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Foreword 
 

In an increasingly interconnected and complex world, it is natural that Asian 

Development Bank (ADB) works in close partnership with a wide range of organizations. 

While fruitful partnerships are needed first and foremost with governments in the 

region and other direct clients of ADB’s products and services, this evaluation discusses 

a wider range of partnerships, particularly with development agencies, research and 

academic institutions, and civil society. There is a greater need than ever and ample 

scope to scale up such collaborations, harmonize approaches, leverage knowledge and 

finance, and create synergies, while avoiding duplications of effort and filling gaps. 

 

ADB’s deeper engagement in partnerships is essential in a changing context where 

rising global threats require coordinated responses. The Sustainable Development Goals, 

new climate agreements and funds, and two new multilateral banks in the region are 

just some of the developments that provide new opportunities for partnerships. 

 

ADB has expanded the attention it gives to partnerships in recent years. It has increased 

the number of partnerships it is involved in, and achieved a good measure of success.  

 

Broad interagency coordination partnerships are delivering results. If ADB and its 

partners invest time to operationalize them further through results frameworks, annual 

reporting, and periodic evaluation, this will pay off in the long term.  

 

Knowledge partnerships present a mixed picture. Being strategic, taking a long-term 

view of the relationship, and using sector and thematic groups to assign priorities will 

help in turning ADB into a knowledge bank. Modalities could be adjusted, enabling 

ADB to improve its financing of knowledge partnership activities with civil society and 

international organizations. Exploring options for intermittent medium-term secondees 

from partners to spend time at ADB and vice versa could also help. 

 

Financing partnerships have grown in number and ADB’s target to match every dollar 

of own funding with a dollar of cofinancing by 2020 is on track. There has been solid 

growth over the years, although some of this has been due to changing definitions and 

closer tracking since the target was set. The success rate of cofinanced operations has 

been higher than that of non-cofinanced operations, which is encouraging, especially 

in view of the longer time and processes that characterize many cofinanced projects.  

 

Looking forward to the forthcoming Strategy 2030 document, ADB would benefit from 

setting separate targets for official and commercial cofinancing, and, within the latter, 

for trade finance cofinancing and collaborative cofinancing. 

 

Internally, ADB can become more efficient in managing partnerships. The alignment of 

financing partnerships and funds with sector and thematic groups can forcefully 

support ADB’s strategic agenda. Better financial and information systems, streamlined 

governance structures, and efficient allocation and approval procedures are also 

important. An expansion or restructuring of some departments may need to be 

considered to improve efficiency and effectiveness, along with incentives for 

operational departments to go the extra mile in maximizing partnership potential.  
 

 

 

Vinod Thomas 

Director General 

Independent Evaluation 

 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Executive Summary 
 

 

 

 

Partnerships are more essential than ever before for achieving development 

effectiveness. They leverage financing, expertise, and knowledge for investment and 

development. They help organizations to close gaps and avoid duplications in their 

programs, support scaled-up operations, and promote harmonized approaches for 

better development results. A clear knowledge of who is doing what and where is 

important in delivering a joint product or service. Aligned interests and purposes, 

complementary strengths, and a compatible culture of transactions matter to 

partnerships. 

 

The Asian Development Bank (ADB) has made partnerships a strategic priority in line 

with the findings of its Strategy 2020 midterm review in 2014. This affirms the 

continuing importance of partnerships to achieving development effectiveness. Prior to 

this, various ADB policy and strategy documents had articulated the need for 

partnerships. The Agreement Establishing the Asian Development Bank (ADB Charter), 

which came into force in 1966, recognized partnerships as a tool for making additional 

financing available for developing countries in Asia and the Pacific and for fostering 

interest in new opportunities for investment and assistance. Subsequently, statements 

supporting partnerships were included in ADB’s Operations Manual on cofinancing and 

partnerships (1995 and onwards), Financing Partnership Strategy (2006), Results 

Framework (2008), Strategy 2020 (2008), and the Finance++ approach (2013). 

Continued and strengthened engagement in partnerships will surely be an essential 

component of ADB’s Strategy 2030, set to be delivered by the end of 2016.  

 

ADB does not have a single definition of partnerships. For the purpose of this 

evaluation, partnership is defined as a dynamic relationship among diverse actors 

based on mutually agreed objectives. It is pursued through a shared understanding of 

the most rational division of labor, guided by the comparative advantages of each 

partner. Mutuality and organizational identity are distinctive characteristics that 

differentiate partnerships from other interorganizational relations (e.g., fee-for-service 

contracts). Mutuality means horizontal coordination and accountability among partners 

and equality in decision-making. Organizational identity refers to the ability of each 

partner to maintain its core values and constituencies over time. 

 

TYPES OF PARTNERSHIPS 

 

The evaluation focuses on the three main types of partnerships that ADB is engaged in: 

(i) interagency coordination partnerships, (ii) knowledge partnerships, and (iii) 

financing partnerships. Interagency coordination partnerships involve a strategic, high-

level relationship with development partners and help ADB to implement its corporate 

strategy. They seek to promote broad-based cooperation among development partners. 

Knowledge partnerships are established for operational cooperation and/or 

harmonization, mainly for knowledge generation or sharing in a specific sector or 

theme. Financing partnerships combine the financial resources of partners to support 

development efforts and create cofinancing opportunities. Financing partnerships can 

be project-specific (i.e., funds come directly from the financing partners) but can also 
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include mobilizing and administering funds for sectors or themes under trust funds and 

financing partnership facilities (FPFs).  

 

Quantitatively, ADB has responded to the challenge of establishing partnerships by 

establishing a more diverse group of partners. ADB departments and offices reported 

having established 422 partnerships from 2000 to mid-2015. Of these, 287 (or 68%) 

are formal, governed by a memorandum of understanding (MOU), letter of intent, 

financing agreement, or other documented agreements. Knowledge partnerships 

comprise the majority (62%) of all ADB partnerships. Financing partnerships account 

for 21%, and interagency coordination partnerships for 17%. 

 

Of the 305 partnerships whose inception dates are known, 179 were established after 

the adoption of Strategy 2020, confirming that ADB has taken the goal to rely more on 

partnerships in achieving development effectiveness seriously. The largest number of 

new arrangements are knowledge partnerships, which doubled from 56 before 2009 to 

112 for the period 2009‒mid 2015. The fastest growth, however, is in interagency 

coordination partnerships (from 16 to 38 over the same period).   

 

THE EFFECTIVENESS OF PARTNERSHIPS 

 

Partnerships are reported to be generally effective. A self-assessment by ADB 

departments and offices indicates that ADB regards three-quarters of all partnerships as 

mostly or completely achieving their objectives: 75% of interagency coordination 

partnerships, 73% of knowledge partnerships, and 80% of financing partnerships. Case 

studies confirm the usefulness, strength, and effectiveness of many interagency 

cooperation partnerships. Project-specific cofinancing has a high success rate, while the 

success of knowledge partnerships is more variable. 

 

Formal partnerships are more often deemed effective (82%) than informal ones (63%). 

Statistical regression results show that, in general, the formal nature of a partnership 

has a significant positive influence on the probability of its effectiveness, controlling for 

other factors affecting effectiveness or success (e.g., country conditions, ADB 

performance, or borrower performance). It is likely that formalization leads to stronger 

interaction and monitoring, and that this may have a positive effect on agreements 

being carried through. Formalization is associated with a higher likelihood of a results 

framework being prepared, more regular progress reporting, and a greater likelihood 

of evaluation of the partnership taking place at some point. 

 

In the case of interagency coordination partnerships, however, complementarity in the 

strengths and purposes of the respective partners, and contingent factors such as shifts 

in bilateral aid policies, appear to matter as much as the formality of agreements. Case 

studies conducted by this evaluation found concrete examples of strong cooperation 

arising from such complementarity or expediency. The expiration of formal MOUs does 

not diminish the strength of these partnerships in practice (Chapter 3).  

 

This evaluation found that where partnerships allow players to capitalize on synergies 

and coordination and to minimize overlaps there are positive results. In ADB’s 

interagency coordination partnerships, emerging evidence points to gains from 

aligning interests and tapping into partner strengths. Development partners generally 

seek out ADB for its links with policy makers, strong connection to the region, and 

project preparation and implementation experience. Case studies show that 

partnerships with ADB boost policy dialogue and provide complementary expertise in 

addressing social and environmental dimensions and safeguard requirements. ADB 
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offers project supervision services when the partner does not have in-country field 

presence, enabling the partner to meet its development commitments. A special form 

of partnership involving in-country donor coordination mechanisms allows partners to 

forge a common stand on policy and implementation issues, as seen in Bangladesh and 

Viet Nam. A group of development partners working together has a stronger voice with 

the government, particularly in promoting reforms. When such mechanisms are 

effective, they facilitate better results. However, in certain cases (as was seen in the 

Solomon Islands), governments may not have a single focal point for multilateral and 

bilateral donors. In addition, the absence of full-time international staff from ADB in a 

representative office can be a constraint on close partner interaction. 

 

Evaluations by bilateral partners of their relationship with ADB generally resonate with 

the findings of this evaluation that partners value ADB for its technical expertise and 

good working relationships with Asian governments.  

 

ADB’s experience in knowledge partnerships for sector and thematic work has been 

more problematic. At one point, ADB used technical assistance to support long-term 

relationships with Asian “knowledge hubs.” While the knowledge hubs created in 2005 

produced outputs, the amount of funding involved was modest (about $150,000 per 

center) and was too small to influence the centers’ activities significantly. Links with 

ADB’s specialists and research needs were tenuous; and the criteria for selecting the 

centers and defining their work programs were ambiguous. A 2012 evaluation by the 

Independent Evaluation Department found that the regional knowledge hubs, except 

for one urban hub in Shanghai, had not been successful in sharing good practices 

within the People’s Republic of China and other countries. Sector and thematic groups 

are now redefining their knowledge needs and partner networks. There is an emerging 

alignment between sector and thematic groups and FPFs and other financing 

mechanisms that can support their research and development agenda.  

 

In effective knowledge partnerships, collaboration on specific initiatives has paved the 

way for a more systematic relationship that has led to joint project preparation or 

implementation, engagement of high-level persons in conferences and policy dialogue, 

completion of a series of publications or events, and, in some instances, joint financing 

of activities. ADB’s partnership with the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 

Development has contributed to evidence-based policy analysis and peer reviews. For 

ADB, the World Wide Fund for Nature’s value added lies in its technical expertise and 

experience outside the region, and its many links with the private sector. However, such 

long-term knowledge partnerships are not frequent.   

 

The participation of civil society organizations (CSOs) in ADB activities has grown in 

recent years. However, their engagement is mostly as contractors. Few knowledge 

partnerships have been formalized with them. ADB’s business processes, which require 

CSOs to be engaged as consultants, constrain their engagement as knowledge partners. 

ADB staff also found that engaging with CSOs is time-consuming and staff-intensive, 

and that sometimes CSOs lack the capacity to comply with ADB requirements. 

 

For somewhat similar reasons, partnerships with United Nations (UN)-affiliated 

agencies sometimes do not fulfill their potential. While the World Bank has a 

partnership for project design with the Food and Agriculture Organization, ADB has 

found it difficult to work out a similar arrangement because of the need for consultant 

services to be advertised. ADB’s partnership with the United Nations Educational, 

Scientific, and Cultural Organization Institute for Water Education (UNESCO-IHE) in the 

Water Financing Partnership Facility is currently hampered by the need for IHE-affiliated 
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specialists to be treated as consultants and to originate from ADB member countries, 

which UNESCO does not agree to. Some other partnerships with UN-affiliated agencies 

are functioning less than optimally. 

 

Financing partnerships have led to substantial fund mobilization in recent years. During 

2000–2014, ADB approved loans and grants amounting to $131.2 billion. Over the 

same period, ADB reported $45.4 billion of cofinancing, a total cofinancing ratio of 

31%. Official cofinancing rose from $3.6 billion during 2000–2008 to $18.5 billion 

during 2009–2014. Over the same periods, commercial cofinancing increased from 

$1.2 billion to $22.0 billion. Total cofinancing rose at a faster rate than ADB financing, 

resulting in an increase in the total cofinancing ratio from 6% in 2000–2004 to 9% in 

2005–2008, and subsequently to 50% in 2009–2014. While this ratio is still below the 

100% cofinancing target set under Strategy 2020, recent reports indicate that ADB 

considers this goal achievable.  

 

The portfolio review shows, meanwhile, that the sharp increase in cofinancing levels 

coincides with a change in the definition of cofinancing in ADB and with the expansion 

in trade finance transactions since 2009. For official cofinancing, ADB expanded the 

definition from project cofinancing at least partially administered by ADB to include 

parallel project components under collaborative cofinancing agreements where ADB 

provides no administration services (2010), and later to policy-based operations (2012).  

 

For commercial cofinancing, ADB has broadened the definition to include (i) the non-

ADB guaranteed portion of guarantees and ADB guaranteed commercial loans (2010); 

(ii) third-party debt coguaranteed by coguarantors; (iii) unfunded risk participation and 

reinsurance (2012); (iv) the portion of trade transactions under ADB’s trade finance 

program not guaranteed by ADB and/or reinsured (2012) and, more recently (2014); (v) 

B-loans; (vi) third-party parallel debt in transactions that have ADB direct equity 

participation; and (vii) third-party equity in private equity funds where ADB takes on 

the role of a limited partner and in transactions where ADB invests in direct equity. 

 

ADB did not systematically collect information on collaborative cofinancing with 

documentation before 2010. It is therefore difficult to determine the extent to which 

the recent growth trend is a result of changing definitions. However, some assumptions 

can be made and it appears that there has been good growth in cofinancing since 

2008 when the target was set, in both full and partial administration cofinancing and 

especially in  documented collaborative cofinancing. The latter is now responsible for 

81% of all official cofinancing. ADB staff seem to have made more efforts to define and 

document collaborative cofinancing agreements. A lot of the collaborative cofinancing 

does not mobilize additional resources but facilitates coordination, and ultimately 

better project results. 

 

In commercial cofinancing, ADB has included the cofinancing arising from ADB’s Trade 

Finance Program, although this is debatable. In Independent Evaluation Department’s 

(IED) view, it would be good to separate this type of cofinancing from other forms of 

commercial cofinancing, as it is quite unique. Trade finance accounted for 54% of ADB 

commercial cofinancing in 2009–2015, compared with 6% in 2007. ADB ramped up the 

Trade Finance Program exposure from $150 million a year before 2009 to $1 billion, of 

which on average less than half was utilized up to 2013. Theoretically, with a modest 

increase in trade finance utilization, ADB could easily meet the Strategy 2020 

cofinancing target. 
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ADB’s core sector operations (transport, energy, education, water and other urban 

infrastructure and services, finance, and multisector) attracted the bulk of official 

cofinancing (88%). Noncore operations (agriculture and natural resources, health and 

social protection, industry and trade, and public sector management) accounted for 

12%. While the cofinancing ratio of noncore operations has grown modestly from an 

already high 36% in 2000–2008 to 41% in 2009–2014, that of core sector operations 

grew from a low 16% to a high 56%. This indicates that Strategy 2020’s attempt to 

compensate for the lower priority of noncore operations by asking ADB operations to 

aim for more cofinancing in these noncore sectors has been only partially achieved, 

probably because of a lack of critical mass in staff and operations in these sectors. 

Setting partnership targets for noncore operations may need a special approach. 

 

IED’s interviews with ADB staff confirmed that awareness of the need to meet the 

ambitious cofinancing target was widespread. In discussions with departments dealing 

with partnerships, there was strong ownership, and the target was seen to have had a 

positive impact on ADB by increasing the size of development projects offered to 

countries beyond what could be achieved by ADB financing on its own. The target was 

pushing ADB toward greater openness with other partners and toward more 

innovation in cofinancing instruments (including for commercial operations) in an 

environment of growing demand in the region for project financing in all sectors.  

 

The merger of ADB’s non-concessional and concessional (Asian Development Fund) 

finance balance sheets in 2017 is expected to lead to at least a 40% growth in ADB’s 

financing. ADB staff have expressed concern that this will also effectively raise the bar 

on the volume of cofinancing to be mobilized. Hence, achieving the cofinancing target 

in the future will become an even greater challenge than it already is.   

 

Interviews with project officers based in operational departments found them not 

enthusiastic about the cofinancing target. While some officers remain committed to 

going the extra mile to seek cofinancing to improve the service they offer to clients, 

there were also reports of difficulties in mobilization and complexities in administration, 

reporting, and partner relations management. One particular internal procedural issue 

mentioned by almost all operational staff was the perceived lack of distribution of 

administrative fees from cofinancing and trust fund operations to the teams managing 

the required activities. ADB began addressing this in 2015. Since ADB’s achievement of 

the cofinancing target depends heavily on the efforts of individual project officers to 

mobilize cofinancing at the project level, it is important for Management to align 

incentives appropriately. 

 

Cofinanced projects tend to be more successful than non-cofinanced projects. The 

evaluation found that over 2000–2014 about 81% of all cofinanced projects were 

successful in IED reports, compared with 67% for non-cofinanced projects, despite the 

operational challenges associated with cofinanced projects. Regression analysis shows 

that cofinancing of projects does have a positive correlation with project success at 90% 

confidence. Cofinanced projects rated significantly higher in terms of relevance (99%) 

than non-cofinanced projects (84%). They also rated significantly higher in effectiveness 

(87%) than non-cofinanced projects (67%). (The same was not true for efficiency and 

sustainability.) Discussions with partners lead to the conclusion that often the extra due 

diligence and quality control required in cofinanced projects have paid off in terms of 

better project design and implementation, compensating for the longer 

implementation periods that tend to characterize cofinanced projects, and leading to 

better results. The possibility that better designed or higher profile project proposals 

are more frequently selected by partners for cofinancing cannot be discounted.  
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Partnerships face challenges. Some factors have hampered the efficiency of 

partnerships. Partners reported relatively cumbersome and inflexible ADB procedures, 

insufficient staff resources assigned to project supervision, and lack of harmonization 

of ADB procedures with partners’ procurement and disbursement procedures. Some 

noted inadequate reporting of project results and a lack of recognition of the partner’s 

contribution to such projects. ADB’s accounting system was criticized for being 

outdated, resulting in delayed and insufficient reporting on joint projects.  

 

ADB’S MANAGEMENT OF PARTNERSHIPS 

 

ADB’s organizational structure for partnerships has developed organically, rather than 

by design, into a fragmented model. Five regional departments and seven other 

department and offices are responsible for partnerships:  

 

(i) the Strategy and Policy Department (SPD) oversees interagency coordination 

relations; 

(ii) the Office of Cofinancing Operations (OCO) acts as the focal point for policy 

formulation and promotion of official cofinancing and manages several single-

partner trust funds;  

(iii) the Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department (SDCC) 

promotes knowledge partnerships with global and regional institutions (e.g., 

CSOs) and manages several trust funds and FPFs; 

(iv) five regional departments identify cofinancing opportunities, and design and 

implement cofinanced projects; 

(v) the Economic Research and Regional Cooperation Department identifies 

knowledge partnership opportunities; 

(vi) the Controller’s Department manages the disbursement of funds;  

(vii) the Budget, Personnel, and Management Systems Department oversees the 

implementation of the staff secondment program; and  

(viii) the Private Sector Operations Department is the focal point for commercial 

cofinancing operations.  

 

The arrangements have worked in the past, but have also led to overlapping functions 

and some duplication of effort for partner relations management for trust funds and 

FPFs, particularly among SPD, OCO, and SDCC. By comparison, the World Bank and 

Inter-American Development Bank have more centralized structures for partnerships, 

directly under the Vice President for Development Finance at the World Bank and under 

the President at the Inter-American Development Bank.  

 

ADB’s financial reporting system is not yet integrated. Currently, fund contributions 

and disbursements reside in different systems, and the detailed information requested 

by cofinancing partners requires manual processing, which makes analysis and 

reporting time-consuming and difficult. Another issue relates to service charges for 

services performed in project cofinancing. While ADB charges a fee for performing 

administration services (receiving and administering funds from other donors), it does 

not recover costs for the project-related services that it performs under collaborative 

cofinancing, e.g., those related to safeguard issues.  

 

ADB’s procurement arrangements for knowledge partnerships are outdated and do not 

always follow the definition of partnerships adhered to in this report, which attaches 

crucial importance to mutuality in the relations and respect for organizational identity. 

ADB project completion reports do not currently require an assessment of a partner’s 

contribution (in terms of financial resources or technical inputs or expertise) in 
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cofinanced projects. As a consequence, lessons that could strengthen ADB’s capacity 

and improve project design and implementation are not identified and disseminated. 

 

Since 2015, the budget department has allocated fees for trust funds and cofinancing 

work through a dedicated cost center in each operational department. Departments 

receive a notional 35% allocation of cofinancing administration fees. This can be seen 

as a first step in improving the previous practice of incorporating any administration 

income under the general budget. The increased allocation can be used to fund staff 

consultants or travel budgets to support the more labor-intensive nature of 

coordinated operations. ADB could also benefit more from partnerships by making 

strategic use of the professional development and human resource potential of staff 

seconded to partners and from partners to ADB.  

 

CHANGING CONTEXT 

 

The changing development cooperation terrain and the emergence of new players will 

shape ADB’s future partnerships. The development financing landscape has become 

more varied, with the establishment of the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank and 

the BRICS New Development Bank, and with an expansion in the activities of the 

Eurasian Development Bank and the recapitalization by the United Kingdom of the 

Commonwealth Development Corporation.  

 

High-income countries are likely to reorient their constrained official development 

assistance (ODA) toward low-income economies, especially in Africa. Several countries 

that are sources of ODA have realigned their approach to foster a stronger synergy 

between ODA and promoting domestic commercial interests. Since trade potential is 

larger with middle-income countries, this may create new opportunities for Asia.  

 

The Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) go beyond elimination of poverty and aim 

to reduce vulnerability and inequality and promote employment and prosperity. They 

aim to ensure well-being at all ages and access to affordable and sustainable energy 

and finance. They promote sustainable agriculture and protection of ecosystems and 

urge urgent action to combat climate change and its impacts. Several ADB priorities 

feature prominently among the SDGs: sustainable cities, clean water and sanitation, 

affordable and clean energy, response to climate change, and environmental 

preservation. ADB can be a credible partner in the pursuit of SDGs in the region. 

