 

Project Name Approval 

No. 

Sector Sector RAMPs Linked 

to Project RAMPs 

Relevance of Project 

RAMP to GACAP II 

Risks 

71 China, 

People's 

Republic of 

    Ningxia Irrigated 

Agriculture And 

Water 

Conservation 

Demonstration 

Project 

2973 Agriculture 

And Natural 

Resources 

Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP does not 

identify GACAP risks, 

assesses other risks 

72 China, 

People's 

Republic of 

    Shaanxi Weinan 

Luyang Integrated 

Saline Land 

Management 

Project 

2980 Agriculture 

And Natural 

Resources 

Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP does not 

identify GACAP risks, 

assesses other risks 

73 India CPS 

2009-

2012 

power, road 

transport 

Rural Connectivity 

Investment 

Program-Tranche 

1 

2881 Transport 

And ICT 

Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP does not 

identify GACAP risks, 

assesses other risks 

74 India     Bihar State 

Highways II - 

Additional 

Financing 

2894 Transport 

And ICT 

Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP does not 

identify GACAP risks, 

assesses other risks 

75 India     Himachal Pradesh 

Clean Energy 

Development 

Investment 

Program-Tranche 

4 

2914 Energy Sector RAMP linked to 

project RAMP, findings 

included in capacity 

building component of 

the project 

RAMP identifies 

GACAP risks and 

addresses them thru 

project component 

and other 

implementation 

measures 

76 India     Uttarakhand 

Power Sector 

Investment 

Program - Project 

4 

2924 Energy Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RRP old format - no 

linked 

documents/RAMP 
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  Country CPS Sector Risk 

Assessments 

Project Name Approval 

No. 

Sector Sector RAMPs Linked 

to Project RAMPs 

Relevance of Project 

RAMP to GACAP II 

Risks 

77 India     Chhattisgarh 

State Road Sector 

Project 

2981 Transport 

And ICT 

Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP does not 

identify GACAP risks, 

assesses other risks 

78 Indonesia CPS 

2012-

2014 

energy, road 

transport 

Inclusive Growth 

Through 

Improved 

Connectivity 

Program - 

Subprogram 1 

2942 Transport 

And ICT 

Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP does not 

identify GACAP risks, 

assesses other risks 

79 Kazakhstan CPS 

2012-

2016 

energy, 

transport, 

urban services 

Carec Corridor 3 

(Shymkent-

Tashkent Section) 

[Link To The 

Western Europe-

Western People's 

Republic Of China 

International 

Transit Corridor] 

Road 

Improvement 

Project 

2916 Transport 

And ICT 

Sector RAMP linked to 

project RAMP, findings 

included in capacity 

building component of 

the project 

RAMP identifies 

GACAP risks and 

suggest mitigation 

thru standard project 

implementation 

measures 

80 Kazakhstan CPS 

2012-

2016 

  Central Asia 

Regional 

Economic 

Cooperation 

Corridor 2 

(Mangystau 

Oblast Section) 

Investment 

Program - 

2967 Transport 

And ICT 

Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP identifies 

GACAP risks and 

suggest mitigation 

thru standard project 

implementation 

measures 
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  Country CPS Sector Risk 

Assessments 

Project Name Approval 

No. 

Sector Sector RAMPs Linked 

to Project RAMPs 

Relevance of Project 

RAMP to GACAP II 

Risks 

Tranche 2 

81 Nepal CPS 

2010-

2012 

rural 

infrastructure, 

urban 

development 

Integrated Urban 

Development 

2851 Water And 

Other 

Municipal 

Infrastructure 

And Services 

Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP refers to 

RAMP risks to be 

mitigated thru ongoing 

TAs 

RAMP identifies 

GACAP risks and 

mitigates thru 

standard project 

implementation 

measures 

82 Pakistan CPS 

2009-

2013 

power, road 

transport, 

water supply 

& sanitation 

Power 

Distribution 

Enhancement 

Investment 

Program - 

Tranche 3 

2972 Energy Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RRP old format - no 

linked 

documents/RAMP 

83 Pakistan CPS 

2009-

2013 

  Sindh Cities 

Improvement 

Investment 

Program - 

Tranche 2 

2975 Water And 

Other 

Municipal 

Infrastructure 

And Services 

Sector RAMP linked to 

project RAMP, findings 

incorporated as 

capacity building 

component of the 

project 

RRP old format - no 

linked 

documents/RAMP 

84 Pakistan CPS 

2009-

2013 

  Sindh Cities 

Improvement 

Investment 

Program - 

Tranche 2 (SF) 