 

The evolving role of the private sector implies that ADB can engage large companies in 

partnerships that go beyond nonsovereign support of private for-profit investment and 

the role of companies as implementing contractors in sovereign projects. Large 

companies are increasingly being held accountable by the public for respecting social, 

environmental, and governance standards. CSOs are using this trend to influence 

private sector behavior, shifting the civil society-business relationship toward 

constructive engagement.  

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

ADB should make changes to its approach and structure in order to make its 

partnerships more effective, manage its partnerships more efficiently internally, and 

prepare for the new development landscape in which partnerships will feature even 

more prominently than at present. ADB must enhance its corporate approach to 

partnerships, engaging in outreach and marketing activities and combining these with 

knowledge and finance. ADB’s Strategy 2030, to be finalized in 2016, will provide 



xvi Effectiveness of ADB Partnerships 

 

excellent opportunities for prioritizing partnerships of various kinds, and renewing 

ADB’s commitments to acting in partnership.  

 

Operationalize interagency coordination partnerships as much as possible and exploit 

complementarities. Such partnerships should capitalize on complementarities in 

organizational mandates and strengths. ADB’s most important coordination 

partnerships will gain from having clear results frameworks and commitments on 

reporting at certain intervals. Interagency coordination partnerships should address 

new challenges posed by the Sustainable Development Goals and vast financing needs 

as documented by the 2015 Conference on Finance for Development in Addis Ababa 

and the 2015 Paris Climate Agreement. These challenges also mean ADB should 

continue efforts to reach out selectively to new partners, in the region and globally. 

 

Improve internal alignment in ADB to foster and deepen knowledge partnerships. 

ADB’s new sector and thematic groups should be used to expand and deepen 

knowledge partnerships so ADB can transition into a knowledge bank. The ongoing 

process of aligning ADB strategic priorities, internal sector and thematic groups, 

external sources of cofinancing, and knowledge partners should be completed. There 

are good opportunities to expand partnerships with CSOs and to deepen engagement 

with Asia’s civil society. Mutuality and organizational identity principles should also be 

applied in CSO partnerships so ADB can go beyond fee-for-service relationships and tap 

into its partners’ best features. Relations with external knowledge centers should be 

based on clear and mutually shared objectives of operational relevance. Guidelines 

should be revised to (i) make it easier to mobilize the staff of CSOs and multilateral 

agencies for mutual purposes, including engaging in project and knowledge work 

without having to resort to consultant recruitment; and (ii) attract more knowledge 

experts through secondment arrangements.  

 

Recently approved reforms allowing experts from non-ADB member countries to be 

engaged as resource persons for ADB knowledge events and up to 10 days is a good 

first step toward expanding the pool of expertise and experiences for ADB events and 

initiatives. 

 

Strengthen collaboration arrangements in financing partnerships so the partners can 

make more effective contributions. ADB-supported projects that were cofinanced by 

partners have been more effective than projects without cofinancing, perhaps because 

their designs receive more scrutiny and because such projects are supervised more 

closely. Cofinanced projects also have unmeasured benefits in terms of coordinating 

investments, avoiding duplication and overlaps, and harmonizing practices and 

procedures. Arranging trust funds and project-specific cofinancing into FPFs managed 

by sector and thematic groups would strengthen them, as would adding results 

frameworks and carrying out occasional evaluations at strategic intervals. 

 

Other opportunities lie in  

 

(i) completing the alignment of trust funds and FPFs now managed by different 

departments;  

(ii) agreeing with the financing partners to delegate approval of individual funding 

proposals to ADB in those trust funds where approval of some investments has 

not yet been left to ADB, within a framework agreed with funders, to avoid 

delays resulting from approval by other funders;  

(iii) improving the division of quality control and supervision functions among the 

partners; and 
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(iv) phasing out single-partner trust funds as much as possible, encouraging 

partners to contribute instead to ADB-established FPFs, aligned with ADB’s 

strategic priorities.  

 

Further opportunities lie in tapping into sources of reimbursable ODA, joining forces 

with emerging development finance institutions, developing projects to be spun off to 

other organizations, and pursuing with vigor global fund resources that are relevant to 

ADB’s work. In particular, private sector sources can be a significant source of expertise 

and possibly funding to support the achievement of ADB’s cofinancing objectives. 

 

Improve the efficiency of ADB’s internal management of partnerships by a number of 

measures. ADB’s internal management of partnerships and cofinancing could be 

improved by 

 

(i) simplifying approval processes for trust fund investments and making them 

more uniform;  

(ii) expediting completion of the donor fund management system and introducing 

an integrated financial reporting system on trust funds; 

(iii) exploring various cost recovery options for services performed under 

collaborative cofinancing, as part of ADB’s current review of the service charges 

policy; 

(iv) improving communication among the main actors within ADB;  

(v) making an assessment of the performance of partners in technical assistance 

and project completion reports mandatory, to improve accountability and 

learning; and  

(vi) providing more support and giving more incentives to project team leaders 

who design and administer cofinanced projects.  

 

ADB should retain the useful corporate target in Strategy 2020 on expanding 

partnerships and cofinancing but should also specify targets and commitments for 

different types of partnerships and cofinancing. Commercial cofinancing needs its own 

targets, and trade finance cofinancing targets need to be separated from commercial 

cofinancing targets. ADB needs to acknowledge that its enlarged financing capacity in 

the near future will increase the level of effort needed to fulfill the target in Strategy 

2020. More realistic interim targets, focusing on specific types of ADB operations and 

sources of cofinancing, could be set, while retaining the Strategy 2020 goal of 

cofinancing at least matching ADB’s financing as an aspirational target.  

 

Management should consider the recommendations on internal coordination and 

realignment of functions in this report as a way of ensuring a more coherent approach 

to its partnerships and of streamlining and improving the management of partnerships. 

One option would be to expand OCO, possibly even into a full department with the 

main functional responsibilities for partnerships at ADB, and for the management of all 

trust funds, except for the commercial cofinancing funds under PSOD. A second option 

would be to merge OCO’s donor management and resource mobilization function with 

SPD, directly reporting to the President, and transfer OCO’s trust fund management 

function for its trust funds to SDCC. The two main options are discussed more fully in 

Chapter 6.  
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On 7 March 2016, the Director General, Independent Evaluation Department, received 

the following response from the Managing Director General on behalf of the 

Management: 

 

I. General Comments 

 

We welcome the Thematic Evaluation Study (TES) on the Effectiveness of Asian 

Development Bank Partnerships. As the TES highlights, the Asian Development Bank 

(ADB) has recognized the importance of engaging in development partnerships since its 

establishment. The TES will provide valuable input for the preparation of the new 

corporate strategy. 

 

Scope and Methodology. The TES focuses primarily on (i) interagency coordination 

partnerships, (ii) knowledge partnerships, and (iii) financing partnerships. Other types 

of partnerships, such as commercial cofinancing and project-specific official 

cofinancing arrangements, are minimally discussed. Excluding these important 

elements limits comprehensive analysis and recommendations. Disaggregating 

experience by region, especially with respect to knowledge generation and cofinancing 

partnerships, could have provided additional insights. 

 

II. Response to Recommendations 

 

Recommendation 1. Operationalize interagency coordination partnerships as much as 

possible and exploit complementarities. Management partly agrees. The only part of 

the recommendation we have an issue with is on results frameworks for coordination 

partnerships, which may not be feasible with many partners. Monitoring a large 

number of Memorandums of Understanding (MoU), each with separate results 

framework and indicators, in addition to ADB’s own internal result frameworks and 

indicators, could lead to inefficiencies. Fewer but better resourced MoUs may be the 

way forward, selected on the basis of relevance and complementarities in relation to 

corporate mandates. The remainder of the recommendation is acceptable and is being 

addressed. To help developing member countries face challenges posed by the 

sustainable development goals and vast financing needs, ADB has already renewed 

longstanding partnerships with the United Nations Development Programme and 

United Nations Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific. These 

partnerships include shared arrangements to monitor and track progress. ADB is also 

coordinating informally with other multilateral development banks and the 

International Monetary Fund on Financing for Development issues.  

 

Recommendation 2. Improve internal alignment in ADB to foster and deepen 

knowledge partnerships. Management agrees. Several reforms are under way. The new 

sector and thematic groups are already mandated to expand and deepen knowledge 

partnerships, as recommended by the TES. With regard to revising guidelines to deepen 

partnerships with civil society organizations and external knowledge centers, more 

specific suggestions on how to address this (beyond what ADB is doing now) would 

have been helpful. ADB’s present Project Administration Instructions offer flexibility. 
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Broader procurement reforms have commenced, and will streamline guidelines further. 

ADB has a secondment program to attract experts, and guidelines for sponsor-funded 

staffing were revised in 2014. Efforts to further encourage secondment will continue, 

with consideration to budgetary implications and departmental needs.   

 

Recommendation 3. Strengthen collaboration arrangements in financing partnerships 

so the partners can make more effective contributions. Management partly agrees. The 

TES recommends arrangements to strengthen collaboration in financing partnerships 

that need to be further explored. Overall, we agree that stronger collaboration is 

needed and improvements will be undertaken in discussion with financing partners. 

The only sub-recommendation that is not acceptable is to phase out single partner 

trust funds. This may reduce donors' incentives to make project-specific contributions. 

Also, although it is plausible that cofinanced projects receive more scrutiny and 

supervision, more in-depth analysis is required to conclude that this leads to greater 

effectiveness compared to projects without cofinancing.  

 

Recommendation 4. Improve the efficiency of ADB’s internal management of 

partnerships by a number of measures. Management agrees. Most of the sub-

recommendations are already being addressed. 

 

a. Work is under way on ‘simplifying approval processes for trust fund 

investments’ [page xviii (i)], and ‘exploring various cost recovery 

options performed under collaborative cofinancing’ [page xviii (iii)] as 

part of the Management of ADB Trust Funds and Global Funds Action 

Plan launched in 2014. The ‘donor fund management system’ [page 

xviii (ii)] is under development. 

 

b. ‘Making an assessment of the performance of partners in technical 

assistance and project completion reports mandatory’ [page xviii (v)] 

can be considered. The technical assistance completion report template 

is currently under review to make such reports more informative. 

Likewise, ‘giving more incentives to project team leaders who design 

and administer cofinanced projects’ [page xviii (vi)] can be further 

addressed through annual performance reviews.   

 

c. The Private Sector Operations Department already has separate internal 

targets for commercial cofinancing (excluding trade finance), and for 

commercial cofinancing generated through the Trade Finance Program. 

Trade finance cofinancing is also shown as a separate line item (under 

commercial cofinancing) in ADB's Statement of Operations and Annual 

Report for transparency purposes. Management recognizes that ADB’s 

enlarged financing capacity will increase the effort needed to meet 

Strategy 2020 cofinancing target. ADB will reassess the cofinancing 

target during the preparation of Strategy 2030, and the new Corporate 

Results Framework.  

 

d. The TES presents two interesting options for organizational 

restructuring. It is unclear whether these options would be more 

efficient in comparison to further improving current practices and 

streamlining processes. These options need a more detailed assessment 

than is presented in the TES—including on human and financial 

resource requirements.  



 

Chair’s Summary: 

Development Effectiveness 

Committee 
 

 

 

 

The Development Effectiveness Committee (DEC) considered the Independent 

Evaluation Department (IED) report, Thematic Evaluation Study: Effectiveness of Asian 

Development Bank (ADB) partnerships (IN.43-16) on 14 March 2016. The following is 

the Chair’s Summary of the Committee discussion: 

 

The DEC discussed IED’s study on the effectiveness of ADB’s partnerships which 

recommended that ADB: (i) operationalize interagency coordination partnerships to the 

extent possible and maximize complementarities, (ii) improve internal alignment to 

foster and deepen knowledge partnerships, (iii) strengthen collaboration arrangements 

in financing partnerships so the cofinancers can make more effective contributions, and 

(iv) improve the efficiency of its internal management of partnerships and cofinancing. 

Management agreed with the first recommendation but added that given resources 

constraints, fewer but better resourced Memorandums of Understanding (MOUs) may 

be the way forward selected on the basis of corporate relevance and joint outputs. 

Management also cautioned against the proliferation of results framework which could 

lead to inconsistencies and confusion. Management also generally agreed with the 

second recommendation as it was already implementing several reforms in the area of 

knowledge partnerships, including in procurement guidelines. Management only 

partially agreed to the third recommendation on the ground that a 

subrecommendation to phase out single partner trust funds was not acceptable. Other 

aspects were agreed to. With regard to the fourth recommendation, Management 

agreed, stating that most of the subrecommendations were already addressed. It said 

the options presented on organizational restructuring were interesting but they needed 

a more detailed assessment than presented in the report—including on human and 

financial resource requirements. IED for its part responded that recommendation 1 only 

pertained to results frameworks for the most important coordination partnerships. It 

proposed phasing out single country trust funds only ‘as much as possible’, and 

encouraging partners to contribute instead to financing partnership frameworks 

aligned with ADB’s priorities. 

 

Quality of ADB partnerships. While the report showed that ADB partnerships have been 

steadily increasing in recent years, DEC members emphasized that the quality of the 

partnerships is just as important. Some DEC members suggested that ADB needs to be 

selective when reaching out to new partners as there is also a risk of having more 

partnerships that ADB can actually handle. Majority of the DEC members further 

request that Management provide a clear policy direction and targets to each 

department in regard to the partnerships they enter into. A majority of the DEC 

members recommended further study on 25% of the partnerships deemed unsuccessful 

so ADB can learn from lessons derived. Some DEC members observed the 

Headquarters-centric approach to partnerships, raising the potential for resident 
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missions to be more involved in developing partnerships. Alternatively, a DEC member 

proposed an exchange program between ADB and public and private sectors to 

support the developmental objectives of ADB. DEC members also inquired on the 

modality of partnership that would be ideal between ADB and the Asian Infrastructure 

Investment Bank.   

 

Management responded that it would not be feasible to limit partnerships but that it 

will seek to prioritize those which have greater value addition to ADB. With regard to 

reaching out to new partners, Management reiterated that they have been proactively 

seeking out new partnerships, for instance ADB is the first multilateral development 

bank to be fully accredited to access financing from the Green Climate Fund. In 

response to the Headquarters-centric partnership process, Management also 

mentioned that the midterm review supported a decentralized approach to increase 

cofinancing. Management also realized the need to have more resources at the resident 

missions to enable dialogue with development partners on a regular basis. With regard 

to the exchange program, Management mentioned fundamental constraints to this 

such as lack of budget and the lack of job security upon return to the Headquarters. 

 

Cofinancing. DEC members also pointed out the need to revisit the way ADB sets its 

targets and objectives as cofinancing is competing with ADB’s volume targets to some 

extent. Specifically, DEC members raised the risk of cofinancing partnerships crowding 

each other out if there is a target for volume but no clear target with cofinancing. 

Some DEC members pointed out that the study did not include a discussion on 

commercial cofinancing which is critical for ADB to achieve its cofinancing target of 

100% by 2020. IED responded that it had prepared a separate study on Trade Finance 

Program, and was preparing other studies on the private sector that would include an 

assessment in this area. Some DEC members also requested for a table on the success 

rate of cofinancing disaggregated by countries as ADB just agreed with Eurasian 

Development Bank on cofinancing $1 Billion in Central Asia (IED responded it could 

supply this). DEC members also suggested a table illustrating the volume and size of 

funds by modality. DEC members observed that ADB seems to have changed its 

definition of cofinancing and inquired about the reason behind this. On the finding 

that cofinanced projects are deemed more effective and produce better results, some 

DEC members were asking for its validation and more in-depth analysis. 

 

On reorganization. DEC members agreed that there has to be an assessment of the 

organizational structure of various departments engaged in partnerships but differed in 

views as to whether changing the current structure would yield better results. Some 

DEC members requested for the basis and justification for the two reorganization 

options provided in the IED report. Other DEC members agreed that the Sustainable 

Devlopment and Climate Change Department should remain in the forefront of 

knowledge partnerships. Some DEC members agreed it has to be strengthened by 

taking out certain functions. DEC members also discussed the option of leaving things 

as they are but with better communication. DEC members also requested for clearer 

and more concrete ways to improve incentives for encouraging knowledge partnerships 

other than performance assessments as there is currently no mechanism for this. 

Management is willing to look into the organizational structure but is requesting for a 

better assessment of what is the core problem.   

 

On client-friendliness. DEC members acknowledged that the private sector guidelines 

are currently being revisited with respect to cofinancing but stressed that ADB also has 

to consider operational plans. One DEC member suggested discussing the private sector 

guidelines in an Informal Board Seminar to resolve any remaining issues. Some DEC 
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members also emphasized that if ADB wants to get more contributions, ADB needs to 

respect the donors’ agenda and constraints and not to negotiate hard to get approval 

delegation.   

 

Phasing out of single donor trust funds. DEC members have mixed views on the IED 

recommendation to integrate/phase out single donor trust funds. Some DEC members 

advised that there should be a clear limit and link with the strategy while others 

suggested simplifying the process rather than phasing out. Those not in favor of 

phasing out mentioned that doing so would only lead to losing opportunities to obtain 

contributions from such partners. Management does not agree with phasing out the 

single party funds saying that it should be done only in situations where it is 

appropriate to do so. IED drew attention to the actual formulation of this 

subrecommendation, which states that phasing out single partner trust funds could 

provide opportunities for more effective contributions, when encouraging partners to 

contribute instead to ADB-established financing partnership funds, aligned with ADB’s 

strategic priorities. 

 

On improving internal alignment to foster and deepen knowledge partnerships. DEC 

members inquired if the procurement process could be simplified to enable ADB to 

effectively leverage knowledge partnerships. Management responded that the midterm 

review has identified simplified bidding procedures and contracts and other related 

measures.  

 

On improving internal management of partnerships. DEC members requested for more 

clarification on cost recovery for full or partial administration of project funds from 

partners. Management shared that the fee policy will be up for review by the Board in 

May 2016. Management reiterated the attendant burden of portfolio management and 

donors’ reporting requirements as ADB looks to increase cofinancing. Management 

shared that ADB should have the information technology structure that can carry the 

increase in volume. As such, a donor fund management system is being developed to 

address a lot of the user-friendliness comments received from donors. 

 

 

 





 

CHAPTER 1 

Introduction 

 

 

 

 

1. Since its establishment in 1966, the Asian Development Bank (ADB) has 

recognized the importance of engaging in partnerships with other development 

institutions. Article 2(v) of the Agreement Establishing the Asian Development Bank 

(ADB Charter)
1

 provides that one of the functions of ADB is “to cooperate, in such 

manner as the Bank may deem appropriate, within the terms of this Agreement, with 

the United Nations, its organs and subsidiary bodies … and with public international 

organizations and other international institutions, as well as national entities whether 

public or private, which are concerned with the investment of development funds in 

the region, and to interest such institutions and entities in new opportunities for 

investment and assistance.”  

 

2. Subsequent ADB policy and strategy documents reaffirm the need to engage in 

partnerships to achieve its development objectives. ADB’s Operations Manual (OM) 

operationalizes its policy on partnerships, describes various categories, and specifies 

operational procedures. It has four subsections:
2

  

 

(i) financing partnerships  

(ii) Japan Fund for Poverty Reduction (JFPR) 

(iii) cooperation arrangements for development partnership 

(iv) promotion of cooperation with nongovernment organizations (NGOs).  

 

3. The provisions on financing partnerships emphasize that partnerships add value 

to ADB’s clients by leveraging financing and expertise for investment and development. 

At the institutional level, they involve arrangements for trust funds, framework 

agreements, and financing partnership facilities (FPFs). At the transaction level, they are 

carried out through cofinancing arrangements for project-specific initiatives.
3

  

 

4. The provisions on cooperation arrangements for development partnerships 

consider partnerships with a diverse range of institutions to be a core element of ADB’s 

business model while those on cooperation with NGOs support an expanded program 

involving NGOs in ADB’s member countries. The subsection on the JFPR supports 

project and technical assistance (TA) grants to strengthen the capacity of partners and 

stimulate stakeholder participation at the community level.  

 

                                                
1
   ADB. 1965. Agreement Establishing the Asian Development Bank. Manila. 

2
  ADB. 2014. Financing Partnerships. OM Section E1/BP. Manila; ADB. 2011. Japan Fund for Poverty 

Reduction. OM Section E2/BP. Manila; ADB. 2009. Cooperation Arrangements for Development 

Partnership. OM. Section E3/BP. Manila; and ADB. 2003. Promotion of Cooperation with Nongovernment 

Organizations. OM E4/BP. Manila.  

3
  Cofinancing refers to any transaction-specific arrangement under which funds or risk-sharing capacity 

provided by a third party (other than entities using the budgetary resources of the host country, or the 

project sponsors) are associated with ADB funds, guarantees, or other financial instruments.   
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5. The OM provisions are based on a number of strategy documents, notably 

ADB’s 2006 Financing Partnership Strategy.
4

 It was formulated to help ADB focus on 

value-added financing solutions, including through commercial resource mobilization. 

It shifted the role of cofinancing from filling financing gaps to finding financing 

solutions and sharing resources and knowledge with others. The strategy supported 

ADB’s shift to results-oriented financing partnerships and aimed to reduce transaction 

costs. For the first time, it set a target for the growth of direct value-added (DVA)
 5

 

financing partnership commitments to exceed that of ADB’s financing.   

 

6. Strategy 2020. Published in 2008, this strategy
 6

 saw partnerships as a driver of 

change to realize ADB’s vision of a poverty-free Asia and the Pacific region. It regarded 

partnerships as crucial for improving development effectiveness, scaling up operations 

in a resource-constrained environment, coordinating and harmonizing development 

support with development partners, and tapping into knowledge from other 

institutions in areas where ADB is short of experience and capacity. 

   

7. The partnership agenda under Strategy 2020 aimed to increase resource flows, 

assist with trade facilitation, disseminate new technology, and enrich networking 

expertise for the benefit of increased development effectiveness. It encouraged ADB to 

make partnerships a central form of ADB engagement in planning, financing, and 

operations. The objectives were: (i) to increase ADB’s cofinanced lending at a faster rate 

than its stand-alone financing operations, with a long-term objective of having total 

annual direct cofinancing exceed the value of ADB’s stand-alone project financing; (ii) 

to boost knowledge sharing and exchange of ideas by expanding networking between 

ADB and its development partners; and (iii) to place greater reliance on partnerships in 

noncore areas such as agriculture, health, and disaster risk management.  

 

8. ADB’s results framework. ADB adopted a corporate results framework in 2008 

to set intermediate targets for Strategy 2020 and provide incentives for their 

achievement.
7

 Targets on partnerships were set for 2012 and 2016. The 2016 targets 

were: (i) an increase in the proportion of DVA-cofinancing relative to ADB loans and 

grants approved annually to 70% in 2016 (the baseline in 2007 was 10% and the first 

intermediate target set for 2012 was 20%), and (ii) public sector projects with NGO 

and/or civil society organization (CSO) participation reached 98% in 2016 (the baseline 

in 2007 was 78% and a minimum 90% CSO participation was set in 2012). 

 

9. Finance++. ADB’s 2013 Finance++ approach highlighted partnerships once 

more.
8
 It aimed to leverage financing with high-quality knowledge and strategic 

partnerships to maximize and accelerate development effectiveness. 

 

10. Midterm review (MTR) of Strategy 2020. The MTR found that partnerships 

(including cofinancing) had become more important but that they had not expanded in 

noncore areas of operations as envisioned under Strategy 2020. Partners continued to 

seek collaboration with ADB primarily in its core operational areas, which have more 

                                                
4
   ADB. 2006. ADB’s Financing Partnership Strategy. Manila. 

5
  Direct value-added cofinancing refers to any transaction-specific arrangement under which funds or risk-

sharing capacity provided by a third party is associated with ADB funds, guarantees, or other financial 

instruments. These arrangements involve coordination and formal agreements among financing partners 

that bring about defined client benefits. 

6
  ADB. 2008. Strategy 2020. The Asian Development Bank’s Long-Term Strategic Framework for 2008–2020. 

Manila.  

7
   ADB. 2008. ADB Results Framework. Manila. 

8
   ADB. 2013. Knowledge Management and Directions Action Plan 2013–2015: Supporting “Finance ++” at 

the Asian Development Bank. Manila.   
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staff assigned to them and are ADB’s perceived comparative advantage. The MTR 

concluded that ADB had become a less attractive development partner in noncore 

operational areas of Strategy 2020.
9

  

 

11. The MTR identified the expansion of financial resources through partnerships as 

one of ADB’s 10 priorities. It proposed an articulation of actions for Management to 

consider so ADB could meet its cofinancing target of 100%. The MTR action plan 

proposed a number of further measures to promote partnerships: (i) a framework with 

flexible procurement rules and financing arrangements to facilitate strategic knowledge 

partnerships with external institutions, research and academic institutions, CSOs, and 

individuals; (ii) implementation of a CSO information management system, (iii) updated 

business processes to expand involvement of CSOs in ADB work, and (iv) product 

development partnerships where partners from the private sector and civil society 

would be encouraged to provide staff on secondment to ADB (and vice versa) to 

develop and support product design.
10

 

 

A. Concept of Partnerships 

 

12. ADB does not have an agreed-upon definition of partnerships and of what 

distinguishes these from other interorganizational relationships.
11

 For the purpose of 

this evaluation, partnerships are defined according to their organizing principles. There 

are certain common features of the various relationships for partnerships that 

distinguish them from other inter-organizational relations (e.g., relations with private 

firms based on contracted work). While we draw on a review of literature on 

partnerships in international development, and particularly on the work by Jennifer 

Brinkerhoff,
 12

 we distinguish two aspects of such relations as key to true 

partnerships―mutuality and organizational identity. 

 

13. Mutuality refers to the need for horizontal coordination and accountability 

among partners (there should be no hierarchical relations), and equality in decision-

making. Organizational identity is the ability of each organization to maintain its core 

values and constituencies over time within the partnership (footnote 12). These two 

criteria distinguish partnerships from other types of interorganizational relations such 

as contractual arrangements with firms or some NGOs, which involve “purchasing the 

unique advantages of a particular organization, but incorporate little mutuality, with 

the terms of the contract determined in advance by the purchasing organization.”
13

 

 

14. A good high-level definition of partnership for this study is “a dynamic 

relationship among diverse actors based on mutually agreed objectives pursued 

through a shared understanding of the most rational division of labor based on the 

respective comparative advantages of each partner” (footnote 12). 

                                                
9
  ADB. 2014. Midterm Review of Strategy 2020: Meeting the Challenges of a Transforming Asia and Pacific. 

Manila. 

10
 ADB. 2014. Strategy 2020 Midterm Review Action Plan. Manila. 

11
 The categories that Independent Evaluation Department (IED) used for this evaluation differ from those 

proposed by the Strategy and Policy Department (SPD) during preliminary discussions held at the 

beginning of the mapping exercise done by IED. SPD suggested: (i) strategic and interagency coordination 

partnerships, (ii) sectors and drivers of change partnerships, and (iii) financing and cofinancing 

partnerships.  

12
 J. Brinkerhoff. 2002. Partnerships for International Development: Rhetoric or Results. Lynne Reinner: United 

Kingdom. 

13
 Another common relationship variation is one where mutuality is high, but over time one organization 

loses its identity. This can happen for instance to an NGO partnering with government, donors, or the 

private sector. Such relations should not be seen as true partnerships. 
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15. Types of partnerships. This evaluation has identified three major types of 

partnership that ADB engages in. These are discussed in detail in subsequent chapters: 

 

(i) Interagency coordination partnerships are strategic, high-level relationships 

with development partners to help ADB implement its corporate strategy. Such 

partnerships seek to promote broad-based cooperation in coordinating 

development approaches, investments, analytical work, project design, and 

policy dialogue.   

(ii) Knowledge partnerships are associations and networks of individuals or 

organizations with a shared goal or purpose and whose members contribute 

knowledge, experience, resources, and connections.
14

 Their purpose is to 

promote operational cooperation, collaboration, and/or harmonization, mainly 

for knowledge generation or sharing in a specific sector or theme. 

(iii) Financing partnerships combine the financial resources of partners to support 

development efforts and create cofinancing opportunities. They include 

project-specific cofinancing, as well as fund administration for sectors or 

themes under trust funds and FPFs. 

 

16. The evaluation also covers some partnerships at the country level to illustrate 

how development partners and governments synchronize their development efforts. 

The donor coordination mechanisms at the local level may themselves be regarded as 

one form of multidonor and government partnership. In addition, the study discusses 

partnerships with local CSOs as part of knowledge partnerships to examine their 

participation in policy and advocacy work, project implementation, training, 

monitoring and evaluation, and information provision.  

 

17. Partnerships are fluid and may overlap. They may begin as a strategic 

coordination partnership between ADB and a development partner to boost the 

synergy of development efforts and then be transformed into a mainly knowledge-

oriented partnership for exchanging research work, or into a financing partnership for 

mobilizing funds for development needs. Partnerships can have different purposes at 

different stages, with some more focused on the operational level than others. The 

same partners can be involved with ADB in all three types of partnerships. 

 

18. While this evaluation looks on partnerships generally positively and sees them 

as a main driver to improve development effectiveness, they can be a source of risk. 

Reputational risk is probably the most significant, whereby by associating with 

particular entities, ADB will be perceived negatively. For example, partnerships with 

private for profit organizations who may have questionable environmental, labor, or 

other practices can tarnish ADB’s image. This is why other organizations, such as the 

Interamerican Development Bank (IADB), include due diligence on potential private 

sector partners as one of the functions of its Office of Outreach and Partnership. Other 

risks include the use of scarce ADB resources to pursue collaborations that add limited 

value; and financial risk when contributions by other entities may not cover the full cost 

of activities (for example, TA operations financed by a trust fund) because of currency 

fluctuations with ADB having already signed contracts that exceed the dollar value of 

the devalued contribution. These risks are fairly small, and can be managed by defining 

the expectations in the case of collaboration, by screening partners, and by making 

provisions for exchange rate fluctuations. 

 

                                                
14

 ADB. 2011. Guidelines for Knowledge Partnerships. Manila citing Designing Knowledge Partnerships Better. 

Manila. 
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B. Overview of Partnership Management at ADB 

 

19. ADB has a decentralized structure that allows each department and office to 

use its best expertise to pursue and manage partnerships. This arrangement can lead to 

overlaps and insufficient coordination, for example in (i) exploring new partners, (ii) 

securing financial resources, (iii) managing program activities, (iv) allocating financial 

resources, (v) managing relations with development partners and financiers, and (vi) 

managing different trust funds. 

 

20. Many ADB departments and offices are engaged in the exploration of new 

partnerships, including the Economic Research and Regional Cooperation Department 

(ERCD), the Office of Cofinancing Operations (OCO), the Sustainable Development and 

Climate Change Department (SDCC), the Strategy and Policy Department (SPD), and the 

operations departments. Resident missions and representative offices also play a role.  

 

21. Similarly, managing partner relations rests with several entities in ADB. SPD is 

responsible for maintaining official interagency relations with bilateral agencies and 

some multilateral organizations. In addition, it is in charge of the high-level 

consultations with several (but not all) bilateral agencies, notably those of Australia, 

France, Japan and Republic of Korea. SDCC and ERCD engage in knowledge 

partnerships with think tanks and research institutes. SDCC also manages a number of 

FPFs with trust funds (currently 20), while ERCD manages the regional cooperation and 

integration FPF. The NGO Center at SDCC is a focal unit for liaising with NGOs.   

 

22. OCO is involved in cofinancing aspects with bilateral agencies.
15

 It is responsible 

for implementing ADB’s cofinancing policy and for managing trust funds (currently 14 

single-partner trust funds). It also guides operations departments in formalizing 

cofinanced arrangements. Designated cofinancing anchors in ADB headquarters, 

resident missions, and representative offices liaise with OCO on cofinancing. Chapter 6 

investigates ADB’s structure, systems, and resources in managing partnerships.  

 

C. Evaluation Purpose and Methodology 

 

23. Evaluation objectives. This evaluation seeks to assess the extent to which 

various types of partnerships have been effective, identify factors that contribute to the 

effectiveness of ADB’s partnerships, review efficiency issues that hamper the increase in 

the number of partnerships and their effectiveness, assess current ADB arrangements 

for managing partnerships, and offer options and recommendations for making ADB 

partnerships more effective and efficient.   

24. The key evaluation questions addressed are: 

(i) Have partnerships increased under the Financing Partnership Strategy and 

Strategy 2020? Have knowledge partnerships, in particular, increased and is 

ADB’s 2020 cofinancing target likely to be achieved? Are partnerships in 

noncore areas increasing? Is the cofinancing target a sensible one? 

(ii) How effective have the three types of partnerships been, and has their formal 

or informal nature mattered? What factors are important to the effectiveness 

of these partnerships and what can be recommended to make them more 

effective? 

                                                
15
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(iii) How effective are the donor coordination mechanisms ADB is involved in at the 

country level? 

(iv) Have cofinanced projects been more or less successful than other projects and 

what could be the reasons for any differences in performance?  

(v) Are ADB systems, policies, and processes equipped to optimize partnerships? 

Does ADB have in place appropriate institutional structures and functional 

responsibilities for partnerships? Does ADB make sufficient resources available? 

What are the options for making ADB’s management of partnerships and 

cofinancing more efficient and effective?  

(vi) What recommendations can be provided to improve the effectiveness of the 

different types of partnerships and their management by ADB, taking into 

account recent international developments in development finance?  

 

25. Evaluation method. The evaluation adopted a combination of quantitative and 

qualitative methods to assess partnerships. These encompassed a review of the relevant 

literature, a partnership mapping exercise,
16

 project portfolio analysis and statistical 

analysis, an institutional assessment, key informant interviews within ADB, 

questionnaire surveys, and case studies of selected development partners and countries.   

 

26. The mapping exercise was conducted in coordination with SPD. Forms were 

sent to all departments about the number of partnerships initiated from 2000–2014, 

based on recollection, and there was also a follow up after an internal cleaning of the 

data received, to improve consistency. As part of the exercise, ADB departments were 

requested to self-assess the extent of achievement of the objectives of each partnership 

so the evaluation could gauge their relative effectiveness. 

 

27. The evaluation team carried out a statistical analysis of the performance of 

cofinanced and non-cofinanced projects. It visited the headquarters of 10 development 

partners to carry out key informant interviews. Eight case studies were prepared for 

Agence Française de Développement (AFD), Department for International Development 

(DFID) of the United Kingdom, the Australian Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade 

(DFAT), European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD), European 

Investment Bank (EIB), International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD), Japan 

International Cooperation Agency (JICA), and the Netherlands Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs.
17

 In addition, the evaluation team visited the World Bank and the IADB as part 

of an institutional assessment. Visits were also made and case studies prepared for 

knowledge partners: the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 

(OECD) and the World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF).
18

 These case studies are in 

Appendix 1, Linked Documents A–D.  

 

28. The team made three country visits (Bangladesh, the Solomon Islands, and Viet 

Nam) to see how different types of partnership are operationalized in countries and 

how donor coordination mechanisms work.
.19

 In-country partnerships with government 

or civil society or private institutions were not focused on in the discussions. 

                                                
16

 The methodology for the mapping exercise is elaborated on in Chapter 2. 

17
 The study team selected these partners for case studies because they are among the top cofinanciers of 

loans, grants, and TA. The Asian Development Fund, although financed through grants from ADB’s 

shareholders, is not considered cofinancing by ADB and hence was not part of the evaluation. 

18
 WWF was selected following indications from SDCC that this is ADB’s most meaningful partnership with an 

NGO. OECD was selected because it consistently appears as a partner in a number of studies and 

conferences, and it is an organization that does not finance development activities, hence the focus of the 

partnership is on knowledge. 

19
 Bangladesh and Viet Nam were the top two recipients of official cofinancing while the Solomon Islands 

was selected in order to include a small country.  
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29. The team administered seven questionnaire surveys, which were sent to: (i) key 

staff handling ADB partnerships in the eight development partner organizations that 

were visited, (ii) staff of the two knowledge partners, (iii) key staff in a selection of 

government agencies in the three developing countries visited, (iv) staff of CSOs in the 

three countries visited, (v) ADB project officers involved in cofinancing partnerships, (vi) 

ADB staff involved in knowledge-related partnerships and CSO partnerships, and (vii) 

staff of private sector companies to obtain their views about opportunities and 

challenges in partnering with ADB. The findings from the survey responses from the 10 

development partners are reported in Appendix 1, Linked Documents A–D. The 

aggregate results of the other five surveys are in Appendix 1, Linked Document E. 

 

30. Limitations of the study. The evaluation did not investigate commercial 

cofinancing in detail. It presents trends in commercial cofinancing to determine 

progress toward achieving ADB’s cofinancing target, which applies to both official and 

commercial cofinancing. An evaluation by the Independent Evaluation Department (IED) 

of credit enhancement products in 2016 will analyze commercial cofinancing and other 

Private Sector Operations Department (PSOD) guarantee products in more detail.
20

   

 

31. The evaluation did not investigate the effectiveness of the environment and 

climate funds in which ADB is now engaged. Cofinanced projects supporting the 

environment were reviewed only as part of the cofinancing portfolio analysis and of 

case studies of some partnerships. The WWF case study presents an example of a 

partnership with an international NGO, covering environmental management projects. 

IED’s paper on environmentally sustainable growth to be circulated in 2016 will discuss 

environment and climate funds.
21

 The evaluation furthermore did not assess the very 

important regional partnerships notably the ADB-supported Greater Mekong Subregion 

and Central Asia Regional Cooperation programs—these were investigated by IED’s 

2015 evaluation on “ADB’s Efforts on Regional Cooperation and Integration.”
22

  

 

D. Organization of the Report 

 

32. Chapter 2 discusses some main features of the three main categories of ADB 

partnerships and assesses which are most prevalent. It also analyzes whether their 

formal or informal status makes a difference to their effectiveness. Chapters 3, 4, and 5 

present profiles of interagency coordination partnerships, knowledge partnerships, and 

financing partnerships, respectively, and assess the extent to which they can be 

considered to be broadly achieving their objectives. Chapter 5 also addresses the 

usefulness of ADB’s cofinancing target. 

 

33. Chapter 6 reviews the effectiveness of ADB’s internal structure for managing 

partnerships, and looks at systems and human resources. It then presents options for 

improving existing arrangements. Finally, Chapter 7 looks at the evolving development 

cooperation landscape and draws implications for ADB’s future approach to 

partnerships. A section summarizing key points is found at the end of each chapter. 

Recommendations from the evaluation are provided in the executive summary.  

 

                                                
20

 IED. 2015. Evaluation Approach. Corporate Evaluation Study on ADB’s Credit Enhancement Operations. 

Manila: ADB. 

21
 IED. 2015. Evaluation Approach: Topical Paper: ADB’s Environmentally Sustainable Growth Agenda: A 

Strategic Review. Manila: ADB. 
22

 IED. 2015. Thematic Evaluation Study on ADB’s Efforts on Regional Cooperation and Integration. Manila: 

ADB. 
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34. This chapter takes stock of the number and types of partnerships in ADB. It 

discusses a mapping exercise conducted as part of the evaluation and the reasons for 

the categorizations that were used. It highlights some characteristics of the 

partnerships and assessments of their results. It discusses the evolution of ADB’s 

engagement in partnerships from 2000 to mid-2015 and compares the situation pre- 

and post-Strategy 2020. The chapter also presents the results of a perception survey on 

the value that partnerships add to ADB. 

 

A. Approach to Mapping of ADB Partnerships 

 

35. Over the years, ADB developed numerous partnerships with governments; 

public and private sector organizations; CSOs; and financial, research, and academic 

institutions. In June 2014, the evaluation team obtained listings from all ADB 

departments and offices of what staff considered as partnerships.
23 

The definition of 

partnership was left open but answer categories included (i) strategic partnerships, (ii) 

institutional coordination with international financial institutions (IFIs), (iii) knowledge 

partnerships, (iv) regional partnerships, (v) partnerships with CSOs, and (vi) cofinancing 

partnerships. These six groupings were later consolidated into three main categories 

after discussions with SPD: categories (i) and (ii) became interagency coordination 

partnerships, categories (iii) to (v) became knowledge partnerships, and category (vi) 

became cofinancing and financing partnerships. In May 2015, a follow-up request for 

information was sent on the perceived added value of the partnerships they had 

identified and a request for a self-assessment of the achievement of partnership 

objectives (as a proxy for the effectiveness of the partnerships). 

 

36. The evaluation team subsequently developed a database of partnerships 

(Supplementary Appendix A). The database includes all 422 partnerships identified by 

ADB staff as initiated or ongoing from 2000 until mid-2015. They involve some 215 

partner organizations as some organizations are involved in more than one type of 

partnership with ADB (e.g., OECD has an interagency coordination partnership with 

ADB but is also involved in knowledge partnership activities). Some of the partnerships 

identified by staff (e.g., those resulting from commercial contract agreements, loans, 

regional TA, and TA projects) were excluded from the database. Partnerships initiated 

or established by ADB resident missions in countries where ADB has operations were 

excluded (e.g., donor coordination groups) although these are discussed as a special 

form of partnership in Chapter 3. Many relations with country-based agencies based on 

                                                
23

 The e-mail survey was sent to all ADB departments and offices. SPD consolidated and sent the list of 

partnerships to IED in July 2014. The study team conducted follow-up interviews with 55 staff from the 6 

operational departments, knowledge and operations support departments and offices, and 14 ADB sector 

and thematic groups. This led to some improvements to the categorizations made earlier. 
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TA or lending were excluded, although such partnerships could lead to TA funding or 

project cofinancing. In some cases, responses from the departments were hindered by 

an inability to recall certain aspects of the relationship (such as who initiated the 

partnership), changes in project officers handling older partnerships, and lack of data. 

The results show that the partnerships identified by ADB departments are a universe 

with significant variations by category, level of formality, objectives, functions, 

geographic coverage, and periods.  

 

37. Categorizing partnerships at ADB. Broad interagency coordination partnerships 

involve strategic and institutional arrangements or collaboration between ADB and one 

or more other agencies. These were mostly established through written agreements, 

e.g., memoranda of agreement (MOAs) or understanding (MOUs). Table 1 presents 

examples of broad interagency coordination partnerships established by ADB, following 

the principles of mutuality and maintenance of separate and distinct organizational 

identities. The effectiveness of interagency coordination partnerships is assessed in 

Chapter 3. 

 

Table 1. Examples of Interagency Coordination Partnerships in ADB 

Partner Partnership Title/Name Purpose  

Association of Southeast Asian Nations 

(ASEAN) Secretariat 

Memorandum of Understanding 

(MOU) between ASEAN and the 

Asian Development Bank (ADB) 

An extension of ADB’s partnership 

with ASEAN, this reflects a shift 

from activity-based collaboration to 

a more thematic form of 

cooperation 

Department for International 

Development of the United Kingdom 

(DFID) 

MOU with DFID Address mutual interests and goals 

in Asia 

International Fund for Agricultural 

Development (IFAD)  

MOU with IFAD Combine efforts and maintain a 

continuous working relationship to 

assist regional members 

Ministry of Environment, Japan  Letter of Intent on Cooperation 

for Environment  

Strengthen, facilitate, and develop 

mutual cooperation in the field of 

the environment 

All Multilateral Development Banks  Quarterly Chief Economists’ 

Council meeting 

Discuss global and regional 

economic developments 

United Nations Economic and Social 

Commission for Asia and the Pacific 

(UNESCAP) 

MOU with UNESCAP Work together to support poverty 

reduction and other goals 

World Bank and International Finance 

Corporation (IFC), European Union 

(EU), Japan International Cooperation 

Agency (JICA), Australia, New Zealand, 

International Monetary Fund (IMF)  

Heptagon: ADB, World Bank/IFC, 

EU, JICA, Australia, New Zealand, 

IMF 

Discuss the seven members’ 

initiatives and approaches in the 

Pacific, deepen cooperation, and 

explore possibilities for further 

cooperation 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department, partnerships mapping database. 