2976 Water And 

Other 

Municipal 

Infrastructure 

And Services 

Sector RAMP linked to 

project RAMP, findings 

incorporated as 

capacity building 

component of the 

project 

RRP old format - no 

linked 

documents/RAMP 

85 Papua New 

Guinea 

CPS 

2011-

2015 

transport, 

energy 

Maritime and 

Waterways Safety 

Project (SF) 

2978 Transport 

and ICT` 

Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP identifies 

GACAP risks and 

suggest mitigation 

thru standard project 

implementation 

measures 
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  Country CPS Sector Risk 

Assessments 

Project Name Approval 

No. 

Sector Sector RAMPs Linked 

to Project RAMPs 

Relevance of Project 

RAMP to GACAP II 

Risks 

86 Sri Lanka CPS 2012 

-2016 

roads, energy, 

education, 

urban and 

water supply 

Northern Road 

Connectivity - 

Additional 

Financing 

2890 Transport 

and ICT 

Sector RAMP linked to 

project RAMP, findings 

incorporated in 

project design thru 

capacity building TA 

RAMP identifies 

GACAP risks and 

suggest mitigation 

thru standard project 

implementation 

measures 

87 Sri Lanka CPS 2012 

-2016 

  Northern Road 

Connectivity - 

Additional 

Financing 

2891 Transport 

and ICT 

Sector RAMP linked to 

project RAMP, findings 

incorporated in 

project design thru 

capacity building TA 

RAMP identifies 

GACAP risks and 

suggest mitigation 

thru standard project 

implementation 

measures 

88 Sri Lanka CPS 2012 

-2016 

  Clean Energy and 

Network 

Efficiency 

Improvement 

2892 Energy Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP does not 

identify GACAP risks, 

assesses other risks 

89 Sri Lanka CPS 2012 

-2016 

  Clean Energy and 

Network 

Efficiency 

Improvement 

2893 Energy Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP does not 

identify GACAP risks, 

assesses other risks 

90 Sri Lanka CPS 2012 

-2016 

  Greater Colombo 

Water and 

Wastewater 

Management 

Improvement 

Investment 

Program - 

Tranche 1 

2947 Water And 

Other 

Municipal 

Infrastructure 

And Services 

Sector RAMP linked to 

project RAMP, findings 

incorporated in 

project design thru 

capacity building 

component 

RAMP does not 

identify GACAP risks, 

assesses other risks 
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  Country CPS Sector Risk 

Assessments 

Project Name Approval 

No. 

Sector Sector RAMPs Linked 

to Project RAMPs 

Relevance of Project 

RAMP to GACAP II 

Risks 

91 Sri Lanka CPS 2012 

-2016 

  Greater Colombo 

Water and 

Wastewater 

Management 

Improvement 

Investment 

Program - 

Tranche 1 (SF) 

2948 Water And 

Other 

Municipal 

Infrastructure 

And Services 

Sector RAMP linked to 

project RAMP, findings 

incorporated in 

project design thru 

capacity building 

component 

RAMP does not 

identify GACAP risks, 

assesses other risks 

92 Sri Lanka CPS 2012 

-2016 

  Dry Zone Urban 

Water And 

Sanitation Project 

- Additional 

Financing (SF) 

2977 Water And 

Other 

Municipal 

Infrastructure 

And Services 

Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP identifies 

GACAP risks and 

suggest mitigation 

thru standard project 

implementation 

measures 

93 Uzbekistan CPS 

2012-

2016 

energy, 

transport, 

urban 

Central Asia 

Regional 

Economic 

Cooperation 

Corridor 2 Road 

Investment 

Program - 

Tranche 3 

2868 Transport 

and ICT 

Sector RAMP linked to 

project RAMP, 

incorporated in 

project design thru 

capacity building 

component 

RAMP refers to 

GACAP areas and 

addresses them thru 

project 

implementation 

measures  

94 Uzbekistan CPS 

2012-

2016 

  Namangan 500-

Kilovolt Power 

Transmission 

Project 

2917 Energy Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP identifies 

GACAP risks and 

suggest mitigation 

thru standard project 

implementation 

measures 
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  Country CPS Sector Risk 

Assessments 

Project Name Approval 

No. 