 

38. Partnerships in the second category, knowledge partnerships, are established 

for operational cooperation or collaboration between ADB and other agencies, 

particularly research institutions. They are mainly focused on knowledge generation or 

sharing and transfer of expertise on a particular sector or theme (Table 2). The 

effectiveness of knowledge partnerships is assessed in Chapter 4.  
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Table 2. Examples of Knowledge Partnerships in ADB 

Partner Partnership Title/Name Purpose 

European Training 

Foundation  

Partnership for Skills 

Development 

Share knowledge and learning on best 

practices in skills development and 

training 

Institute for Global 

Environmental Strategies 

(IGES)  

Memorandum of 

Understanding  (MOU) with 

IGES 

Support environmentally sustainable 

growth in Asia and the Pacific 

Institute of Asia Pacific 

Economic Cooperation 

Collaborative Education 

and Busan Metropolitan 

City of Korea 

Partnership and joint 

activities in education and 

human resource 

development in the 

Framework of International 

Development Cooperation 

Help countries maximize their potential 

and achieve inclusive and sustainable 

economic growth; Share expertise and 

experience; Undertake joint projects 

and research and knowledge 

dissemination in education and human 

resource development 

International Public Asset 

Management Companies 

Forum (IPAF) 

MOU with IPAF Reinforce economic safety nets by 

promoting cooperation and 

partnership, and sharing knowledge 

and expertise among public asset 

management companies and other 

institutions 

International School of 

Economics Tbilisi State 

University in Georgia  

Memorandum of Agreement 

with International School of 

Economics Tbilisi State 

University 

Promote and disseminate Asian 

Development Bank (ADB) knowledge 

products for the general public, 

academia, and think tanks  

Korea Development 

Institute School of Public 

Policy and Management 

(KDI) 

MOU between KDI School 

and ADB 

Share knowledge and cooperate in 

selected sectors and projects, including 

the Asia Leadership Program on 

Sustainable Development and Climate 

Change 

Organisation for Economic 

Co-operation and 

Development (OECD) 

Strengthening Co-operation 

Between ADB and OECD 

Strengthen partnership via ADB's 

Knowledge Sharing and Services Center 

and the OECD Knowledge Sharing 

Alliance 

World Health Organization  MOU with WHO Share knowledge and develop projects 

World Wide Fund for 

Nature (WWF) 

 

MOU with WWF  Hold forums and stakeholder 

consultations, share information, 

manage knowledge, build capacity, 

and exchange staff  

Source: Independent Evaluation Department, partnerships mapping database. 

 

39. The third category, financing partnerships, involves agreements between ADB 

and other agencies to combine financial resources for cofinancing. The mapping covers 

financing partnerships at the institutional level that were arranged through trust funds, 

framework agreements, and FPFs (Table 3). The effectiveness of financing partnerships 

is discussed in Chapter 5. 

 

Table 3. Examples of Financing Partnerships in ADB 

Partner Partnership Title/Name Purpose 

Agence Française de 

Développement  

Framework cofinancing 

agreement  

Carry out programmatic 

cofinancing of projects in climate 

change, infrastructure 

development, research and 

capacity development 

Department of Finance 

(Canada), Canadian 

International Development 

Agency 

Integrated Disaster Risk 

Management (IDRM) Fund 

Support the development of 

proactive IDRM measures on a 

regional basis within countries in 

Southeast Asia 
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Partner Partnership Title/Name Purpose 

Department for International 

Development of the United 

Kingdom (DFID)  

Poverty Reduction 

Cooperation Fund 

Assist Asian Development Bank 

(ADB) in reducing poverty in its 

member countries  

Ministry of Finance, Japan Japan Fund for Poverty 

Reduction  

Provide grants to ADB member 

countries to support innovative 

poverty reduction and social 

development activities  

Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 

Denmark 

Second Danish 

Cooperation Fund for 

Renewable Energy and 

Energy Efficiency in Rural 

Areas (under the 

Renewable Energy, Energy 

Efficiency, and Climate 

Change program) 

Cofinance projects in renewable 

energy and energy efficiency in 

rural areas 

Official development 

cooperation agencies in 

Australia, Austria, 

Netherlands, Norway, Spain, 

Switzerland 

Water Financing 

Partnership Facility (multi-

donor trust fund) 

Provide additional financial and 

knowledge resources to support 

the implementation of ADB's 

water financing program 

Swedish International 

Development Cooperation  

Urban Environmental 

Infrastructure Fund under 

the Urban Financing 

Partnership Facility (UFPF) 

Support project proposals that 

are consistent with ADB’s urban 

initiatives under Strategy 2020 

(innovative and participatory) 

Rockefeller Foundation; 

DFID; US Agency for 

International Development 

Urban Climate Change 

Resilience Trust Fund 

(under the UFPF) 

Work in up to 25 secondary 

cities, in 6 priority countries on 

climate change adaptation  

United Kingdom Technical Assistance (TA) 

Grant Fund  

Carry out TA covering project 

preparation, training and advice, 

institutional support 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department, partnerships mapping database. 

 

40. Within the three categories of partnership identified by the evaluation, 

partnerships can be either formal or informal. They are considered to be formal if they 

have been established through written agreements (e.g., MOAs or MOUs or letters of 

agreement [LOAs] or intent [LOIs]). All other partnerships are informal partnerships. 

They encompass all other forms of collaboration and alliance considered to be 

partnerships by departments in ADB. Informal partnerships reported in the mapping 

exercise mostly included time-bound one-off collaborations (e.g., conferences, 

seminars, or fora).  

 

41. Results of the mapping exercise. Of the 422 partnerships in which ADB was 

engaged from 2000 to mid-2015 (Table 4), over 60% (261) were knowledge 

partnerships established for operational cooperation and/or harmonization, or for 

knowledge generation or jointly carrying out events covering a particular sector or 

theme. Almost all departments engage in such partnerships for one reason or another. 

One-sixth of all partnerships (74) were broad interagency coordination partnerships, 

most of which were managed by either SPD or OCO. The remaining fifth were either 

FPFs or trust funds, many of which were managed by SDCC or OCO. The results of the 

mapping exercise are presented in Appendix 1, Linked Document F. Of the total 

number of partnerships, 68% were viewed as formal with the remainder classified as 

informal. All financing and cofinancing partnerships were formal.  
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Table 4. ADB Partnerships by Category and Form of Partnership 

Category  

Form of Partnership 

Formal Informal Total 

No. %  No. %  No. %  

Interagency Coordination   54 13  20  5  74  17 

Knowledge  146 35 115 27 261  62 

Financing and Cofinancing  87 21  -  -  87  21 

Total 287 68 135 32 422 100 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department, partnerships mapping database. 

 

42. ADB has established 153 partnerships (33% of the total) with bilateral aid 

agencies, almost half of which involved financing (Table 5). ADB has 63 partnerships 

(13%) with IFIs like World Bank and EBRD; 72 partnerships with other organizations 

with global outreach (15%) like OECD and the World Trade Organization; and 69 with 

think tanks and other research and/or academic institutions (15%) like the Korea 

Development Institute, Lee Kwan Yew School of Public Policy, and Institute for Global 

Environmental Strategies. These partnerships are more knowledge oriented.  

 

Table 5. ADB Partnerships by Type of Partner 

Partner 

Coordination 

Partnerships 

Knowledge 

Partnerships 

Financing 

Partnerships 

Total 

Partnerships 

No. No. No. No. % 

Bilateral Organization 20   60 73 153  33 

Organization with Global Outreach
a
 20   48  4  72  15 

Think Tank, Research or Academic 

Institution 

 

 6 

 

  63  

 

 69 

 

 15 

International Financing Institution 25   30  8  63  13 

United Nations Organization  15   32 
 

 47  10 

Regional Organization  6   31  1  38   8 

Private Sector  3    9 
 

 12   3 

Foundation  1    6  4  11   2 

Civil Society Organization 
 

   4 
 

  4   1 

Total 96 283 90 469
b
 100 

a
  The organizations with global outreach are the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, 

World Trade Organization, and International Renewable Energy Agency. 

b
 The total (469) exceeds the actual number of partnerships (422) as some partnerships involve multiple 

partners. 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department, partnerships mapping database. 

 

43. Of the 422 partnerships, 165 are managed by SDCC, and 88 by ERCD.
24

 Most of 

the partnerships under SDCC (99) and ERCD (78) are for knowledge work. All 32 

partnerships established by the ADB Institute (ADBI) are for knowledge cooperation to 

develop strategies and provide inputs to policy makers in ADB countries. The 29 

partnerships established by OCO (7% of the total) are mostly institutional agreements 

to mobilize resources from TA and grant funds and FPFs from various partners. SPD 

manages SPD established partnerships mostly for interagency coordination (21 of 31 

partnerships or 68%). It has been managing ADB’s formal cooperation arrangements 

with international development agencies as well as multilateral and bilateral 

institutions. Of the regional departments, the East Asia Regional Department reported 

the highest number of partnerships (16), most of which were for knowledge 

cooperation and coordination with various academic and research institutions in the 

People’s Republic of China (PRC).  

                                                
24

 In 2015, the Economics and Research Department absorbed the regional cooperation group of the former 

Office of Regional Integration (OREI) to become the Economic Research and Regional Cooperation 

Department. The SDCC absorbed the OREI finance group and assumed responsibility for the administration 

of active partnerships. 
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44. The survey showed that the number of partnerships steadily increased from 

2000 to 2014, with some fluctuations from year to year. Seventeen partnerships 

established before the start of this evaluation period are still ongoing. The number of 

established partnerships increased sharply after 2008, the year Strategy 2020 was 

adopted. This coincided with a period when ADB’s financial and human resources grew 

quickly as a result of the 2009 general capital increase and the related expansion in 

operations. Fifty nine percent of the currently operational partnerships were established 

from 2009 to mid-2015. Of these, 38 were coordination partnerships (Table 6). Of 

these recent partnerships, 63% promoted knowledge cooperation, indicating that such 

partnerships have generally been on an uptrend since the adoption of Strategy 2020 in 

2008. The increase in the total number of partnerships confirms that ADB has attached 

growing importance to partnerships since 2008. The highest number of ADB 

partnerships were established in 2013 (42) and 2014 (37). Most of these were 

knowledge partnerships (see Appendix 1, Linked Document F). 

 

Table 6. Inception of ADB Partnerships, by Category 

Inception Period Coordination Knowledge Financing Total 

 
No. No. No. No. % 

Before 2009 16  56 54 126  41 

2009 to mid-2015 38 112 29 179  59 

Total 54 168 83 305 100 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department, partnerships mapping database. 

 

45. The mapping exercise found that ADB initiated roughly half (52%) of the 

partnerships, demonstrating ADB’s special interest in boosting these. Partners of ADB 

initiated 35% while the other 13% were jointly initiated, meaning they were mutually 

agreed to or it was not clear exactly how the partnerships were initiated. Of the 106 

ADB-initiated partnerships, 72 (68%) were formal and 79 (75%) are under the 

knowledge category. ADB’s initiation of a large number of knowledge partnerships 

confirms that it increasingly recognizes the importance of cooperating with partners in 

knowledge management through research activities or other types of activities such as 

workshops and conferences.  

 

46. Features of formal partnerships. Of ADB’s formal partnerships, 37% were 

established through an MOU or an MOA signed by the ADB President or heads of 

departments (Table 7). Of the remainder, 14% were established through an LOA or an 

LOI, 17% through a channel financing agreement (CFA) or framework partnership 

agreement (FPA), and 18% through other partnership arrangements.
25

 SPD is 

responsible for 15 MOUs, MOAs, and FPAs covering 6 multilateral development banks 

(MDBs), 4 multilateral institutions, 3 bilateral aid agencies, and 2 other entities. OCO 

has signed 10 framework cofinancing agreements (FCAs) to mobilize financial resources.  

 

47. Other features of formal partnerships. The mapping survey showed that results 

frameworks are included in only some partnership agreement documents. Responses 

on 157 formal partnerships indicated that 36% have a results framework. Of these, 35% 

                                                
25

 Consistent with OM Section E1, untied grants for TA and investment projects may be provided under CFAs 

that cover more than one TA or investment project or standalone cofinancing agreements that cover a 

specific TA or investment project. Framework agreements are mainly used for financing partners willing to 

provide loan cofinancing. They are aimed at increasing predictability of cofinancing volumes, reducing 

detailed negotiation for each transaction and streamlining methods and practices for reporting and 

exchanging information. 
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of knowledge partnerships and 58% of financing and cofinancing partnerships have a 

results framework (Appendix 1, Linked Document F).   

 

Table 7. Formal Partnerships by Type of Documentation  

Documentation 

Coordination Knowledge Financing Total 

No. No. No. No. % 

MOU or MOA 30 53 24 107 37 

LOA or LOI 9 25 5 39 14 

CFA or PFA 6 7 35 48 17 

Other Agreements 6 30 16 52 18 

No response 3 32 6 41 14 

Total 54 147 86 287 100 

CFA = channel financing agreement, LOA = letter of agreement, LOI = letter of intent, MOA = 

memorandum of agreement, MOU = memorandum of understanding, PFA = partnership framework 

agreement. 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department, partnerships mapping database. 

 

48. The formality of partnerships does not necessarily indicate frequent interaction 

between the partners. More than half of the agreements do not specify regular 

coordination meetings. Of the 80 formal partnerships that conduct coordination 

meetings, 60% hold meetings at least once a year. Other formal partnerships conduct 

coordination meetings either twice a year (22%) or every quarter (18%). Formal 

partnerships that conduct coordination meetings are mainly in the knowledge and 

financing categories (both at 45%). 

 

49. More than half (57%) of the partnerships do not produce regular reports. Of 

these, 64 were knowledge partnerships. The reports that are produced include research 

studies or publications and those prepared as the need arises. Reports on partnerships 

are mostly produced annually (21%) or semi-annually (11%). The majority of the 

partnerships (54%) that produce reports are financing partnerships. 

 

50. Over one-third of formal partnerships are self-evaluated (37%). These are 

mostly partnerships in the financing (41%) and knowledge categories (40%). SDCC 

manages 65% of these evaluated partnerships (44 of 68 partnerships) while most of 

the other ADB departments do not evaluate their partnerships. 

 

51. Formal and informal partnerships. Table 8 shows how formal and informal 

partnerships differ in relation to certain features. In all of these, the percentage for 

formal partnerships is consistently higher than that for informal partnerships, 

suggesting that formal partnerships are significantly more active than informal ones.  

 

Table 8. Formal and Informal Partnerships: Reporting, Results Frameworks, and Evaluation 

Partnership Elements Informal (%) Formal (%) 

Partnerships with Regular Reports 10 48 

Partnerships with a Results Framework 23 31 

Partnerships with Evaluation of Achievements  20 40 

        Source: Independent Evaluation Department, partnerships mapping database. 

 

52. Effectiveness of a partnership. This is measured by the extent to which 

partnership objectives were achieved. The self-assessment by ADB departments and 

offices in the mapping exercise indicates that ADB regards 75% of all partnerships 

(formal and informal) as mostly or completely achieving their objectives (Table 9). This 

is elaborated further for the three categories of partnerships in the following chapters. 

Formal partnerships are found to be successful more often (82%) than informal 

partnerships (63%). Controlling for various observable factors affecting the 
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effectiveness of partnership, a probit analysis showed that the formal nature of a 

partnership is positively associated with the partnership’s probability of success, which 

is statistically significant (at a 90% confidence level). All three features of partnerships 

considered in the analysis (results framework, regular progress reporting, and 

evaluation of achievements) have a statistically significant positive correlation. This may 

have some implications for the efforts ADB should make if it wants to increase the 

effectiveness of its partnerships. Appendix 1, Linked Document G presents the results of 

the statistical analysis on factors affecting success of partnerships.  

 

Table 9. Achievement of Partnership Objectives by Category 

Level of Achievement 

Coordination Knowledge Financing Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Completely 14  39  54  31 11  20  79  30 

Mostly on-track 13  36  74  42 32  59 119  45 

To Some Extent  7  19  45  26 10  19  62  23 

Little or Not  2   6   2   1  1   2   5   2 

Total 36 100 175 100 54 100 265 100 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department, partnerships mapping database. 

 

53. Whether formalization of the partnership has a positive effect or whether an 

effective partnership leads to the arrangement being formalized cannot be established 

definitively, but it is reasonable to assume that formalization leads to more frequent 

interaction, which may well have a positive effect on agreements being carried through. 

Formalization also seems to lead to a higher likelihood of a results framework being 

defined, a more regular reporting, and an evaluation of the partnership at some point. 

 

B. Chapter Key Points 

 

54. The key points of the chapter are: 

 

 ADB departments and offices reported having established 422 partnerships 

from 2000 to mid-2015. Of these, two-thirds are formal, governed by an LOA, 

LOI, MOA, MOU, financing agreement, or similar agreement. 

 Knowledge partnerships account for the majority (62%) of partnerships. 

Financing and cofinancing partnerships account for 21% and interagency 

coordination partnerships account for 17% of all partnerships. 

 More partnerships (59%) were established after 2008 in line with ADB’s aim to 

increase them. Almost two-thirds of these are knowledge partnerships. 

 Most informal partnerships are knowledge partnerships, which mostly add 

value to ADB through coordination activities and the generation of knowledge 

from partners.   

 A self-assessment by ADB offices indicates that ADB regards 75% of all 

partnerships as mostly or completely achieving their objectives. 

 ADB staff assess formal partnerships to be more effective than informal 

partnerships.  
 

 
 



 

CHAPTER 3 

Effectiveness of Interagency 

Coordination Partnerships 
 

 

 

 

55. This chapter reviews the effectiveness of interagency coordination and 

collaboration, and particularly ADB’s broad strategic partnerships with bilateral or 

multilateral agencies. It reviews the extent to which such partnerships have achieved 

their objectives and identifies the value they have added. It also looks at whether the 

formal nature of coordination partnerships matters to their success. Finally, it presents a 

few cases of how ADB in partnership with others has helped to coordinate development 

efforts at the country level.  

  

A.  Profile of Interagency Coordination Partnerships 

 

56. Interagency coordination partnerships involve agreements to promote 

cooperation. These agreements set the framework for more detailed collaboration at the 

country, sector, thematic, or project level through analytical work; design and/or 

financing of investments; consultations on development approaches, strategies and work 

programs; and policy dialogue and information exchange. ADB has been involved in such 

partnerships since its establishment. In the past, ADB and its partners developed 

partnerships primarily to enable subsequent project cofinancing. ADB has broadened its 

approach to emphasize the need for strategic partnerships, bolster ADB’s initiatives for 

coordination at a strategic level, leverage resources, and foster knowledge sharing. Of 

the 74 interagency coordination partnerships, 73% are formal.  

 

57. The previous chapter found that ADB’s partnerships vary by type of agreement 

and by level of formalization. This finding is also evident in eight case studies of large 

development partners with whom ADB has entered into coordination partnerships.
26

 Five 

of these partners are bilateral agencies: AFD, DFAT, DFID, JICA, and the Netherlands 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Three are multilateral agencies with whom ADB maintains a 

partnership: EBRD, EIB, and IFAD.  

 

58. Typically, the formalization of ADB’s relationship with such agencies starts with a 

signed document that specifies the organizations’ intent to cooperate across a range of 

activities, and in some cases, the expected modalities. In practice, partners use two 

formats for this type of document: (i) a general MOU, and (ii) an operationally focused 

FCA. An MOU is used more often because it can cover knowledge cooperation as well as 

cofinancing, while an FCA is used for agencies that intend to provide project cofinancing. 

However, the specificity of both MOUs and FCAs varies from agreement to agreement.  
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59. AFD and EIB are among ADB’s top four loan and grant cofinancing partners.
27

 

The relationship with AFD is the most formal, with 2 types of signed agreements and a 

total of 25 collaborative features, while the MOU with EIB contains relatively few 

features.
28

 Yet both relationships have led to significant levels of funding.
29

  

 

60. ADB’s relationships with the eight interagency coordination partners are all 

governed by one or more MOUs (Table 10). DFID has the most MOUs, a general MOU on 

administrative arrangements (for 2005‒2008) and three separate MOUs in 2013 and 

2014 on grants for managing climate risks for the urban poor, a trust fund for regional 

malaria and other communicable threats, and a trust fund for typhoon Haiyan victims. 

DFID signs an MOU for each of its transactions with ADB. 

 

Table 10. Interagency Coordination Relationships by Level of Formality 

AFD = Agence Française de Développement, DFAT = Australian Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, 

DFID = Department for International Development of the United Kingdom, EBRD = European Bank for 

Reconstruction and Development, EIB = European Investment Bank, FCA = framework cofinancing 

agreement, IFAD = International Fund for Agricultural Development, JICA = Japan International 

Cooperation Agency, MOU = memorandum of understanding. 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department, partnerships mapping database. 

 

61. Five of the eight partners covered by case studies have also signed additional 

agreements with ADB: an FCA
30

 in the case of AFD, DFAT, IFAD, and JICA; and a CFA
31

 in 

the case of DFAT and the Netherlands. All but one of these agreements are current. The 

MOU with EIB expired in 2012 without either partner calling for its renewal. 

 

62. DFID, EBRD, and EIB do not have framework agreements with ADB. DFID staff 

explained during interviews that framework agreements were not regarded as a priority 

if cooperation was proceeding satisfactorily at the project and fund level. They could 

even limit cooperation. Similarly, the ADB and EIB partnership has no framework 

agreement documents underpinning it. Since the DFID and EIB partnerships are some of 

ADB’s most financially productive, it appears that neither a framework agreement nor an 

                                                
27

 ADB’s top loan and grant cofinancing partners are the World Bank (26%), JICA (12%), AFD (7%), and EIB 

(6%), based on their volume of DVA cofinancing during 2000–2014. DFAT is the top TA cofinancier by 

volume.  

28
 Collaborative features are the types of activities that the partners have formally expressed interest in 

engaging in (e.g., country priority, sector priority, cofinancing, research, joint analytical work, or staff 

exchange). They also refer to joint processes to support collaboration: programming, reporting, 

establishment of a focal point, dispute resolution, intellectual property rights accords, and review and 

evaluation (work programs, results frameworks, review mechanisms, and agreement expiration date). 

29
  For the period 2000‒2014, AFD and EIB contributed more than $2.0 billion to cofinanced activities. 

30
 A framework cofinancing agreement is an umbrella arrangement for loan cofinancing on a programmatic 

basis. It formalizes the country, sector, and thematic priorities of the financing partner; establishes the terms 

and mode of cofinancing; and identifies the responsibilities of each partner. It also commits the partner to a 

cofinancing amount over a period of time.  

31
 A channel financing agreement is a mode of cofinancing. Cofinanciers may decide not to have any direct 

financial relationship with a borrower country and prefer to channel their funds through ADB. This 

arrangement is feasible if cofinanciers accept ADB’s guidelines and procedures on the use of consultants, 

procurement, loan disbursement, and project supervision (ADB. 2003. OM E1 on Cofinancing. Manila). 

Agency 

MOU 

Number of Features 

FCA 

Number of Features Total 

AFD 17   8 25 

DFAT 11 11 22 

Netherlands  4 13 17 

DFID 15   0 15 

IFAD  8   6 14 

JICA  6   6 12 

EBRD  7   0   7 

EIB  7   0   7 
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updated MOU is essential to the functioning of collaboration, although some level of 

formalization clearly underlies these relationships.  

 

63. While ADB’s relationship with AFD provides a good example of active, broad, and 

formal interagency coordination leading to high volumes of cofinancing, other case 

studies indicate that a very high level of formalization is not always necessary. A 

minimum level of formalization generally helps in a partnership, and is probably a sign of 

practical intentions to collaborate, but other features can also lead to successful 

interagency coordination partnerships. Notably, in the case of DFID, a period of a 

relatively strong political consensus on increasing the United Kingdom’s development 

support, combined with DFID’s need to reduce administration costs, led to a fruitful new 

phase in the partnership and the transfer of large amounts of funds to ADB-administered 

DFID trust funds. From 2010 to 2014, DFID committed £261.1 million in trust funds. A 

related reason was that ADB met the requirements of DFID for active collaboration, as 

confirmed by the 2011 Multilateral Aid Review and value for money assessments (more 

on this in para. 77).  

 

64. The partner’s mandate and culture of transactions influence the depth of 

engagement with ADB. In some cases, the institutional framework for the partnership 

with ADB may be sufficiently developed, be underpinned by an MOU, and have a 

framework agreement and templates for both contractual and collaborative financing 

yet the potential for complementarity remains only partially exploited, as in the case of 

the ADB‒IFAD partnership. The first cooperation agreement with IFAD dates back to 

1978. Arrangements were further refined under subsequent agreements. In 2014, ADB 

and IFAD signed an FCA, which sets out the cofinancing principles, forms, and modalities, 

and also specifies that the two institutions will sign separate project-specific agreements 

with borrowing countries.  

 

65. IFAD has a very strong grassroots orientation and works closely with smallholder 

farmers and organizations. ADB, on the other hand, is oriented toward financing rural 

infrastructure that can support agriculture development. The potential synergies 

between the two to generate inclusive rural growth are therefore quite strong, and 

supported by an elaborate cofinancing agreement. However, collaboration so far has 

been confined narrowly to the project level. IFAD used to seek project administration 

from ADB until a recent expansion of its field personnel have led it to perform more of its 

own implementation supervision. This change was also partly because it sometimes felt 

that ADB paid insufficient attention to the progress of IFAD project components. ADB 

recognizes IFAD's expertise at working with small landholders, but finds the scale of IFAD 

projects modest relative to the coverage of the ADB projects they are associated with, 

and sees IFAD mostly as a source of additional financing for complementary activities. So 

far, it seems both sides have been able to agree on the potential synergies of carefully 

crafted joint projects and initiatives. 
 

66. ADB’s partnership with EBRD was underpinned by MOUs in the 1990s and in 

2011. The recently expired MOU (2011–2014) provided for collaborative work for 

municipal and subsovereign investments, private sector projects, and policy dialogue 

with governments to facilitate implementation of public‒private partnerships. Yet EBRD’s 

partnership with ADB remained modest, even in Central and West Asia where EBRD has a 

considerable portfolio. As of 2014, only two sovereign projects ($226.5 million) were 

carried out in collaboration―one each in Armenia and Kazakhstan.
32

 Essentially these are 

projects done in parallel, managed by each institution respectively. EBRD sometimes 
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relies on ADB’s engineering capacity to prepare or vet project proposals, since EBRD staff 

are mostly financial specialists and economists.   

 

67. EBRD’s mandate focuses on countries’ transition to a market economy, while 

ADB focuses on poverty reduction and sustainable development. EBRD has a strong 

advantage in nonsovereign lending to municipalities, while the majority of ADB lending 

is to sovereign governments. EBRD is very transaction-oriented, with little or no reference 

to an overarching country strategy. Both EBRD and ADB most naturally engage in 

cofinancing that involves them receiving and managing other parties’ funds. Such 

characteristics have influenced the depth of ADB’s engagement with EBRD and limited 

more comprehensive use of the partnership agreement. It may be that the differences 

between the two organizations have led to separation rather than complementarity. 

Both parties, however, maintain that a fuller partnership could be developed.
33

  

 

68. Processes to support interagency coordination partnerships vary. The case studies 

for this evaluation found that, while annual programming, reporting, and review of work 

programs are common, annual high-level consultations are not always necessary or 

essential to the partnerships’ success. However, ADB and its partners generally see value 

in annual programs, reports, and midterm and completion reviews. In some instances, 

partners conduct their own reviews of their own partnerships with ADB and other 

multilateral organizations. This is the case for DFAT, DFID, and the Netherlands as 

discussed in later sections. 

 

69. Annual or semiannual consultations are prominent in ADB’s partnerships with 

AFD, DFAT, IFAD, and JICA. They provide a forum for interaction on strategic directions, 

thematic and sector priorities, progress of joint activities, and operational issues. 

However, some partners have indicated that the final benefit of such intense 

consultations is unclear. Although such high-level consultations are less important for 

other interagency coordination partners, lower levels of interaction still take place 

through visits to ADB headquarters and frequent email contact.  

  

70. Intellectual property accords are also less common to interagency partnerships. 

They are more relevant for knowledge partnerships that produce publications and other 

knowledge products. Dispute resolution, although embodied in most interagency 

partnership agreements, does not seem to have ever been used in practice. 

 

B.  Assessment of Interagency Coordination Partnerships 

 

71. This evaluation assesses ADB’s interagency coordination partnerships to be 

generally effective. Self-assessments of the effectiveness of such partnerships show that 

ADB rated three-quarters of interagency coordination partnerships as mostly or 

completely achieving their objectives (Table 11). The partnerships have led to positive 

relationships with development partners, the use of streamlined and unified strategies, 

mobilization of development financing and partner expertise, and harmonization of 

development efforts in certain countries and sectors or on certain themes or approaches.  

 

72. About 76% of formal coordination partnerships and 73% of informal ones were 

perceived as effective, although the perception of the latter category is based on only 11 
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observations. The relatively small difference between formal and informal partnerships 

suggests that formal interagency coordination partnerships are not always needed. 

 

Table 11. Extent of Achievement of Interagency Partnership Objectives  

Extent of Achievement 

Formal Informal Total 

No % No % No % 

Completely   9 36 5 46 14 39 

Mostly 10 40 3 27  13 36 

To Some Extent   4 16 3 27   7 19 

Little or Not   2   8 0   0   2   6 

Total 25 100 11 100 36 100 

Note: Asian Development Bank departments and offices rated 36 of 74 interagency coordination partnerships on 

the extent of achievement of objectives. No ratings were provided for the rest of the partnerships. 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department, partnerships mapping database. 

 

73. Interagency coordination partnerships have a higher probability of being 

effective than knowledge partnerships and cofinancing partnerships, as shown by 

regression results (Appendix 1, Linked Document H).
34

 Higher levels of annual 

programming, the production of regular reports, and more frequent reviews to assess 

achievements may have contributed to the effectiveness of these partnerships.   

 

74. Interagency coordination partnerships are viewed positively by both ADB and its 

partners. The survey of partners conducted in 2015 for the eight development partner 

case studies shows that 97% of the 40 key staff involved rated their partnership with 

ADB as either satisfactory or highly satisfactory (Table 12). Of the 58 ADB respondents 

who reviewed the partnerships, 91% expressed satisfaction in working with their 

partners. ADB and development partners alike regard these partnerships as worthwhile 

endeavors. 

 

Table 12. Rating of the Interagency Coordination Partnership Experience 

Rating Development Partners’ Rating of 

the Partnership with ADB (%) 

(n=40) 

ADB Staff Rating of the Partnership 

with Development Partners (%) 

(n=58) 

Highly Satisfactory 45 39 

Satisfactory 52 52 

Less than Satisfactory   3   8 

Unsatisfactory   0     1 

ADB = Asian Development Bank. 

  Source: Independent Evaluation Department, partnerships mapping database. 

 

75. Interagency coordination partners seek out ADB mainly for financing 

opportunities and access to policy makers and policy dialogue. These are the highest 

ranked survey responses in terms of the value added of interagency partnerships. The 

views of bilateral agencies do not differ from multilateral agencies in this regard. Other 

reasons for partnering with ADB are project identification, project supervision, project 

development capabilities, and sector knowledge. 

 

76. ADB respondents also regarded financing as the top reason for partnering, with 

sector knowledge and access to policy makers as the next most important reasons for 

entering into partnerships. Project supervision, project identification, and project 

development received lower rankings.  
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 Probit regression controls for other factors that may affect effectiveness (e.g., country conditions, ADB 

performance, borrower performance).   
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77. Partner evaluations of their partnership with ADB are generally positive. Other 

recent assessments of bilateral partnerships have concluded that ADB provides very good 

value for development support. The 2011 DFID Multilateral Aid Review viewed ADB’s 

contribution to development objectives as strong because of its role in sustainable 

development across Asia and the Pacific, its focus on wealth creation through 

infrastructure development and regional integration, and its good working relationships 

with governments.
35

 ADB’s external audits and regular project reviews, its independent 

evaluation function, its clear accountability mechanism, and its results framework offer 

assurance to its partners that their money will be spent well.  

 

78. Engagement with ADB also enables partners to tap into ADB’s expertise and 

knowledge and to help influence the policies of partner governments. A 2015 evaluation 

by DFAT found that partnerships with ADB (and the World Bank) are invaluable in 

leveraging specialist skills and engaging with partner governments constructively.
36

 It 

acknowledged that these MDBs are important sources of policy advice for developing 

countries and are able to back up their technical strengths with financing on a scale that 

Australia could not match. The evaluation concluded that the best results were achieved 

when the partnership with the Australian government supported large sector programs 

and shaped national policies or administrative systems. The partnership also helped DFAT 

to meet its development commitment to countries or regions where it has a limited 

presence. The alignment of partner interests was deemed important for effective 

partnership arrangements. 

 

79. The report of the Multilateral Organisation Performance Assessment Network 

(MOPAN) in 2013 also found ADB’s input to policy dialogue to be valuable.
37

 It assessed 

ADB on this aspect as adequate in 2010 and strong in 2013. It noted that ADB’s 

strengths lie in its strategic management, expertise and relationships with clients, focus 

on results, convening capabilities, and sound financial management. 

 

80. ADB is seen as a valuable partner in water, which is a key element in 

infrastructure, one of ADB’s core operational areas.
38

 A 2014 assessment made 

independently by the Netherlands Institute of International Relations found that there 

was potential for the Netherlands government and ADB to deepen their ties in the Asian 

water sector.
39

 Water resources management is vital in a region of rapid economic 

growth and facing diverse water challenges. This evaluation saw the interagency 

coordination partnership as effective, particularly because it had led to the Water 

Financing Partnership Facility (WFPF). The WFPF is intended to augment the financial and 

knowledge resources for implementing ADB’s Water Financing Program and to increase 

investments in rural, urban, and basin water. 

 

81. Partnership challenges remain. Partners find that ADB’s inflexible procedures, 

insufficient staff resources, and inadequate communications hamper the efficiency of 

their partnership with ADB. Survey respondents observed that procedures are not 

harmonized with those of ADB’s partners, leading to slow procurement and 

disbursement. While some partners recognize that most bureaucracies have issues with 
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 DFID. 2011. Multilateral Aid Review. London. DFID conducted a more recent review in 2015, but the report 

has yet to be released. Preliminary findings point to a positive assessment of the partnership with ADB. 

36
 Australian DFAT. 2015. Banking Our Aid: Australia’s Noncore Contributions to the Asian Development Bank 

and the World Bank. Canberra: Office of Development Effectiveness.  
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 MOPAN. 2013. Institutional Report: Asian Development Bank. Paris.  

38
 ADB committed to invest in water resources management and irrigation, water supply, sanitation, and 

wastewater management services. 
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  Netherlands Institute of International Relations (Clingendael). 2014. The Asian Development Bank: What’s in 

it for Europe? The Hague. 
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procedures and staff time allocation, they feel that these criticisms of ADB could be 

partly dealt with through more staff secondments and a closer working relationship 

between the two organizations.  

 

82. In some cases, partners noted that communication in some project-specific 

partnerships decreased because of frequent changes in project officers. Partners often 

wanted to see a higher intensity of project supervision by ADB staff.  

 

83. In Pacific countries (e.g., the Solomon Islands and Vanuatu), partners see the 

absence of ADB international staff in-country as a constraint. However, since those 

comments were made ADB has committed itself to posting an international staff to the 

Solomon Islands. ADB is in the process of establishing extended missions in the Pacific 

region and a national staff complement for these. 

 

84. DFAT noted that consultations and senior-level visits had boosted responsiveness 

to identified concerns. Nonetheless, the extent of engagement and responsiveness is 

variable at the country-level. In some cases, support to implementing agencies is 

insufficient to ensure that safeguards are complied with.
40

  

 

85. Bilateral partners sometimes note that ADB needs to provide more information 

on the results of the projects and the contribution that partner funds made. The MOPAN 

report (2013) stated that current reporting still lacks evidence of contributions to 

outcomes. Better reporting would address the concerns of these bilateral partners 

(footnote 37). 

 

C.  Examples of Interagency Coordination Partnerships  

 

86. Box 1 describes ADB’s partnership with AFD, which has many features, and Box 2 

ADB’s partnership with EIB, which has fewer. Both partnerships have led to substantial 

amounts of cofinancing.  

 

Box 1. Interagency Coordination Partnership between the Agence Française de  

Développement (AFD) and the Asian Development Bank (ADB) 

 

Background. AFD is the government development agency of France. Two detailed agreements―a 

memorandum of understanding (2003) and a partnership framework agreement (2010)―provide the 

basis for its partnership with ADB. Annual high-level consultations enable both partners to examine 

long-term strategic trends and short-term operational planning. Both partners collaborate in country 

programming missions and project scoping. They deploy joint processing and supervision missions 

based on common terms of reference. AFD has a well-established secondment program with ADB 

and deploys specialists to ADB based on identified requirements and transparent recruitment process. 

 

Assessment of the partnership. This study assesses the partnership between ADB and AFD to be 

effective. The institutional framework for the ADB-AFD partnership is clear, reinforced by various 

agreements, operationally relevant annual consultations, joint missions, and a secondment program. 

ADB has helped pave the way for AFD to fund operations in Bangladesh, Indonesia, Pakistan, the 

People’s Republic of China, Philippines, and Sri Lanka, going far beyond AFD’s original coverage of 

Cambodia, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, and Viet Nam. AFD has provided substantial funds for 

ADB-administered projects as well as for collaborative cofinancing, which amounted to $1.6 billion 

from 2000–2014.  

 

AFD respondents rated the partnership with ADB either highly satisfactory or satisfactory, based on 

the 2015 survey of AFD staff at headquarters and country offices. Similarly, ADB respondents have a 

positive assessment of the partnership with AFD. AFD finds that partnership with ADB particularly 
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adds value to project identification, financing, project supervision during implementation, project 

development capabilities, and access to policy makers. ADB also provides complementary safeguards 

expertise for AFD-cofinanced projects. Respondents suggested that the partnership could be 

strengthened in terms of technical assistance operations, joint analytical work, and preparation of 

knowledge products.  

 

A few problems mentioned during interviews were a lack of flexibility in ADB tender procedures, a 

mismatch in currencies that causes disbursement delays when withdrawal applications fall below the 

$5 million minimum threshold of AFD, and insufficient communication at the project level.  

 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

 

Box 2. Partnership between the Asian Development Bank (ADB) and  

the European Investment Bank (EIB) 

 

Background. The EIB is the largest multilateral borrower and lender in the world. It operates in 28 

European Union (EU) member states and in more than 130 countries outside the EU. Roughly 10% 

of its financing goes to projects outside the EU. Authority to lend to Asian governments was 

provided in 1993. The latest lending mandate for the period 2014‒2020 authorizes EIB to lend 

€1.1 billion to Asia. In addition, EIB can provide loans from its own resources under the Climate 

Action and Environment Facility or under the Strategic Projects Facility, amounting to a combined 

total of €2.0 billion for Asia.  

 

EIB staff members visit ADB headquarters twice a year and review the list of projects prepared by 

the Office of Cofinancing Operations. This process has worked well and has generated a valuable 

project pipeline. The memorandum of understanding between EIB and ADB expired in 2012, but 

this has not deterred their continuing collaboration. EIB has been a significant source of funds for 

ADB, reaching €1.3 billion during the period 2010‒2014.  

 

Assessment of the partnership. This evaluation assesses the partnership between ADB and EIB to 

be effective. It is marked by complementarity and draws on each organization’s strengths. ADB 

provides project preparation expertise, project supervision through its country offices, access to 

policy makers, and safeguard compliance checks. EIB offers project financing, technical expertise, 

and knowledge of EU policies that speed up project identification. It also helps in project appraisal. 

 

EIB survey respondents rated the partnership with ADB either highly satisfactory or satisfactory. 

ADB staff also had a positive assessment of the partnership with EIB. Areas where the partnership 

adds value include financing, project development capabilities, project supervision during 

implementation, and access to policy dialogue. 

 

EIB’s lack of a permanent presence in Asia means that it depends on ADB to supervise the progress 

of cofinanced projects. EIB finds that ADB’s supervision is not always intense enough, but is 

pleased with ADB’s lead in enforcing safeguards. However, EIB staff feel that ADB’s business 

processes are complex and that its preparation of a project aide memoire after a project visit is 

time-consuming. ADB and EIB do not have staff secondment arrangements. 

 

ADB respondents found that the separate signing of the EIB loan sometimes slows down 

implementation. The financing agreement between EIB and the government, including all 

financing and safeguards issues, is negotiated after ADB’s. The time it takes the government to 

sign the agreement adds to the delay. 

 

EIB staff view possibilities for further improvement in several areas: reducing ADB’s cumbersome 

business processes, improving coordination with EIB’s compliance officers, and entering into 

secondment arrangements to improve project supervision and networking.  

 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

 

D. Country-Level Interagency Coordination Partnerships 

 

87. Coordination partnerships between ADB and bilateral or multilateral agencies 

often require additional coordination at the country level. This section draws on the 
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experiences of donor coordination mechanisms in Bangladesh, the Solomon Islands, and 

Viet Nam. Such mechanisms represent one form of partnerships. 

 

88. Local consultative groups in Bangladesh and Viet Nam enable each agency to 

take a leadership role in particular sector and thematic working groups and to discuss 

issues with the government on a collective basis. In Bangladesh ADB and the government 

co-chair the energy working group. JICA and the government co-chair the transport 

working group. The Netherlands co-chairs the water management working group, World 

Bank co-chairs the water supply and sanitation working group. The local consultative 

group provides a forum for effective interagency coordination and also facilitates a 

common stand on policy reforms.  

 

89. In-country donor coordination mechanisms also exist in Viet Nam. Two 

prominent ones are the Six Banks Group and the Viet Nam Development Partnership 

Forum. The Six Banks Group comprises ADB, AFD, Export-Import Bank of Korea, KfW 

Development Bank, JICA, and World Bank. It is informal. Members of the Six Banks Group 

cooperate well in promoting reforms and information sharing and in avoiding 

duplication and overlap. The minutes of its meetings serve as an action plan, and all 

actions are monitored. The group ensures that its members speak to the government 

with one voice. For example, it provided collective comments on Decree No. 38, an 

important government decree on the use of official development assistance (ODA) in Viet 

Nam. The group also participates in biannual meetings chaired by the prime minister, 

which offer opportunities for high-level interaction on development cooperation. 

 

90. The Viet Nam Development Partnership Forum focuses on women, youth 

employment, and inclusive growth. Twice a year, development partners hold joint 

portfolio review meetings with line ministers and sector specialists. For transport support, 

for example, the partnership forum interacts with the transport ministry and the deputy 

prime minister to review the allocation of counterpart funds and compliance with the 

safeguard policy. 

 

91. Donors in the Solomon Islands coordinate their work despite the absence of an 

in-country donor coordination mechanism. Although there is no formal coordination 

mechanism in the Solomon Islands, development partners observe a broad division of 

labor along sector and subsector lines. For example, the European Union focuses on 

water supply and sanitation and rural development, JICA on roads and wharves, ADB on 

solar power, and the World Bank on hydropower and rural access extension. The 

government does not have a single focal point for coordinating bilaterals and 

multilaterals. 

 

92. The donor coordination mechanisms in Bangladesh and Viet Nam were effective. 

These mechanisms have enabled partners in both countries to complement each other’s 

expertise and avoid duplication of effort. They have sped up the development of a 

common donor stance on policy and project implementation issues, which has 

contributed to the adoption of institutional reforms by the government. The experience 

demonstrates that a group of development partners working together has a stronger 

voice with the government. The collective approach of development partners to policy 

dialogue contributes to a more convincing case while reducing interaction costs. 

 

93. Mobilizing financial resources remains a key reason for coordinating with other 

development partners. Interviews confirm that donor coordination is vital for financing. 

Through donor coordination mechanisms, ADB has been able to raise additional financial 
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resources to fund large-scale projects, which could not have been optimally funded 

without the help of other partners.  