Sector Sector RAMPs Linked 

to Project RAMPs 

Relevance of Project 

RAMP to GACAP II 

Risks 

95 Uzbekistan CPS 

2012-

2016 

  Namangan 500-

Kilovolt Power 

Transmission 

Project 

2918 Energy Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP identifies 

GACAP risks and 

suggest mitigation 

thru standard project 

implementation 

measures 

96 Uzbekistan CPS 

2012-

2016 

  Second Central 

Asia Regional 

Economic 

Cooperation 

Corridor 2 Road 

Investment 

Program - 

Tranche 2 

2965 Transport 

and ICT 

Sector RAMP linked to 

project RAMP, 

incorporated in 

project design thru 

capacity building 

component 

RAMP identifies 

GACAP risks and 

suggest mitigation 

thru standard project 

implementation 

measures 

97 Viet Nam CPS 

2012-

2015 

transport, 

energy, 

education, 

water and 

sanitation 

Second Upper 

Secondary 

Education 

Development 

Project 

2929 Education Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP does not 

identify GACAP risks, 

assesses other risks 

98 Viet Nam CPS 

2012-

2015 

  Ho Chi Minh City 

Urban Mass Rapid 

Transit Line 2 

Investment 

Program - 

Tranche 2 

2956 Transport 

and ICT 

Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP only refers to 

GACAP area risks and 

suggests mitigation 

thru standard project 

implementation 

measures 

99 Viet Nam CPS 

2012-

2015 

  Power 

Transmission 

Investment 

Program - 

Tranche 2 

2959 Energy Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP does not 

identify GACAP risks, 

assesses other risks 
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  Country CPS Sector Risk 

Assessments 

Project Name Approval 

No. 

Sector Sector RAMPs Linked 

to Project RAMPs 

Relevance of Project 

RAMP to GACAP II 

Risks 

100 Viet Nam CPS 

2012-

2015 

  Water Sector 

Investment 

Program - 

Tranche 2 

2961 Water And 

Other 

Municipal 

Infrastructure 

And Services 

Sector RAMP not 

linked to project 

RAMP, RRP does not 

refer to RAMP risks 

RAMP does not 

identify GACAP risks, 

assesses other risks 

101 Viet Nam CPS 

2012-

2015 

  Greater Mekong 

Subregion 

Corridor Towns 

Development 

Project (SF) 

2969 Water And 

Other 

Municipal 

Infrastructure 

And Services 

Sector RAMP linked to 

project RAMP, 

incorporated in 

project design thru 

capacity building 

component 

RAMP does not 

identify GACAP risks, 

assesses other risks 
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COUNTRY PARTNERSHIP STRATEGY PREPARATION AND RISK ASSESSMENT AND 
RISK MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 
Table A4.1: Countries with Country Partnership Strategies Informed by  