 

94. The provision of complementary expertise is evident in country-level interagency 

coordination partnerships. In Viet Nam, AFD, Export-Import Bank of Korea, and KfW 

Development Bank rely on ADB’s technical expertise and resources to cover social 

safeguard issues in collaborative cofinanced projects. The Korean bank counts on ADB’s 

transport specialists to tackle technical implementation issues, as it does not have an 

engineer in its Hanoi office. JICA and DFAT have their own resources to handle safeguard 

issues. 

 

95. Country-level partners generally find their experience working in partnership with 

ADB to be satisfactory. Survey results show that 92% of development partners and 

government staff (n=60) are satisfied with their partnership with ADB.
41

 For 

development partners, the partnership adds value mainly in financing, access to policy 

makers, and project identification. Ranked next were project supervision, sector 

knowledge, and project development capabilities. For government staff, the partnership 

helps to mobilize additional finance. It also helps in improving sector level coordination, 

preparing and supervising better projects, and introducing sector knowledge.       

 

96. The interagency coordination partnership in the Solomon Islands is only partially 

effective. Some of the reasons for this are external to ADB:  the focal points for 

coordinating multilateral and bilateral organizations are in two separate ministries, the 

Core Economic Working Group is at risk of being disbanded, and there is no locally-

based consortium of partners to take its place.
42

 

 

E. Chapter Key Points  

 

97. The key points of the chapter are: 

 

 ADB views 75% of interagency coordination partnerships to be effective.  

 Partners see ADB as having technical expertise, good working relationships with 

Asian governments, and hence strong capacity to advance the policy dialogue. 

ADB is also seen as playing a critical role in promoting sustainable development 

in the region, focusing on results, and enforcing safeguards robustly. 

 Partners recognize ADB’s strengths in strategic management, convening 

capabilities, and sound financial management.  

 The partnerships help to mobilize financial resources, foster policy dialogue, 

improve project identification and supervision, and generate sector knowledge. 

 The formality of interagency coordination partnerships varies, but the extent of 

the formality may not be the most important factor for success. Rather, the key 

element may be the complementarity in the strengths and purposes of the 

partners.  

 Formalization of the partnerships can help, particularly when agreements 

emphasize a work plan, results framework, reporting, and evaluation. 

 Donor coordination groups in countries are not always effective. Sometimes ADB 

invests too little time in them and sometimes governments are not organized to 

facilitate them. When such groups are effective, they enable partners to forge a 

useful common stand on policy and issues and facilitate better results. 

                                                
41

 The survey covered respondents from Bangladesh, the Solomon Islands, and Viet Nam.  

42
 The Core Economic Working Group, established by the Ministry of Finance in the aftermath of the 2007 

financial crisis, acts as an advisory group to the government. 
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98. This chapter examines the extent to which knowledge partnerships are 

achieving their objectives. It identifies their value addition, and presents ADB’s 

partnerships with the OECD and WWF as good examples. The chapter also discusses 

ADB’s experience in partnering with CSOs, and highlights some areas of concern. 

 

A. ADB’s Knowledge Agenda and Knowledge Partnerships  

 

99. ADB defines knowledge partnerships as associations and networks of 

individuals or organizations that share a purpose or goal and whose members 

contribute knowledge, experience, resources, and connections.
43

 

 

100. ADB has aimed to become a knowledge institution since the early 2000s. It 

approved a knowledge management framework in 2004.
44

 Strategy 2020, issued in 

2008, underlined the importance of internal learning from operational practice, as well 

as external learning from long-term strategic partnerships with other IFIs and world-

class research institutions, including ADB’s own regional knowledge hubs. ADB issued a 

knowledge management action plan in 2009 covering 2009–2011.
45

 It had four pillars, 

the third of which was strengthening knowledge partnerships. ADB issued guidelines 

for knowledge partnerships in 2011 (footnote 43), and produced a Knowledge 

Management Directions and Action Plan (2013-2015) which focuses on creating 

knowledge solutions through partnerships with centers of excellence and knowledge 

hubs. In 2013, ADB published Supporting “Finance ++” at the Asian Development 

Bank, with one of the pluses referring to partnerships. 
46

 

 

101. The developments were supported by IED’s 2012 evaluation of knowledge 

products and services which had concluded that more should be done to foster 

knowledge partnerships
47

 and that ADB needed to establish durable partnerships to 

create and share knowledge solutions. 

 

102. Institutional arrangements for knowledge partnerships. The SDCC, under the 

vice president for knowledge management and sustainable development (VPKM), 

promotes knowledge partnerships with regional and global organizations, including 

civil society groups. A knowledge management center was created in 2004 to develop 

knowledge management tools and, since 2009, monitor the progress of the knowledge 
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 ADB. 2011. Guidelines for Knowledge Partnerships. Manila. 

44
 The framework outlines the goals, purposes, actions, outputs, and outcomes necessary to transform ADB 

into a knowledge institution (ADB. 2004. Knowledge Management at ADB. Manila). 

45
 ADB. 2009. Enhancing Knowledge Management Under Strategy 2020. Plan of Action 2009–2011. Manila. 

46
 See Footnote 8.  

47
 IED. 2012. Special Evaluation Study on Knowledge Products and Services: Building a Stronger Knowledge 

Institution. Manila: ADB. 
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management action plan. ADB established seven regional knowledge hubs under a 

regional TA approved in 2005 to encourage research and networking on innovative 

knowledge products and services.
48

 A number of knowledge partnerships with 

academic and research institutions have also been established directly by regional 

departments, particularly in middle-income countries. In 2011, the knowledge sharing 

program team developed regional platforms for South-South learning and knowledge 

sharing on priority sector policy and practice topics. The Knowledge Sharing and 

Services Center (SDCC-KS), was created in May 2012 to support knowledge sharing and 

learning across ADB. SDCC-KS has 14 staff, of whom seven are international. SDCC is 

preparing guidelines for staff seeking to collaborate with centers of excellence.
49

  

 

103. Profile of knowledge partnerships. Knowledge partnerships constituted 261 of 

the 422 partnerships established during 2000–2015. Many bring partners together to 

achieve a limited objective, typically a one-off activity such as a conference or seminar. 

Others are not time-bound,
50

 and involve regular operational cooperation, or 

harmonization of practices, methods and procedures for knowledge generation or 

exchange on ADB sectors or themes. ADB knowledge departments, ERCD and SDCC, 

and ADBI accounted for 80% of knowledge partnerships. Of these knowledge 

partnerships, 56% were formal and 44% informal. The formal partnerships were 

assessed by staff as achieving their objectives more frequently. More knowledge 

partnerships were reported after Strategy 2020 (120) but there may be some memory 

bias involved and the number reported before 2008 (48) may be an underestimate.   

 

104. Partnerships for knowledge coordination and collaboration. These involve a 

wide range of development-related organizations working together in order to achieve 

particular knowledge outputs. They include academic institutions (e.g., Australian 

National University, Seoul National University, Tongji University in the PRC); research 

institutes or think tanks (e.g., World Resources Institute); CSOs and NGOs (e.g., 

International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies); private foundations 

(e.g., Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation); and private corporations. Departments also 

identified knowledge partnerships on some knowledge topics with IFIs (e.g., Islamic 

Development Bank, World Bank), multilateral organizations (United Nations [UN] 

agencies, International Labour Organization, UN Economic and Social Commission for 

Asia and the Pacific, UN Development Programme), and bilateral agencies (DFID, DFAT, 

the Netherlands), since MOUs and MOAs for cooperation partnerships typically include 

provisions for knowledge exchange or joint analytical work. 

 

105. Knowledge partnerships may involve one or several partners. In 47 partnerships, 

ADB was only one of several parties, and 214 partnerships were between ADB and one 

other partner. There is not much difference in the achievement of objectives: 75% of 

the multiple partnerships were viewed as achieving their objectives and 72% of the 

one-to-one partnerships as achieving theirs. Many time-bound partnerships on a 

particular operational or knowledge topic evolved from ADB’s umbrella coordination 

partnerships. Many involve cooperation in research and analysis, either on an ongoing 

basis or for specific activities such as publications (e.g., country diagnostic studies) or 

conferences (e.g., the Asian Policy Forum). Some involve the participation of ADB 
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 TA 6295-REG: Establishment of Regional Knowledge Hubs, approved on 21 December 2005 for $990,000. 

Supplementary funding of $150,000 was approved on 14 May 2008, bringing the total to $1,140,000. The 

TA was completed end 2012, 5 years after its planned completion date. The completion report rated it as 

partly successful because, while the hubs produced a number of knowledge products, hosted knowledge 

workshops, and brought together relevant stakeholders, the lack of measurable indicators, and poor 

monitoring and content management of outputs, made it impossible to show achievement of outcomes.   
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 ADB. 2016. Guidelines for Applying Knowledge Solutions Through Knowledge Partnerships. Manila. (Draft) 
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Management in global forums such as the World Economic Forum. A few knowledge 

partnerships have evolved from coordination partnerships and involve harmonization of 

practices among counterpart departments of other MDBs or bilateral agencies.
51

  

 

106. Some partners have gone further and contributed finance to promote 

knowledge solutions. An example is the e-Asia and Knowledge Partnership Fund (Box 3).  

 

Box 3. Republic of Korea e-Asia and Knowledge Partnership Fund 

 

The e-Asia and Knowledge Partnership Fund was established in June 2006 with an initial 

contribution of $20 million from the Republic of Korea to help narrow the “digital divide” among 

countries and to promote Republic of Korea’s experience as a model for information and 

communication technology (ICT) development in the region, including through partnerships with 

institutions in Republic of Korea. By end 2014, Republic of Korea’s total contribution had reached 

$56.2 million. The Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department (SDCC) manages the 

fund, while the Office of Cofinancing Operations acts as focal point on financial arrangements. 
 

By end 2014, Asian Development Bank (ADB) had approved funding for 77 projects ($36.8 

million). Activities funded by the fund included a pilot project for e-learning for remote schools in 

Thailand (2008–2010); an ICT platform for a road database in Ulaanbaatar, Mongolia (2009–

2010); learning programs for officials in the Greater Mekong Subregion (2008–2011); and the 

development of a blueprint for an economic early warning system in Indonesia.   

 

Few of the fund’s technical assistance (TA) projects were linked to ADB operations. By end 2014, 

only 3 supported project preparation compared with capacity development TA (49), policy 

advisory TA (20), and research and development TA (9). Of the 43 completed projects, 33 had 

completion reports, with 79% assessed to be highly successful or successful, and 21% partly 

successful.   

 

SDCC reviews TA proposals before submitting them to the Ministry of Strategy and Finance 

(MOSF) for endorsement, proposals endorsed by MOSF are then submitted for ADB approval. 

There are two windows: (i) the e-Asia Program (ICT activities), and (ii) the Knowledge Partnership 

Program (knowledge sharing).   

 

A midterm review found that TA projects had generally succeeded in delivering outputs within 

budget but with implementation delays. The sustainability of TA outcomes had been mixed as few 

projects had paid adequate attention to operation and maintenance requirements. 

 

Compared with other trust funds, the e-Asia and Knowledge Partnership Fund is not widely 

known within ADB, although staff involved in ICT-related projects are familiar with it. Because it is 

focused on ICT-related activities and the funding ceiling is low ($500,000), the fund is relevant to 

only a small number of projects. Nevertheless, staff who had accessed the fund gave positive 

feedback. The approval process was fairly quick and the fund provided a useful additional source 

of funding for TA.   

 

The e-Asia and Knowledge Partnership Fund is the only trust fund that directly supports 

knowledge solutions as a strategic priority. To improve its relevance, staff suggested  

(i) expanding outreach within ADB through more open requests for proposals (e.g., through 

postings at ADB Today); (ii) increasing the funding ceiling to get higher leverage and reduce 

transaction costs for clients; and (iii) strengthening monitoring and evaluation to include 

outcomes and impact tracking, not just financial reporting. 

 

Sources: ADB. 2006. Republic of Korea e-Asia and Knowledge Partnership Fund. Manila; ADB. 2014. Annual 

Report of the e-Asia and Knowledge Partnership Fund. Manila; and ADB. 2014. The Republic of Korea e-Asia 

Knowledge and Partnership Fund: A Midterm Review: 2006–2013. Manila. 
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B. Effectiveness of Knowledge Partnerships  

 

107. The ADB staff survey showed that most of ADB’s knowledge partnerships are 

perceived as adding value in terms of financing knowledge activities, providing 

technical inputs during project design, and providing access to partners’ data.  It 

should be noted that the findings in this section are self-assessments. Many of the staff 

who were interviewed argued that there are constraints on the development and full 

use of the potential of knowledge partnerships in ADB, a view that was reinforced by 

desk analysis and case studies.  

 

108. Interviews with ADB sector and thematic group (STG) leaders suggested that 

their experience of cooperation with the external “knowledge hubs” that were 

established in 2005 in universities and research centers as an early output of the 

knowledge management action plan in ADB had been less than satisfactory. In some 

cases, agreements were signed but not much joint activity followed. ADB’s 2008 review 

of the performance of seven knowledge hubs created in 2005 found that, while 

outputs were produced, the amount of funding involved was modest (about $150,000 

per center) and too small to influence the centers’ activities significantly.
52

 Links with 

ADB’s specialists and research needs were found to be tenuous; and the criteria for 

selecting the centers and defining the work program in each were seen as ambiguous. 

IED’s 2012 evaluation (footnote 477) also found that the regional knowledge hubs had 

fallen short of expectations. Except for one urban hub in Shanghai, which has been 

successful in sharing good practices within the PRC and other countries, the hubs have 

not met expectations in generating and sharing of knowledge solutions due to lack of 

planning of shared activities and, ultimately, lack of ADB investment in them.   

 

109. Knowledge partnerships with less than optimal results. Although the World 

Bank has enjoyed a successful knowledge partnership with the Food and Agriculture 

Organization of the UN (FAO), the operational and knowledge services outcomes of 

ADB’s FAO partnership have been limited. By contrast, the World Bank-FAO partnership 

is based on an agreement under which FAO can make its technical expertise on 

agriculture available for the benefit of the World Bank’s project design (up to 800 

person-months a year). On its side, the World Bank provides a form of budget support 

to the FAO Investment Centre from which the services of the FAO staff can be funded. 

ADB has so far not been able to engage in this kind of practical partnership with UN 

institutions, which it feels to be too similar to a contractual fee-for-service situation, for 

which ADB argues that competitive procurement rules need to be used, rather than the 

LOAs and special rules that govern partnerships. ADB can only agree to fund FAO 

Investment Centre staff as consultants, preferably after FAO participates in competitive 

procurement, and furthermore ADB can only use experts from ADB’s member countries, 

a rule that UN organizations often object to. The current evaluation feels that more 

attention needs to be paid to mutuality and organizational characteristics and that ADB 

should adopt more flexible engagement rules to enable its ties with organizations such 

as FAO to be strengthened. 

 

110. Successful knowledge partnerships. In ADB’s partnerships with OECD and WWF, 

collaboration on specific initiatives paved the way for a more systematic relationship, 

which resulted in joint project preparation or implementation, completion of a series of 

publications or events, and in some cases joint financing of activities. An assessment of 

ADB’s partnership with OECD is provided in Box 4.   
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111. ADB and OECD have engaged in the preparation of studies; organization of 

conferences; promotion of consultations with the private sector; exchanges of data, 

including an expansion of OECD databases to include the Asia region; and capacity 

building of government officials. OECD contributes to ADB work through its evidence-

based analysis of policy issues and experience in high-income countries; peer reviews; 

dissemination or refinement of standards (as was done on corporate governance); and 

identification of high-level resource persons with considerable public sector experience 

in OECD countries who can provide direct advice, joint publications, event organization, 

and capacity building activities. ADB’s attractiveness for OECD lies in its very good 

contacts with policy makers in the region, whose participation in events it can 

encourage and often fund, raising the level of awareness and the content of policy 

debate. ADB can involve a number of different ministries, for example the finance 

ministry and the labor and education ministries for skills development. ADB can 

complete OECD research by supplying data, analysis, and an Asian perspective. Finally, 

ADB is well placed to support the implementation of policy recommendations through 

the programs and projects it finances. A more detailed discussion of the ADB-OECD 

partnerships is contained in Appendix 1, Linked Document C. 

 

Box 4. Partnership between the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and  

Development (OECD) and the Asian Development Bank (ADB) 

 

The complementarity between OECD and ADB is very strong. OECD is able to gather, compare, 

and present in significant technical depth best practices that developed countries have adopted 

in a wide range of policy areas. These lessons are important for ADB and its member countries 

when designing policies and projects. ADB has access to detailed data on Asia and the attention 

of regional policy makers. This information can expand OECD’s understanding of a very dynamic 

segment of the world and can help OECD ensure that the policies and approaches that OECD 

suggests to its members take into account other significant global actors. 

 

OECD staff respondents indicated that their experience of cooperating with ADB has been 

positive. Nearly all respondents (88%) indicated that the greatest area where ADB adds value to 

OECD through joint activities is by providing access to Asian policy makers and by participating in 

policy dialogue, followed in equal measure by knowledge and innovation, and project 

identification and development. Looking to the future, most respondents felt that ADB could be 

a vital source of financing that would complement research activities carried out by OECD in 

areas of common interest. The main weakness of the partnership lies in the ad-hoc and 

personality-driven nature of the activities and in the approach to work programming. The MOU 

between the two organizations contains an extensive list of ongoing and planned collaborative 

work for 2013–2014, but it is difficult to separate what has already happened from what is 

ongoing and what is planned for the future. Counterparts on either side are not identified, 

timelines are indicative, and the language is very conditional.
a
 Hence, while the partnership can 

be seen as effective, there is still considerable scope for further improvement, but this needs a 

more systematic approach and probably more staff resources in ADB dedicated to coordination 

of the ADB-OECD partnership. 

 

a
 For example, phrases such as: “could develop ...,” “might involve ...,” “will invite …”, “could comment ...,” 

“is potentially interested ...,” “a possible focus ...,” “can provide opportunities for dialogue ...,” 

“cooperation could be broadened ...,” “explore potential collaboration ...,” and “should seek further 

opportunities to collaborate …” 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

 

 

112. Sharing knowledge and operational coordination are the mainstays of the 

relationship between ADB and the WWF, although WWF has also cofinanced a few 

projects with ADB. ADB and WWF have submitted joint funding requests to the Global 

Environment Facility (GEF). One special area of cooperation has been the placement of 
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a WWF relationship manager at ADB headquarters, which has helped to intensify 

cooperation.  

 

113. WWF considers its collaboration with ADB to be “one of the most successful 

examples of its partnerships with the public sector.”
53

 This success is attributed to (i) 

the consistency of the ADB and WWF managers involved in maintaining in the 

partnership, (ii) WWF’s determined interest in pursuing a partnership with ADB, and (iii) 

the mutual appreciation of each partner’s comparative advantage. For WWF, the value 

ADB adds is its capacity to access regional policy makers and to scale up an intervention 

to protect biodiversity. ADB values WWF’s technical expertise outside Asia and the 

Pacific region, and the potential link with the private sector. 

 

114. The ADB-WWF example shows the benefits of a long-term relationship with a 

partner. ADB has not invested the time and effort to its partnerships with other 

organizations, leading to poorer results. ADB’s partnership with WWF is further 

elaborated in Appendix 1, Linked Document D. 

 

115. Features of successful knowledge partnerships. ADB’s partnerships with OECD 

and WWF are balanced partnerships where principles of mutuality and organizational 

identity are in play. These partnerships highlight several common elements of 

successful knowledge partnerships: (i) common interests and  synergies; (ii) an initial 

commitment by at least one partner to accommodate the other side’s requirements, in 

order to achieve long-term strategic results; (iii) clarity of objectives and outputs; (iv) 

mutual agreement on the treatment of intellectual property resulting from the 

partnership; and (v) a personal investment on the part of the focal points on both sides 

to ensure success. This implies ADB needs to be selective in its knowledge partnerships.  

 

116. Achieving the objectives of knowledge partnerships. The evaluation’s analysis 

of the effectiveness of knowledge partnerships is based on departments and offices’ 

self-reporting on the achievement of partnership objectives. These found 73% of 

knowledge partnerships to have completely or mostly achieved their objectives. This 

effectiveness rate is slightly lower than those of interagency collaboration partnerships 

(75%) and financing (79%).
54

 Departments reported that 26% of knowledge 

partnerships had to some extent accomplished their objectives, somewhat higher than 

for agency coordination partnerships and cofinancing (19% for both). Formal 

knowledge partnerships have a higher rate of complete accomplishment of objectives 

(85%) than informal knowledge partnerships (63%), probably because the sample 

includes several one-off partnerships centered on a specific knowledge product (a 

publication or conference). A high proportion of informal knowledge partnerships 

(38%) have achieved objectives only to some extent, possibly because their informal 

nature does not sufficiently compel partners to achieve and demonstrate concrete 

deliverables, or because not much happened after an initial expression of desire to 

collaborate. Regarding duration, effectiveness rates were similar, at 68%, for both 

shorter-term partnerships (less than 3 years) and longer-term partnerships (more than 3 

years, or with no end date).  
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 WWF. 2013. WWF’s Strategy on the Partnership with ADB FY14–FY16. Geneva. 

54
 Probit regression analysis indicates that the difference in effectiveness rates is not statistically significant. 
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Table 13. Extent of Achievement of Knowledge Partnership Objectives 

Extent of Achievement 
Formal Informal Total 

No % No % No % 

Completely 40  47 14  16  54   31 

Mostly 32  38 42  47  74   42 

To Some Extent 11  13 34  38  45   26 

Little or Not   2   2   0   0   2    1 

Total 85 100 90 100 175 100 

Note: Asian Development Bank departments and offices rated 175 of 261 knowledge partnerships on the extent of 

achievement of objectives. The rest of the partnerships had no ratings. 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department, partnerships perception survey. 

 

117. Probit regression analysis shows that particular features of formal partnerships 

(e.g., documentation, results framework, regular meetings, preparation of written 

reports, and arrangements for evaluation of the partnership) are positively correlated 

with the success of knowledge partnerships (Appendix 1, Linked Document H). 