Risk Assessment and Risk Management Plans 
 

 Country CPS Sector and/or subsector 

1. Afghanistan     CPS 2009–2013 energy, road transport 

2. Bangladesh     CPS 2011–2015 energy, transport and ICT, 
education 

3. Bhutan          Interim CPS 2012–2013 urban sector development, 
energy 

4. Cambodia   CPS 2011–2013 transport and ICT, education, 
private sectors 

5. China, People’s 
Republic of  

CPS 2011–2015 energy, agriculture and natural 
resources  

  
CPS 2008–2010 rail transport, water supply and 

sanitation 
6. Cook Islands    CPS 2008–2012 no sector RAMP  

7. India  CPS 2009–2012  energy,  road transport 

8. Indonesia    CPS 2012–2014 road transport, energy 

9. Kazakhstan    CPS  2012–2016 energy, transport and ICT, water 
supply and sanitation 

10. Kiribati    CPS 2010–2014 no sector RAMP 

11. Lao PDR    CPS  2012–2016 education, health and social 
protection, transport and ICT  

12. Maldives   Interim CPS 2012–2013 no sector RAMP  

  CPS 2007–2011 energy, water transport 

13. Mongolia   CPS 2012–2016 education, urban infrastructure 

14. Nepal    CPS 2010–2012 agriculture and rural sector 
development, urban sector 
development 

15. Pakistan    CPS 2009–2013 energy, road transport, water 
supply and sanitation 

16. Palau    CPS 2009–2013 no sector RAMP  

17. Papua New Guinea    CPS 2011–2015 transport and ICT, energy 

18. Philippines    CPS 2011–2016 no sector RAMP 

19. Samoa        CPS 2008–2012 education, water supply and 
sanitation 

20. Solomon Islands    CPS 2012–2016 transport and ICT 

21. Sri Lanka     CPS 2012–2016 road transport, energy, education, 
water supply and other municipal 
infrastructure services 

  
CPS 2009–2011 energy, water supply and 

sanitation 

22. Tajikistan     CPS 2010–2014 energy, transport and ICT 
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 Country CPS Sector and/or subsector 

23. Timor-Leste     CPS 2011–2015 no sector RAMP 

24. Tonga     CPS 2007–2012 no sector RAMP 

25. Tuvalu      CPS 2008–2012 no sector RAMP  

26. Uzbekistan    CPS 2012–2016 energy, transport and ICT, water 
supply and other municipal 
infrastructure services 

27. Vanuatu    CPS 2010–2014 no sector RAMP 

28. Viet Nam  CPS 2012–2015 transport and ICT, energy, 
education 

CPS = country partnership strategy, Lao PDR = Lao People’s Democratic Republic, RAMP = risk assessment and risk 
management plan. 
Note: Sector RAMPs have also been prepared for the Cambodia CSP Midterm Review, 2005–2009; Bhutan CPS 
Midterm Review, 2006–2010; countries with no CPS yet (Armenia, the Kyrgyz Republic, Thailand); and for other 
sectors in Bangladesh and the Philippines. Country RAMPs have also been prepared for countries with no CPS yet 
(Armenia, the Kyrgyz Republic, Thailand) and Micronesia. 

 Source: Country Partnership Strategy and Risk Assessment and Risk Management Plan documents. 

 
Table A4.2: Status of Country Partnership Strategy and Risk Assessment and Risk 

Management Plans Preparation in Remaining Developing Member Countries 
 

Country Status 

1. Armenia RAMPs have been prepared in 2009. Some of the sector RAMPs are 
being updated, while new ones are under preparation for other 
sectors. CPS approval scheduled in 2013 in accordance with WPBF 
2013–2015. 

2. Azerbaijan RAMPs have been prepared under RETA 7277. CPS approval 
scheduled in 2013 in accordance with WPBF 2013–2015. 

3. Fiji ADB will assess appropriateness to reengage with Fiji as cited in the 
Fiji Update dated May 2012. 

4. Georgia RAMPs under preparation under RETA 7277. CPS approval 
scheduled in 2013 in accordance with WPBF 2013–2015. 

5. Kyrgyz Republic RAMPs have been prepared under RETA 7277. CPS approval 
scheduled in 2013 in accordance with WPBF 2013–2015. 

6. Malaysia Interim CPS 2011–2012 approved in Oct 2011. The RAMP prepared 
is not a GACAP II RAMP as it covered country-level and ADB-specific 
risks not related to PFM, procurement, and anticorruption. 

7. Marshall Islands Pacific Approach 2010–2014 serves as CPS. 

8. Micronesia Pacific Approach 2010–2014 serves as CPS. 
9. Myanmar Interim CPS 2012–2014 approved in October 2012 provides 

framework for reengagement and to establish foundation for full CPS 
at the end of interim period. Under the interim CPS, the main 
governance-related risks have been identified, but the findings are 
considered preliminary. RAMPs are planned to inform full CPS. 
(Funds under RETA 7277 to prepare RAMPs have been requested). 

10. Nauru Pacific Approach 2010–2014 serves as CPS. 
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11. Thailand RAMPs have been prepared under RETA 7277. CPS approval 
scheduled in 2013 in accordance with WPBF 2013–2015. 