 

C. Partnerships with Civil Society Organizations  

 

118. In this evaluation, CSOs include NGOs, community-based groups or 

organizations, trade unions, foundations, and academic or research institutions. ADB 

typically cooperates with a large number of NGOs and community-based organizations 

at various stages of the project cycle and consults them systematically at the country 

level when preparing country strategies. Consultations are held and inputs sought 

when ADB develops or reviews policies or strategies of interest to civil society (e.g., on 

public disclosure of information, social and environmental safeguards, and on the MTR 

of Strategy 2020). In addition, ADB has partnered successfully with a few private 

foundations to support health and urban climate change.  

119. Departments and offices reported knowledge partnerships with 92 CSOs, 

foundations, and think tanks or academic institutions during 2000–mid 2015.
55

 The 

stocktaking does not capture the operational involvement of CSOs in ADB projects or 

the involvement of civil society stakeholders in the preparation of ADB country 

strategies. NGOs and community-based groups are typically engaged by executing 

agencies for ADB-supported projects either through consultations during project 

development or implementation, or through contractual arrangements for the delivery 

of operational services. In the latter case, NGOs or community-based groups are 

selected through a competitive selection process to work on safeguard issues, 

management of microfinance components of projects, training and awareness raising, 

or community mobilization in participatory projects.  

 

120. ADB’s capacity to work with NGOs has gradually strengthened since 2001, 

when the NGO Center was established based on a recommendation of a task force on 

ADB-NGO cooperation.
56

 Bimonthly newsletters (now electronic), a dedicated internet 

link, Facebook and Twitter accounts,
57

 a number of training initiatives and manuals 

aimed at ADB staff,
58

 and the inclusion of indicators on ADB-NGO collaboration in the 

                                                
55

 Of this number, only 30 (32%) are formal in nature. 

56
 ADB. 2001. Task Force Report on Institutional Arrangements for Cooperation with Nongovernment 

Organizations. Manila. 

57
 http://www.adb.org/site/ngos/main, http://www.facebook.com/ADBandNGOs and @ADBandNGOs.  

58
 For example, ADB. 2009. Civil Society Organization Sourcebook: A Staff Guide to Cooperation with Civil 

Society Organizations. Manila; and ADB. 2010. Strengthening Participation for Development Results. A 

Staff Guide to Consultation and Participation. Manila. 

ADB’s capacity 

to work with 

NGOs has 

gradually 

strengthened 

since 2001 

http://www.adb.org/site/ngos/main
http://www.facebook.com/ADBandNGOs


Effectiveness of Knowledge Partnerships 33 
 

 

 

Development Effectiveness Framework
59

 have raised awareness among staff on the 

usefulness and importance of involving and consulting civil society in ADB operations.
60

 

However, it needs to be noted that many of these relations are contractual and are not 

partnerships.  

 

121. While CSO participation in ADB activities may have grown in recent years, ADB 

has few long–term partnerships with CSOs
61

 and few formal partnerships with them. In 

addition to WWF, ADB has signed MOUs with the International Union for the 

Conservation of Nature, the International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent 

Societies, Aga Khan Development Network, and Plan International. ADB also has 

agreements with private foundations: the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, the 

Rockefeller Foundation, the Clinton Health Access Initiative, and the Foundation for the 

Automobile and Society.
62

  

 

122. Recently, ADB signed an MOU on knowledge partnership with the World 

Resources Institute.
63

 ADB designated the institute as a center of excellence to foster 

knowledge sharing and enhance delivery of knowledge outputs under an ADB-

administered TA. Priority areas of cooperation include sustainable urban development, 

the Asia Leadership Program on Sustainable Development and Climate Change, energy, 

climate change, natural capital, sustainable transport, and water. The two parties 

agreed to develop annual joint work programs with specific outputs,
64

 to provide 

financial or in-kind contributions, with indicative timelines and outputs of each party. 

Under this new kind of arrangement, ADB did not engage the World Resources 

Institute as a consultant for the outputs outlined under the MOU.  

 

123. The 2014 MTR of Strategy 2020 envisaged stronger collaboration with CSOs 

through (i) identifying and addressing business process constraints, such as the use of 

ADB’s standard consultant recruitment procedures and contractual arrangements; (ii) 

exploring greater opportunities for direct engagement of CSOs on knowledge activities 

and ADB projects, while ensuring transparency and competition; (iii) more actively 

involving CSOs in the design, implementation, and monitoring of projects; (iv) seeking 

inputs and advice from CSOs on the implementation of ADB’s safeguard policies; and (v) 

proactively consulting CSOs on major policy reviews. 

 

124. Perception of ADB staff on partnerships with CSOs. The majority of ADB staff in 

ERCD, SDCC, and resident missions expressed satisfaction with their experience of 

working with CSOs. The value added of CSOs for ERCD and SDCC differs from resident 

mission staff because of the different nature of their engagement with CSOs. 

Headquarters staff partner with CSOs mainly for knowledge events and products, and 

                                                
59

 The results framework was updated in 2014 to align it with the MTR of Strategy 2020. Under the updated 

results framework, a new standard explanatory data indicator was introduced to monitor the approaches 

(information generation and sharing, consultation, collaboration, and partnerships in project design) and 

depth (high, medium, low) of CSO participation in the design of ADB operations.  

60
 ADB. Various years since 2001. ADB and Civil Society Partnership. Annual Report. Manila. 

61
 Seventeen partnerships of at least 3 years’ duration and only 2 partnerships of over 10 years’ duration were 

recorded. Other partnerships were short-term in nature: 4 had less than 1 year’s duration; 20 had 1–3 

years’ duration. Twenty seven partnerships did not report end dates.
   

62
 ADB has a cofinancing agreement with the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, an agreement with the 

Rockefeller Foundation to manage grant funds for the Urban Climate Change Resilience Trust Fund, and an 

LOI with the Clinton Initiative.  

63
 The MOU and the companion Knowledge Partnership Master Agreement signed August 2015 by ADB and 

World Resources Institute, identify priorities and include provisions for annual joint work programming, 

coordination, monitoring, evaluation, intellectual property rights, and dispute settlement, among others.  

64
 For instance, the 2015 work program included: Flagship Study on Future Cities (2050) in Asia and the 

Pacific (TA 49053-REG); The Asia Learning Program: Building Communities of Leaders through Regional 

Knowledge Sharing e-learning curriculum; and knowledge sharing series (TA-8612-REG). 
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for consultations on strategies and policies. Resident mission staff work with NGOs and 

community-based groups in projects implemented by the government; these are often 

contractual relations. For ERCD and SDCC respondents, the value added includes 

expertise in sector, country, or thematic areas; valuable advice provided during project 

design or sector analyses; and access to policy makers. For resident missions, the value 

addition lies in CSOs’ convening power for community mobilization and outreach, and 

in their experience in service delivery to project beneficiaries.   

 

125. Issues relating to knowledge partnerships and partnerships with CSOs. As with 

the knowledge partnerships with UN agencies, concerns raised by staff about CSOs are 

often related to contracting arrangements. ADB typically fulfills its knowledge needs 

through consulting services contracts, preceded by competitive bidding. ADB’s business 

processes constrain further engagement with CSOs as knowledge partners. Currently, 

these organizations may only be engaged as consultants, subject to ADB’s standard 

consultant recruitment processes. However, consulting contracts may not be the best 

way of engaging with CSOs. Project officers reported that CSOs have difficulty 

conforming to ADB’s rules and procedures. CSOs such as the Bangladesh Rural 

Advancement Committee (BRAC) have sizeable staffing, self-financing programs, and 

are well recognized by the international development community.
65

 Others, however, 

have limited administrative capacity to prepare expressions of interest and technical 

proposals, do not have administrative systems geared to retaining and organizing 

detailed documentation, do not have much cash to advance project expenditures, and 

use limited accounting systems.  

 

126. Interviews with CSOs during country missions confirm staff views. Local CSOs 

complain that it is difficult to access ADB resources and that ADB’s contracting process 

is complex and rigid. CSOs in Bangladesh and Viet Nam said that partnerships with ADB 

took a lot of staff time and that ADB’s procedures were rigid. BRAC staff mentioned 

that the prequalification criteria for NGOs to work on ADB projects are very stringent 

and result in only large NGOs like BRAC prequalifying. It suggested that ADB’s 

consultant management system could be made more user-friendly. Another CSO in 

Bangladesh found the budget for studies available from ADB to be small. As to areas 

for future partnership with ADB, several respondents suggested there is scope for 

studies and research with their organizations, as well as involvement in high-level policy 

dialogue. Clearly, some local NGOs, usually large ones, are ready for a genuine 

partnership with ADB, but have difficulty in distinguishing between partnership 

relations and contractual fee-for-service relations. 

 

127. In some cases, it was ADB staff who found serious partnerships with local CSOs 

at the country level to be time-consuming. Several staff interviewed suggested that 

ADB (i) revise its procurement guidelines to allow easier engagement of local NGOs and 

other CSOs in fee-for-service contracts; (ii) build capacity of local CSOs to improve the 

quality of their work and subsequently improve partnership outcomes; and (iii) use 

CSOs in all phases of operations, including strategy formulation, project design and 

implementation, and monitoring and evaluation. ADB’s recent MOU on knowledge 

partnership with World Resources Institute could be an option for engaging recognized 

institutions as knowledge partners rather than as consultants. ADB is updating its 

business processes (including streamlining grants, consulting, and partnership 

mechanisms) under the Strategy 2020 MTR action plan to expand CSOs’ engagement in 

                                                
65

 BRAC was founded in 1972, 6 years after ADB. It has over 100,000 employees in social and commercial 

enterprises, an annual budget of over $700 million, offices in 10 countries, and a 5-year $600 million 

strategic partnership with DFID and DFAT. 
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the design, implementation, and monitoring of projects and in knowledge work and 

policy dialogue.   

 

D. Chapter Key Points 

 

128. The key points of the chapter are: 

 

 The number of knowledge partnerships has grown in recent years. Knowledge 

departments are engaged in most of these, but operations departments also 

foster partnerships at project and program levels. 

 Self-assessments found that 73% of knowledge partnerships completely or 

mostly achieved the objectives set, which is slightly lower than the other two 

types of partnerships (interagency and financing partnerships). Only 63% of 

informal knowledge partnerships were successful.  

 ADB’s partnerships with well-funded and self-motivated partners such as OECD 

and WWF are highly beneficial; partnerships with UN-affiliated and other 

agencies function less efficiently because ADB relies on TA funding and 

competitive consultant procurement arrangements. The World Bank’s more 

flexible procedures provide a possible alternative model. This report’s own 

assessment of knowledge partnerships is that their performance is more mixed 

than appears from the self-assessments. 

 Participation of local CSOs in ADB activities and projects has grown in recent 

years.  

 Staff respondents from ERCD, SDCC, and resident missions gave positive 

feedback about their experiences working with CSOs.  

 ADB’s business processes, which require CSOs and even UN agencies to be 

engaged as consultants, constrain deeper engagement with many 

organizations as knowledge partners. These organizations often need funding 

by ADB for the partnership to truly develop. ADB’s strict rules of engagement 

make this difficult. ADB’s recent MOU on knowledge partnership with the 

World Resources Institute provides a possible model for engaging a well-

recognized knowledge institution as partner rather than as consultant. 



 

CHAPTER 5 

Effectiveness of Financing 

Partnerships 
 

 

 

 

129. This chapter reviews project cofinancing definitions, discusses ADB’s portfolio 

during 2000–2014, and assesses ADB’s progress in mobilizing cofinancing and 

achieving the cofinancing target in Strategy 2020. It also examines the contribution of 

cofinancing to project success through an analysis of the performance of cofinanced 

and non-cofinanced projects. It assesses the outcomes of cofinanced projects based on 

the responses of cofinancing partners to a perception survey and interview findings. A 

brief examination of trust funds and FPFs, a growing source of funding for ADB’s TA 

operations, is included as an example of a project with multi-donor funding, to 

highlight coordination arrangements.  

 

A. ADB Cofinancing Concept and Definition  

 

130. ADB regards the following as financing partnerships: (i) project-specific 

cofinancing, (ii) framework arrangements, (iii) trust funds, and (iv) FPFs. Framework 

arrangements—FCAs and similar agreements—are for interagency coordination 

partnerships and have already been covered in Chapter 3. This chapter focuses on 

project-specific cofinancing, trust funds, and FPFs, all three of which have expanded in 

recent years.  

 

131. Project-specific cofinancing aims to mobilize and administer financing for a 

specific project or program from one or more financing partners along with ADB 

financing. Its effectiveness can be assessed in two ways: (i) by the volume of 

cofinancing funds mobilized in relation to ADB financing (and whether ADB is on track 

to meet its target of matching its financing with that from other sources), and (ii) by 

comparing the success rate of completed cofinanced projects with those of non-

cofinanced projects. In 2012, ADB set an intermediate target of 70% by 2016.   

 

132. Cofinancing concepts and definitions. It is important to clarify how ADB enters 

into cofinancing at the project level. Some ADB development partners enter into FCAs 

that specify the expected terms of subsequent project-specific cofinancing 

arrangements. However, an FCA is not a prerequisite for project cofinancing, and 

cofinancing is often arranged in an ad hoc way, through negotiations between the ADB 

country office or project officer and the partner in the country where the intended 

project will be implemented. In other cases, the project-specific cofinancing may be a 

result of headquarter-based negotiations in the context of interagency coordination 

partnerships. Often in such meetings, ADB provides a list of projects with potential for 

cofinancing, from which the development partner can select those it wishes to finance.  

 

133. ADB provides two general sets of services in project cofinancing:  

(i) administration services, under which ADB receives the funds committed by the 
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cofinancing partner to the project and administers the process of transferring the funds 

to the project recipient; and (ii) project-related services, under which ADB provides one 

or more of the following services: (a) upfront project preparation, (b) oversight of 

procurement of goods, works, and services, (c) selection and engagement of 

consultants, (d) project supervision, (e) disbursement of funds, and (f) reporting.  

 

134. When ADB provides both sets of services, the cofinancing is recorded as “full 

administration.”
66

 When ADB provides only project-related services, the cofinancing is 

recorded as “partial administration.” Partial administration is often requested by 

financing partners who provide official loans; the menu of ADB’s project-related 

services is agreed with the partner and may involve only one type (e.g., preparation 

support) or a fuller range of services throughout the project cycle. In both full and 

partial administration cofinancing, ADB signs an agreement with the cofinancing 

partner that sets forth the obligations of both parties, and ADB assumes financial, 

fiduciary, or administrative responsibilities. Hence, both full and partial administration 

cofinancing are considered to be contractual cofinancing. 

 

135. Collaborative cofinancing is where ADB and the cofinancing partner coordinate 

their actions in relation to the project, but each follows its own financial and 

operational procedures. Collaborative cofinancing imposes no contractual obligations 

on either ADB or the financing partner, but requires close coordination during 

processing and implementation of the project, and is documented through project- or 

activity-specific MOUs and aide-memoires.  

 

136. All three forms of cofinancing (full administration, partial administration, and 

collaborative) are considered to have DVA. DVA cofinancing is contractual or has 

documented collaborative arrangements and counts toward the ADB cofinancing 

target.
67

 Cofinancing without a documented agreement for coordination between ADB 

and partners is defined as “discrete” cofinancing
68

 and does not count towards the 

ADB cofinancing target. However, ADB and other partners are normally aware of 

discrete cofinancing, and ADB includes it in the project financing plan. During 2000–

2014, $9.9 billion of discrete cofinancing was recorded in OCO’s database. 

 

137. Finally, project cofinancing may be “joint” (e.g., both ADB and the partner 

finance a common list of goods, works, and services in agreed-upon proportions, 

typically through full or partial administration contractual cofinancing, and using only 

untied partner funds) or “parallel” (ADB and the partner finance specific and different 

cost categories or components; ADB may provide administrative services, and all types 

of cofinancing, including discrete cofinancing).
69

   

 

138. Official cofinancing.
70

 Within ADB, the official cofinancing sources are bilateral 

funds, multilateral funds, global funds, multidonor trust funds, and single-donor trust 

funds (administered by ADB). The vast majority of official cofinancing flows from 

financing partnerships with multilateral and bilateral development agencies, and public 

sector lending windows of export credit agencies—hence, the importance of ADB’s 

coordination partnerships. Almost half (49%) comes from bilateral sources, and 45% 

from multilateral sources.  

                                                
66

 When funds are received directly from an agency partner, they are normally recorded as a “loan-related 

grant.” When cofinancing with a global fund, ADB always provides full administration.   

67
 The definition of DVA cofinancing was adjusted in 2012 to include collaborative cofinancing.  

68
 ADB. 2014. Financing Partnerships. OM Section E1/OP. Manila (describes discrete cofinancing within 

possible cofinancing scenarios). 

69
 For separate project components without ADB administration, cofinancing partners may use tied financing. 

70
  ADB. 2014. OM on Financing Partnerships. Manila. 
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139. “Commercial cofinancing” complements ADB’s ordinary capital resources (OCR) 

mainly through the application of ADB’s credit enhancement instruments. It is usually 

sourced from financial markets and priced at commercial terms. Credit enhancements 

and risk-sharing arrangements are instrumental in mobilizing financial flows, 

particularly for projects and programs that commercial partners would consider risky 

without ADB involvement. Providers of cofinancing may cover various sources. For 

example, KfW Development Bank may finance both official and commercial operations. 

Within ADB, official cofinancing is tracked separately from commercial cofinancing. 

 

140. In 2014, the different sources of cofinancing were clarified to include “other 

concessional cofinancing,” comprising concessional financing from private sources (e.g., 

foundations, corporate social responsibility programs, CSOs) and from public sources. 

 

B. Progress Towards Strategy 2020 Cofinancing Target  

 

141. Overview of total cofinancing portfolio. During 2000–2014, ADB-approved 

loans and grants amounted to $131.2 billion and cofinancing reached $45.4 billion, for 

a total cofinancing ratio of 31% (Table 14). Both official and commercial cofinancing 

rose sharply in 2009–2014. Cofinancing rose at a faster rate than ADB financing, 

resulting in an increase in the cofinancing ratio from 6% in 2000–2004 to almost 9% in 

2005–2008, and 50% in 2009–2014.    

 

Table 14. Total ADB Operations and Cofinancing, 2000–2014 ($ million) 

Year 

ADB 

Sovereign 

Operations 

ADB Non-

Sovereign 

Operations 

Total ADB 

Operations 

Official 

Cofinancing 

Commercial 

Cofinancing 

Total 

Cofinancing 

Ratio: 

Cofinancing/ADB 

Operations (%) 

2000–2004 27,297  1,183  28,480  1,524  185  1,709  6.0  

2005–2008 32,136  3,593  35,729 2,082  1,080  3,162  8.8  

2009–2011 36,332  4,269  40,601  8,646,  8,333 16,979  42.0 

2012–2014 35,429 5,127 40,555 9,882 13,703 23,585 58.0 

Total 131,194  14,171  144,366 22,135  23,301  45,436  31.3 

Note: Sovereign operations exclude grant-cofinanced technical assistance, which is not included in the cofinancing target.  

ADB = Asian Development Bank. 

Sources: Independent Evaluation Department and Office of Cofinancing Operations. 

 

142. Official cofinancing amounted to $22.1 billion during 2000–2014 (49% of total 

cofinancing) while commercial cofinancing reached $23.3 billion (51%). In the most 

recent period (2012–2014), commercial cofinancing greatly exceeded ADB 

nonsovereign financing ($13 billion in commercial cofinancing compared with $5 

billion in ADB nonsovereign operations). The high level of commercial cofinancing to 

ADB financing reflects the principle that ADB can fund a maximum of 25% in a 

nonsovereign project and the expansion of the trade financing program.
71

 In contrast, 

in sovereign operations, official cofinancing lagged behind ADB financing during 2012–

2014 ($9.8 billion compared with $35.4 billion from ADB, or 28%).   

 

143. There are some patterns to official cofinancing in sovereign operations (the 

main focus of this evaluation). While the ratio of total official cofinancing to total 

sovereign operations is only 17%, the ratio for the subset of projects attracting 

cofinancing is much higher, 72% (Table 15). This indicates that, in general, sovereign 

projects that attract cofinancing do so successfully. This may be because official 

cofinancing is concentrated on only a few sectors: transport and information and 

communication technology ($9.2 billion, 41%), followed by energy ($5.5 billion, 25%), 

                                                
71

 ADB. 2015. Exposure and Investment Limitations on Nonsovereign Operations. OM Section D13/OP. Manila. 
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and education ($2.5 billion, 11%). These are core operational areas as defined in 

Strategy 2020.  

 

144. Moreover, cofinancing is by its nature variable and dependent on the type and 

location of loan and grant operations in a given year. For example, in 2009 a Central 

Asia Regional Economic Cooperation (CAREC) transport corridor project in Kazakhstan 

mobilized $2.3 billion from the World Bank and Islamic Development Bank, equivalent 

to 85% of all collaborative official cofinancing and 78% of all official cofinancing in 

that year. In recent years, however, the increase in number of cofinanced projects has 

reduced ADB’s dependence on single very large projects, and slower growth in a given 

year in one type of cofinancing has been offset by stronger performance in others.  

 

Table 15. ADB Sovereign Operations and Official Cofinancing 2000–2014 ($ million) 

Year 

Sovereign 

Operations 

(a) 

Sovereign 

Operations with 

Cofinancing (b) 

Official 

Cofinancing 

(c) 

Ratio: 

(c/a) 

 

Ratio: 

(c/b) 

 

2000–2004   27,297    3,472   1,524  6% 44% 

2005–2008   32,136    6,184   2,082  6% 34% 

2009–2014   71,761   21,078 18,528 26% 88% 

Total 131,194 30,734 22,135 17% 72% 

Sources: Independent Evaluation Department and Office of Cofinancing Operations. 

 

145. Most official cofinancing is provided by bilateral and multilateral agencies 

(Table 16), leaving only about 5% from other sources. The top official cofinanciers were 

the World Bank ($5.8 billion, 26%), JICA ($3.7 billion, 16.7%), AFD ($1.6 billion, 7%), 

EIB ($1.3 billion, 5.9%), and Islamic Development Bank ($1.1 billion, 5.1%). 