12. Turkmenistan Governance risk assessment prepared for interim CPS, which is 
pending government concurrence (according to CWRD). 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, CPS = country partnership strategy, CWRD = Central and West Asia Department, 
GACAP II = Second Governance and Anticorruption Action Plan, PFM = public financial management, RAMP = risk 
assessment and risk management plan, RETA = regional technical assistance, WPBF = Work Program and Budget 
Framework. 
Sources: Country Planning Documents, WPBF 2013-2015, ADB Staff. 
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Appendix 3: LEARNING FROM SIMILAR STRATEGIES AND TOOLS N 
 
1. Other strategies and tools can provide lessons for strengthening implementation of the 
Second Governance and Anticorruption Action Plan (GACAP II). At the strategic level, the World 
Bank’s governance and anticorruption (GAC) strategy was adopted in 2007 and evaluated in 
2011. At the project level, The Asian Development Bank (ADB) Southeast Asia Department has 
developed a Good Governance Framework (GGF) for application in Cambodia. The working 
and implementation experience of both are briefly described below.   
 
A. World Bank Governance and Anticorruption Strategy  
 
2. In 2007, the World Bank adopted its GAC strategy with focus on a more consistent and 
results-oriented approach to incorporating governance and anticorruption into its poverty 
reduction projects, sectors, and country programs, to ensure the highest fiduciary standards in 
its operations. An implementation plan was put in place which sought to integrate the GAC 
strategy at country, project and/or program, and global levels. At country level, the 
implementation plan incorporates GAC dimensions in the preparation and implementation of the 
country assistance strategy. At the project level, the objective was to identify GAC-related risks 
and their drivers, and to recommend mitigation measures to improve development 
effectiveness. At the global level, the implementation plan will leverage partnerships to pool 
resources and harmonize policies for pursuing governance and anticorruption efforts in 
partnership with others. 

3. The implementation plan was supported by emphasis on change management and 
leadership to deliver, primarily internally, the message that governance is everyone’s business. 
The GAC message had to be affirmed by senior management in their communications to staff. 
In 2011, the World Bank’s Independent Evaluation Group released its evaluation of the GAC 
Strategy and the implementation plan, with particular focus on the country level engagement on 
governance and anticorruption. Within the context of a contemplated second phase in the 
implementation of the GAC strategy, the review made the following recommendations: 

(i) Focus on helping countries make tangible and time-bound governance 
improvements. 

(ii) Update the World Bank’s approach to institutional strengthening. 
(iii) Clarify the World Bank’s zero tolerance stance on corruption and improve 

operational controls. 
(iv) Clarify roles and accountabilities for setting GAC strategic priorities. 
(v) Align GAC implementation arrangements with World Bank administrative and 

operational policies. 

4. In 2012, the World Bank updated its Governance and Anticorruption Strategy aiming to 
refine governance and anticorruption by focusing it on the six following pillars.  

(i) Scaling up and systematizing success. Governance and Anticorruption 
Updated Strategy (GAC-US) will continue to integrate governance issues at all 
levels of the World Bank’s operations, but with a clear aim of doing so more 
systematically. 

(ii) Supporting country institutions. To deepen the engagement with country 
institutions and country systems, the World Bank will revise its approaches in the 
public sector, procurement, judicial reform, and the private and financial sector. 



  
60 Appendix 5  

 

 

(iii) Focusing on results. GAC-US will put emphasis on measuring the effectiveness 
of its GAC strategies and interventions in project design, including the overall 
improvements in country-level governance institutions. This includes the 
development of a set of indicators to measure institutional quality. 

(iv) Managing risks. This pillar clarifies the World Bank’s position and shifts the 
attitude from risk avoidance to risk management, underscoring the risk-inherent 
nature of development work. 

(v) Improving global governance. The World Bank will use its position more 
strategically in setting and pushing the agenda for governance-related matters on 
a global scale. 

(vi) Organizing for delivery. GAC-US will further the ongoing changes in the World 
Bank by conducting staff training, clarifying responsibilities and roles, and 
emphasizing monitoring and reporting in its systems. 

B. Good Governance Framework  

5. Good governance framework (GGF), was introduced as a good governance tool in 
Cambodia in 2007. The objective was to promote good governance in the implementation of 
ADB projects. A desk review was undertaken of the GGFs used in two projects: (i) the Tonle 
Sap Lowland Rural Development Project; and (ii) the Emergency Food Assistance Project.1 In 
addition, GGFs for seven sector interventions were reviewed and discussions were held with 
key sector program officers to assess the relevance and utilization of the GGFs.2 Since 2007, 
ADB has required GGFs for all programs and/or projects in Cambodia. This country-specific 
requirement was prompted by a number of factors that highlighted the challenges of corruption 
in Cambodia and the recognition that these issues require closer monitoring in the context of 
ADB programs and projects in the country.3  

6. Design and approach. The GGF is a project-level tool which identifies key risks during 
project preparation that could be amended during the project cycle. Mitigation measures are 
defined and time-bound, and their action agents designated in the GGF matrices. GGFs are 
developed in matrix format providing for (i) risks and/or issues, (ii) actions to mitigate risks, 
(iii) responsible agency in government, and (iv) the target and frequency of delivery. In a small 
number of cases, a fifth column has subsequently been added, which reviews progress over 
time in relation to each issue and/or risk.  

7. GGFs are developed using a standardized template, with 15 risk issues reviewed under 
six core headings and sub-issues and/or risks as follows: 

(i) Procurement (corruption, procedures, capacities, plans, informal payments) 
(ii) Financial management (internal control, capacities, cash transactions, 

allowances to government staff, advances) 
(iii) Disclosure (conflict of interest, transparency or disclosure) 
(iv) Complaints (complaint mechanisms) 
(v) Code of ethical conduct (enforcement of civil service code of conduct) 
(vi) Sanctions (adequacy of project sanctions)  

                                                
1
 ADB. 2007. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan and Asian 

Development Fund Grant to Cambodia for the Tonle Sap Lowlands Rural Development Project. Manila; and ADB. 
2008. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan and Asian 
Development Fund Grant to Cambodia for the Emergency Food Assistance Project. Manila. 

2
  ADB. 2011. Cambodia Governance Risk Assessment. Manila. The assessment reviewed a sample of projects to 

review the efficiency and effectiveness of application of GGF to projects and programs in Cambodia. 
3
  ADB. 2007. Memorandum from the Southeast Asia Department Director General, re: Cambodia: Good Governance 

Frameworks, 29 October 2007. Manila. 
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8. The GGF’s essential elements could be clustered along the two broad themes of 
(i) addressing common or project-specific fiduciary risks, and (ii) promoting social accountability. 
The fiduciary risks look at (i) procurement, (ii) financial management, (iii) code of ethical 
conduct, (iv) sanctions for contravening the code of ethical conduct, and (v) project-specific risk 
mitigation. The social accountability areas include (i) enhanced public disclosure of project 
information, (ii) civil society organization role, and (iii) complaints and remedies mechanism. 

9. A notable feature of the GGF is a balance of both supply- and demand-side governance 
measures. Public disclosure, civil society involvement, and complaints redress mechanisms are 
measures that directly promote demand for good governance from project beneficiaries and 
local communities. The GGFs do not address broad issues of governance (they are not 
prepared on a country-wide or sector-wide basis), but focus only on fiduciary aspects of 
programs and/or projects funded by ADB.  

10. The GACAP II approach is a cascading one, with different assessments and plans 
prepared at country, sector, and program and/or project levels. At the project level, the GACAP 
II and GGF methodologies become much more similar. While the GGF looks at narrow aspects 
of fiduciary assessment (along the lines that internal and external auditors might do), GACAP II 
at higher levels looks at similar aspects of governance but in a broader development context. 
The review of GGFs reflects extensive reliance on compliance with actions that are exhortative 
but not easily measurable or time-bound (e.g., “ensure full compliance with the procurement 
manual procedures”). In most cases reviewed, different project GGFs show very little difference 
in terms of the standardized words used in relation to the mitigation of risk. However, some 
examples of specially designed practices and some GGFs include a special final section for 
risks and/or issues identified as specific to that project, compared with earlier broader 
provisions.  

11. Implementation and monitoring. The level of ownership of this tool by the project 
teams and country counterparts varies. Some GGFs are actively managed—they have been 
monitored during review missions, and records show the introduction of new risks and mitigation 
measures and the revision of existing measures. Executing agency project teams’ 
understanding and ownership of the GGF is largely contingent on efforts by the ADB mission 
leaders to brief them and encourage their involvement. Early inclusion and engagement of the 
executing agency and government counterparts in the process is a factor credited for enhancing 
the quality of monitoring and implementation of GGFs.  
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Appendix 4: LIST OF INTERVIEWEES 
 

A. ADB Headquarters 

Staff Department 

Peter Robertson  

COSO 

Joel Syquia  COSO 

Omar Tiwana  COSO 

Ignatius Santoso  COSO 

Klaus Gerhaeusser  CWRD 

Yesim Elhan-Kayalar  CWRD 

Allan Kelly  CWRD 

Roshan Sahay  CWRD 

Rune Stroem  CWRD 

Asadullah Sumbal  CWRD 

Robert Wihtol  EARD 

Hyungjung Lee  EARD 

Kathleen Moktan  OAG 

Caridad Ortega  OAI 

Xianbin Yao   PARD 

Sakiko Tanaka  PARD 

Hayden Everett  PARD 

Hans van Rijn  PARD 
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Barry Reid  RSDD 

Gambhir Bhatta  SARD 

Emil Bolongaita  SARD 

Hiranya Mukhopadhyay  SARD 

Priyantha Wijayatunga  SARD 

Mukhtor Khamudkhanov  SARD 

James Nugent   SERD 

Richard Bolt  SERD 

Jeffrey Miller  SERD 

Swetal Sindhvad SERD 

Claudia Buentjen  SERD 

Prassana Jena  SERD 

Farzana Ahmed  SPD 

Noriko Ogawa  SPD 

B. Cambodia Country Visit 

Cambodia Resident Mission 

Peter Brimble, Deputy Country Director 

Chamroen Ouch, Senior Programs Officer 

Sokunthea Sok, Senior Procurement Officer 

Vathanak Kheang, Governance Consultant 

Ministry of Rural Development 

 H.E. Chan Darong, Director General for Technical Affairs 

 Song Sophal, Deputy Director General for Technical Affairs 

Ministry of Public Works and Transport 

 Pheng Sovicheano, Deputy Director General of Public Works 
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 Sar Vutha, Deputy Director of Department of Waterways and Project Manager 

C. Mongolia Country Visit 

Mongolia Resident Mission 

 Robert Schoellhammer, Country Director 

 Battsengel Jamsranjav, Senior Procurement Officer 

 Jan Hansen, Senior Country Economist 

 Tuul Bardarch, Senior Project Officer 

 Soyongua Ganchimeg, Transport Sector Focal Point 

Development Financing and Cooperation Department, Ministry of Finance of Mongolia  

 H Togmid Dorjkand, Director-General 

Ministry of Construction and Urban Development 

 Ravjikh Erdeneburen, State Secretary 

 R. Orren, Director-General of Road Policy 

 Myagmar Gombo, Project Manager, Road Construction Division 

 Bayon Oyun, Project Director, Western Regional Road Corridor Development Project 

 G. Tsogbadrokh, Project Coordinator, Western Regional Road Corridor Development 
Project 

 D. Enkhbaatar, Project Manager of Regional Logistics Development Project 

Education Sector Development Program Office, Ministry of Education, Culture and Science  

 R. Bandii, Executive Director  

Independent Authority Against Corruption of Mongolia  

 Badjav Bat-Otgon, Commissioner and Head of Prevention and Public Awareness 
Department 

 Naranbaatar Javkhlant, Commissioner and Head of Administration Department 

Transparency International, Mongolia 

 Sukhburen Dugersuren, Executive Director 

 

D. Nepal Country Visit 

Nepal Resident Mission 

 Kenichi Yokoyama, Country Director, Nepal Resident Mission 

 Siddhanta Vikram, Senior Public Management Specialist, NRM 

 Priyantha Wijayantunga, Unit Head, Portfolio Management Unit, NRM 

 Laxmi Sharma, Senior Project Officer (Water, Sanitation, and Urban Development), NRM 

 Smita Gyanwali, Associate Project Officer (Education), NRM 
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 Arun Rana, Program Officer (Social Protection), NRM 

 Rachana Shrestha, Senior Public Management Officer, NRM 

 Narendra Chand, Senior Procurement Officer, NRM 

 Bhupendra Bhatt, Procurement Officer, NRM 

 Sishir Bhattarai, Governance Consultant, NRM 

 Sharad B. Kamacharya, Governance Consultant, NRM 

Ministry of Local Development 

 Bodh Raj Niraula, Joint Secretary of Ministry of Local Development and Program Director 
of Local Government and Community Development Project (accompanied by LGCDP 
officials) 

 Gopi K. Khanal, Under Secretary of Ministry of Local Development and Program Manager 
of Local Government and Community Development Project 

Decentralized Rural Infrastructure and Livelihood Project (DRILP) 

 Pawan Shrestha, Project Coordinator, Decentralized Rural Infrastructure and Livelihood 
Project (DRILP) (accompanied by DRILP officials) 

Financial Comptroller General Office, Ministry of Finance 

 Mahesh Prasad Dahal, Joint Financial Comptroller General, Ministry of Finance 
(accompanied by senior FCGO officials) 

Secondary Towns/Integrated Urban Environment Improvement Projects 

 Mani Ram Gelal, Project Manager, Secondary Towns/Integrated Urban Environment 
Improvement Projects 

 Parag Kayastha, Deputy Project Manager, Secondary Towns/Integrated Urban 
Environment Improvement Projects 

Second Small Towns Water Supply & Sanitation Sector Project 

 Ram Deep Shah, Project Director, Second Small Towns Water Supply & Sanitation Sector 
Project, (accompanied by Project Manager and Project Engineer) 

 Binay Shah, Water and Sanitation Engineer, Second Small Towns Water Supply & 
Sanitation Sector Project 

 

 

E. Papua New Guinea Country Visit 

Papua New Guinea Resident Mission 

 Marcelo Minc, Country Director  

 Aaron Batten, Country Economist   

 Jageth Peththawadu, Procurement Specialist  

 Kymberley Kepore, Private Sector Development Coordinator 

Department of Treasury, Financial Management Division  
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 John Uware, Acting First Assistant Secretary 

 Rhodi Wade, Assistant Secretary 

 Lumbe Silai, Principal Financial Analyst 

 Samson Filfi, Financial Analyst 

Department of National Planning and Monitoring, Aid Coordination Unit 

 Koney Samuel, Assistant Secretary (Multilateral Branch, Foreign Aid Division) 

 Elizabeth Kup, Senior Aid Coordinator, ADB Desk, (Multilateral Branch, Foreign Aid 
Division) 

Department of Works 

 Stephen Pup, Project Director, Highland Regions Road Investment Improvement Project 

Consultative Implementation and Monitoring Council 

 Wallis Yakam, Executive Director 

 Johnny Lo Yep, Senior Project Officer (Commerce, Health and Education) 

F. The Philippines Country Visit 

Department of the Interior and Local Government 

 Austere A. Panadero, Undersecretary for Local Government 

 Francisco R. Cruz, Director, Planning Service 

Commission on Audit 

 Heidi L. Mendoza, Commissioner 

G. Pakistan Country Visit  

Government of Punjab 

 Tariq Bajwa, Secretary Finance 

 Hamid Yakoob Sheikh, Special Secretary Finance 

 Farid Ahmed Tarar, Additional Secretary Finance (Budget) 

 Faisal Rashid, Deputy Secretary Finance (Resources) 

 Arif Anwar Baloch, Secretary Planning and Development 

 Dr. Nasir Javed, Project Director, Urban Unit 

 Khalid Awais Ranjha, Additional Secretary Energy 

Public Procurement Regulatory Authority 

 Dilshad Ahmed Babar, Director  

 Alam Zeb Khan, Director  

National Accountability Bureau 

 Admiral ( R ) Fasih Bukhari, Chairman  

 Aliya Rashid, Director International Cooperation Wing 
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 Kausar Iqbal Malik, Director General, Financial Crimes Investigation Wing 

Government of Pakistan 

 Ahmed Rasool Bangash, Additional Auditor General of Pakistan 

 Asif Ali, Deputy Auditor General (Provincial)  

 Shahid Saleem, Deputy Auditor General (Accounting Policy) 

Ministry of Finance 

 Rizwan Bashir, Additional Secretary (EF), Ministry of Finance 

Planning & Development Department. Sindh 

 Malik Asrar ACS Development,  

Government of Sindh 

 Arif Ahmed Khan, Secretary Finance, Govt. of Sindh 

 Aftab Ahmed Khatri, Secretary Health, Govt. of Sindh 

Economic Affairs Division 

Sabina Qureshi, Deputy Secretary ADB 
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