 

Table 16. Official Project Cofinancing: Source Type, 2000–2014 ($ million) 

 

 Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

 

146. Changing definitions. Cofinancing increased significantly from 9% in 2005–

2008 to 50% in 2009–2014, but the increase may be in part related to a change in 

cofinancing definitions or to more strict application of the definitions.
 72

 The amount of 

cofinancing under collaborative arrangements rose from $1.5 billion in 2000–2008 to 

$15.0 billion in 2009–2014. The ratio of collaborative cofinancing to contractual 

cofinancing increased from 70% in 2000–2008 to 440% in 2009–2014 (Table 17). 

Collaborative cofinancing was already present at the beginning of cofinancing 

operations, but may not have been as rigorously tracked in the early years or may not 

have been officially documented. Monitoring and tracking was only done seriously after 

OCO issued a memo clarifying the accounting of cofinancing in 2012.
73

 There was no 

retrofitting of official cofinancing but commercial cofinancing was adjusted 

retroactively. As noted in Box 5, the implication is that the expansion in reported 

                                                
72

 For example, a February 2011 Memorandum from Director General, PSOD pointed out that, by revising the 

interpretation of DVA to include parallel loans, guarantees received, and risk participation agreements and 

trade finance (as proposed), the value of DVA cofinancing reported for 2010 would increase nearly 

eightfold from $596 million to $4.6 billion. 

73
 Memo on Note for Clarification of Cofinancing Definition, 18 August 2010 from Deputy Director General, 

SPD and Head, OCO.  

Source Total % 

Bilateral          10,960.1 49.5 

Multilateral 9,976.3 45.1 

Global Fund               869.8           3.9 

Multi Donor Trust Fund               317.5 1.4 

Private Sector                 10.9           0.1  

Total (rounded)             22,135        100  

The increase in 

number of 

cofinanced 

projects has 

reduced ADB’s 

dependence on 

single very large 

projects  

The increase may 

be related to a 

change in 

cofinancing 

definitions or to a 

more strict 

application of the 

definitions  



40 Effectiveness of ADB Partnerships 

 

official and commercial cofinancing was at least in part due to definitional changes 

made after 2009. Although this evaluation can see a justification for the changes and 

clarifications that have been made, which have probably led to better tracking, it would 

have been helpful if Strategy 2020 had provided a clearer definition of what it wanted 

to count as cofinancing.    

 

Table 17. Ratio of Official Collaborative to Official Contractual Cofinancing, 2000–2014 ($ million) 

 Contractual Collaborative Ratio 

Period 

Full  

Administration 

(a) 

Partial 

Administration 

(b) 

Total 

(c=a+b) 
(d) (e=d/c) 

2000–2008 1,523   598 2,121  1,486 70% 

2009–2014 2,228 1,202 3,430 15,098 440% 

Total 3,752 1,800 5,552 16,584 298% 

Source: Office of Cofinancing Operations. 

 

147. For official cofinancing, this evaluation’s review of the cofinancing database 

shows that of the total $22.1 billion reported during 2000–2014, most (75%) has been 

in the form of collaborative cofinancing (Table 18). The share of collaborative 

cofinancing has increased dramatically in volume and proportion since 2008, indicating 

that the broader definition had led to a bigger effort to document collaborative 

partnerships and thus to the recording of a much higher amount of cofinancing.   

 

Table 18. Official Cofinancing by Administration Arrangement, 2000–2014 ($ million) 

Period 
Full 

Administration 
% 

Partial 

Administration 
% Collaborative % Total 

2000–2004   836 55   206 14   483 32   1,524 

2005–2008   687 33   392 19 1,003 48   2,082 

2009–2014 2,228 12 1,202   6 15,098 81 18,528 

Total 3,752 17 1,800 8 16,584 75 22,135 

Source: Office of Cofinancing Operations. 

 

148. In the case of commercial cofinancing, reported volumes also increased 

dramatically after 2009 (Table 19). 

 

Table 19. Commercial Cofinancing by Type, 2000–2014 ($ million) 

Period Trade Cofinancing Other Commercial 

Cofinancing 

Total 

2000–2004    --     185     185 

2005–2008    324     756   1,080 

2009–2014 11,855 10,181 22,036 

Total 12,179 11,122 23,301 

            Source: Office of Cofinancing Operations.  
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149. While definitional changes and greater efforts to document previously non-

formal collaborative cofinancing have resulted in higher levels of recorded cofinancing 

(both official and private), the new definition is in principle appropriate. Inclusion of 

collaborative cofinancing in official cofinancing now requires agreement with the 

partner on a document specifying the cooperation, an arrangement that would fall 

within the partnership definition of this evaluation. 

 

150. Further clarity is required on the inclusion of trade cofinancing in the definition 

of overall (commercial) cofinancing. Reported trade cofinancing has increased to 

substantial levels in the space of a few years, with ADB’s input amounting to only 

several hundred million dollars annually. Trade finance transactions’ tenors are much 

shorter than most ADB financing (60–90 days) so the financing that is guaranteed 

could roll over several times per year (all of it is counted cumulatively). The nature of 

the cofinancing is also different, as the participating bank is not required to bring in an 

additional partner. This is different from the usual cofinancing in infrastructure 

transactions, where ADB brings in an additional partner and the tenor is for several 

years. IED’s 2014 trade finance evaluation expressed concern
74

 that when calculating 

the trade finance program’s cofinancing contribution it is difficult to determine with 
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 IED. 2014. Corporate Evaluation Study. ADB Trade Finance Program. Manila: ADB. 

Box 5. Evolving Definitions of Cofinancing in Asian Development Bank (ADB) 

 

The 2006 Financing Partnership Strategy
a
 defined direct value-added (DVA) cofinancing as 

“joint as well as parallel financing partnerships for which ADB commits resources to assume a 

financial, fiduciary, or administrative responsibility in implementation,” pointing out that “the 

willingness of financial partners to compensate ADB for its involvement can be seen as a value 

indicator for ADB’s contribution.” It excluded “parallel cofinancing without clear contribution 

by ADB for its mobilization or administration.”  

 

The Office of Cofinancing Operations (OCO) clarified in August 2010 that parallel cofinancing 

without administration by ADB should be counted as DVA collaborative cofinancing if “each 

partner’s responsibilities for coordination, exchange of information, and overall 

implementation of the respective portions of the project or program, are fully documented 

through the signing of procedural agreements and/or MOUs between ADB and its partners.” 

Collaborative cofinancing jumped from $1 billion in 2005–2008 to $15.1 billion in 2009–2014. 

 

OCO and the Private Sector Operations Department (PSOD) in February 2011 proposed 

clarifications on DVA cofinancing instruments that consume lending headroom. As a result, the 

following are counted as DVA cofinancing (i) debt provided by third parties, guaranteed by a 

coguarantor under a guarantor of record or parallel guarantee; (ii) the portion of debt not 

guaranteed by ADB; (iii) unfunded risk participation and reinsurance; (iv) the portions of 

transactions under ADB’s trade finance program not guaranteed by ADB and/or reinsured; and 

(v) the debt portion of project costs financed by commercial banks and other cofinanciers 

through parallel loans. Other commercial cofinancing grew from $756 million in 2005–2008 to 

$10.2 billion in 2009–2014. Trade finance cofinancing increased from $324 million in 2005–

2008 to $11.9 billion in 2009–2014. 

 

In December 2014, PSOD adopted enhancements to the definition of DVA commercial 

cofinancing, to include (i) B-loans (recognized as DVA cofinancing when they are closed) that 

are in addition to the financing plan in the report and recommendation of the President, (ii) 

third-party parallel debt in transactions that have ADB direct equity participation, and (iii) third-

party equity in private equity funds where ADB takes on the role of a limited partner and in 

transactions where ADB invests direct equity. Previously, third-party parallel debt and equity 

were not counted in cases of ADB direct equity participation. The change was expected to 

“enable the recording of at least $250 million of additional Net DVA Commercial Financing.” 

 

a 
ADB. 2006. Financing Partnership Strategy. Manila. 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 
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any precision whether the transaction would have happened without ADB participation. 

The international confirming banks have ample lines with various counter parties, and 

they typically share risks with others to extend their limits. As ADB shares risk with 

these international confirming banks for trade finance program guarantees, it is not 

clear whether the relief the banks obtain from ADB risk participation will be used to 

promote trade elsewhere. In reality, money is fungible and international banks are not 

required to redeploy the entire risk relief they obtain from ADB participation to 

mobilize additional trade finance or to provide additional trade support in ADB’s 

borrower countries. Therefore, it is hard to measure the exact amount of additional 

trade finance facilities in the region as a result of ADB’s risk participation.  

 

151. A fundamental question may be asked about whether ADB’s role within a 

cofinancing arrangement is truly catalytic. This evaluation’s review of interagency 

cooperation partnerships found that some partners reported that they value ADB’s 

experience and have relied on it to help them enter or expand their operations in new 

countries (e.g., AFD), or to provide in-country project-related capacity (e.g., global 

funds)—in such cases ADB’s value-added is clear. However, it is not always the case 

that the cofinancing committed to a project in a particular country or sector is truly 

additional or that it would not have been allocated without ADB. For example, when 

ADB cofinances with other MDBs or established bilateral organizations, they may 

already have a defined country financing envelope and country strategy,
75

 as well as 

significant capacity to deliver the financing in that envelope. In such cases, 

coordination with ADB may be beneficial for the country and other partners. However, 

the fact that only 25% of official cofinancing over 2000–2014 has been contractual, in 

the form of full or partial administration, and has not increased much relative to the 

overall increase in ADB portfolio over the years, indicates that ADB’s administration and 

project-related services have been less in demand from cofinancing partners than its 

coordination efforts relative to the country program.   

 

152. Is ADB reaching its cofinancing target? From the perspective of ADB’s total 

(official and commercial) cofinancing portfolio, it has not yet achieved the Strategy 

2020 cofinancing target of matching or exceeding ADB financing. However, ADB 

Management has also adopted a corporate results framework that sets an intermediate 

target of 70% in 2016 (the proportion of DVA cofinancing relative to ADB loans 

approved annually—the baseline in 2007 was 10% and the first intermediate target for 

2012 was 20%). ADB reached a cofinancing ratio of 42% during 2009–2012, and 58% 

during 2012–2014.  

 

153. The prospects for growth in the five sources of ADB’s official cofinancing are 

nevertheless good, particularly in view of the recently signed $16 billion ADB-JICA 

investment fund for financing infrastructure projects in the Asia and Pacific region, and 

new entrants to the world of MDBs such as the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank 

(AIIB) which could provide opportunities for new project-based cofinancing 

partnerships, even when MDB finance is currently restricted in some older institutions.  

 

154. Bilateral agencies face constraints on the growth of traditional ODA resources; 

the 2015 OECD Development Assistance Committee report showed a 0.5% real decline 

                                                
75

 The World Bank decides internally on the country International Bank for Reconstruction and Development 

(IBRD) or International Development Association (IDA) envelope as well as a country partnership framework. 

It no longer maintains a central database tracking project cofinancing, nor does it report on the level of 

cofinancing in its Annual Report. Instead, the role of other development partners in a particular country is 

reviewed in the context of a country partnership framework, and there has been a renewed effort to have 

more coordinated and strategic development partner relations. From a financial perspective, the main 

emphasis is on reporting on country level trust funds and associated grants executed by countries.   
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in ODA in 2014.
76

 The remaining sources: global funds, multi-donor trust funds, and 

private funders, have only provided about 5% of ADB cofinancing to date.  

 

155. However, there is some potential for growth in the area of global funds.
77

 The 

total amount of cofinancing under the global fund type of agreement from 2000–2014 

amounted to $870 million for 43 projects. Access to this type of agreement has 

increased significantly from 7 projects ($55.2 million) in 2001–2009 to 36 projects 

($814.6 million) in 2010–2014. ADB could try to increase its share of financing from 

existing global funds (e.g., the Climate Investment Funds, GEF, and the Global 

Partnership for Education) as well as to access the new Green Climate Fund, which 

should make billions of dollars available for projects to be administered by ADB and 

others.
78

 ADB was the first accredited MDB to access this fund and the first ADB project 

was approved for funding in November 2015. The Fund approved a $31 million climate 

adaptation grant for the planned Fiji Urban Water Supply and Wastewater 

Management Project, which is also expected to be financed by a $67.7 million loan 

from ADB, and by other sources.
79

  

 

156. Commercial sources may also provide growth, especially in light of global 

agreements on the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and financing for 

development. These are leading to a more diversified set of development finance 

channels, wherein ADB’s ability to leverage both public and private sources could be 

highly relevant, especially given its traditional focus on infrastructure finance.   

 

157. Should ADB maintain its cofinancing target? During IED’s interviews with ADB 

staff, awareness of the need to meet the ambitious cofinancing target was widespread. 

In discussions with OCO, there was strong ownership, and the view was expressed that 

the target has had a positive impact on ADB by increasing the size of development 

projects offered to countries to a scale and scope beyond what ADB could finance 

alone. This is seen as increasing the relevance, attractiveness, and development impact 

of such projects. Furthermore, ADB’s harmonization and coordination with other 

financiers results in added value for countries. The cofinancing target was seen as 

making ADB more open to partnering and to innovation in cofinancing instruments 

(including for commercial operations) in an environment of growing demand in the 

region for project financing in all sectors. The forthcoming merger of ADB’s ADF and 

OCR balance sheets is expected to lead to growth in ADB’s financing by at least 40%. 

OCO staff have expressed concern that this will also effectively raise the bar on the 

volume of cofinancing to be mobilized. Hence, achieving the cofinancing target will 

become an even greater challenge, but one that OCO says it is committed to.  

 

158. Views of project officers in operations departments were mixed. While some 

remain committed to going the extra mile to seek cofinancing in order to improve the 

services they offer clients, there were also reports of difficulties in mobilizing 

cofinancing and of complexities in administration, reporting, and partner relations 

management. One particular internal procedural issue mentioned by almost all 

operational staff was the perceived lack of distribution of cofinancing or administration 
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 OECD. 2015. Development Cooperation Report 2015: Making Partnerships Effective Coalitions for Action. 

Paris. 

77
 The OECD Development Cooperation Report 2015 mentions (page 44) that the top 10 global funds 

provided 14% of total country programmable aid in 2010, yet ADB is not a top user of these funds.   

78
 Developed economies have formally agreed to jointly mobilize $100 billion per year by 2020, from a variety 

of sources. The Fund’s initial resource mobilization period lasts from 2015 to 2018, and it is accepting new 

pledges on an ongoing basis. Once 60% of pledges from initial resources have been converted into 

contributions, the Fund will rely on a systematic process to replenish its resources. 

79
 See news release: http://www.adb.org/news/adb-project-fiji-among-those-first-financed-green-climate-fund. 
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fee income to the teams managing the required activities, to help meet the additional 

burden of designing and administering projects in collaboration with other partners (at 

present cofinancing fees and charges are absorbed into the general budget). Since 

ADB’s achievement of the cofinancing target at the corporate level depends heavily on 

the efforts of individual project officers or teams to mobilize project cofinancing, 

Management needs to find ways to improve incentives and find solutions (Chapter 6). 

 

159. Given that the cofinancing target has led to greater efforts to establish or 

strengthen cofinancing partnerships as well as to reflections on what partnerships 

should entail, there are several options for ADB:   

 

 ADB should acknowledge that its increased lending capacity following the ADF-

OCR merger would increase the level of effort needed to fulfill the existing 

target of 100% cofinancing. More realistic targets, focusing on specific types of 

ADB operations and sources of cofinancing (direct and collaborative, official 

and commercial) could be set, while maintaining the high-level goal of at least 

matching ADB’s financing as an aspirational target. This could also be part of 

the new Strategy 2030. 

 Management should continue to reach out to new cofinancing partners, 

regionally and globally, through interagency coordination partnerships.   

 Management should improve its support for project officers mobilizing and 

managing cofinancing. A cofinancing award may be a good idea.  

 

160. Cofinancing in core and noncore areas of operations. The evaluation examined 

the official cofinancing portfolio of six core sectors and four noncore sectors (Table 20). 

Strategy 2020 aimed for noncore operations to be supported more significantly by 

partnerships and cofinancing, to compensate for ADB’s own more limited efforts. While 

this has indeed happened, it has happened even more for core operations. While 

cofinancing in the noncore sectors over 2009–2014 represents only 11% of total 

cofinancing, ADB’s own noncore financing was 14% of total financing. The cofinancing 

ratio of core operations was 54%, while that of noncore operations was 41%. This 

echoes the findings of the MTR of Strategy 2020 that cofinancing for noncore sector 

operations was not as high as for core sector operations. Several noncore sector 

operations remain popular with some cofinanciers, particularly health and social 

protection and public sector management. Cofinancing for ADB’s noncore operations 

over 2009–2014 nevertheless remained limited to $2.0 billion (compared with $16.5 

billion for core operations) as partners continued to seek collaboration mainly in areas 

of ADB’s perceived comparative advantages (i.e., the core areas).  

 

161. ADB’s pipeline of projects was thin in its noncore sectors of operations, and 

enticed modest external support. With smaller resource allocations of its own and 

declining staff capacities, it is difficult for ADB to be a highly attractive development 

partner in the noncore operational sectors of Strategy 2020. Foreseen expansions in 

health and agriculture envisaged in the 2014 midterm review should, however, bode 

well for partnerships in these noncore sectors. 
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Table 20. Official Cofinancing, Selected Sectors, 2000–2008 and 2009–2014 ($ million) 

ADB Sectors of Operations 

2000–2008 2009–2014 

ADB 

Financed Cofinanced 

Ratio 

(%) 

ADB 

Financed Cofinanced 

Ratio 

(%) 

Core Sectors        17,943       2,897       16       30,458        16,515       54  

Energy           802          600       75       6,627         4,941       75  

Transport and Communications           823         1,051     128         5,781         8,124     141  

Water and Other Services
a
           211           179       85        2,964            908       31  

Finance        4,193             170         4        5,553             466         8  

Education           192             590     307         2,033          1,880       92  

Multisector       11,722             306         3         7,500       195         3  

Noncore Sectors         2,057             709       34         4,918           2,013       41  

Agriculture and Natural 

Resources 

            

904             500       55        1,778             550       31  

Health and Social Protection            338             109      32           149             144      97  

Industry and Trade           642               28         4        1,071               17         2  

Public Sector Management           173              72       42        1,920         1,302       68  

Total       20,000          3,606  

      

18       35,376        18,528       52  

a
 Water and other municipal infrastructure services. 

ADB = Asian Development Bank.  

Sources: Independent Evaluation Department and Office of Cofinancing Operations. 

 

C. Trust Funds and Financing Partnership Facilities 

 

162. ADB’s portfolio of trust funds and FPFs. ADB considers trust funds and FPFs to 

be important partnering modalities. Of the total financing of $1.6 billion from these 

sources during 2000–2014, loans represented 52% ($866 million) and grants 48% 

($792 million). As of December 2015, there were 21 active single-donor trust funds 

with available balances of $131 million,
80

 9 multi-donor trust funds with available 

balances of $76 million, and 5 FPFs with available balances of $211.6 million.  

 

163. Within this portfolio, ADB manages different categories of funds held in trust:   

 

 Agency trust funds: these are generally funded through bilateral donor 

agencies for project-specific cofinancing and trust funds. An example is the 

Afghanistan Infrastructure Trust Fund. This category also includes the individual 

trust fund accounts that together constitute an individual FPF, e.g., the four 

individual funds comprising the Clean Energy FPF. 

 Loan-related grants: normally, these are grants provided by donors for ADB full 

administration in the context of a single project cofinancing arrangement. 

 

164. In addition to these categories, funds are received and held by ADB under a 

broad range of agreement types. The terms are sometimes established through 

programmatic trust fund agreements approved by the ADB Board of Directors (as in the 

case of the FPFs and special funds), which are then often incorporated into donor 

agreements through simple contribution agreements or CFAs. Some contributions 

come in the form of MOUs and others, especially for loan-related grants, incorporate 

terms from FCAs signed by ADB and cofinancing partners at the institutional level. 

While the terms of each specific agreement may be subject to internal legal and 

business unit clearance within ADB, if there is an increase in the volume of ADB’s donor 

contributions to be held in trust, even small variations in terms among different 

agreements could increase administration costs and compliance risk. Hence, greater 
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standardization of agreements is recommended, perhaps as part of developing a 

comprehensive ADB trust fund policy framework.
81

   

 

165. Financing partnership facilities. In 2006, ADB created the first FPF for water. 

ADB now has five such facilities: Clean Energy (established in 2007), Regional 

Cooperation and Integration (2009), Urban (2009), and Health (2013).
82

 Since their 

launch, they have mobilized $572 million.
83

 Currently all except the regional 

cooperation and integration FPF are managed by SDCC.  

 

166. FPFs have multiple donors, although individual trust fund accounts within the 

umbrella of an FPF may be single-donor. This flexibility in fund architecture has helped 

to expand funding and to balance donor and ADB requirements, but has also led to 

more administrative requirements across several accounts with various country 

eligibility or subsectoral requirements within one FPF. With regard to the use of funds, 

FPFs may cofinance loan-related TA or stand-alone TA operations, and/or direct charges. 

They cover a number of countries. FPFs support project cofinancing in two ways: (i) 

they can finance project preparation and TA in support of upstream work leading to 

ADB operations, and (ii) they can fund investments along with ADB.  

 

167. In 2010, IED conducted an evaluation of the Water, Regional Cooperation and 

Integration, and Clean Energy FPFs.
84

 The evaluation concluded that all three were 

successful, and they were assessed relevant, effective, less efficient, and likely 

sustainable. The facility-level and the project-level assessments are largely in line with 

the overall assessment, although the facilities had some financial issues that affected 

their sustainability. The evaluation recommended that ADB streamline procedures, be 

more systematic in relationship management and fundraising, and improve results 

frameworks.  

 

168. Self evaluations of the Clean Energy, Urban, and Water FPFs were recently 

completed by consultants hired by SDCC. All three were assessed to be successful. They 

had created significant operational synergies. For example, the Clean Energy FPF was 

seen as “an effective mechanism that has helped to catalyze dramatic growth in ADB’s 

clean energy investments, from less than $700 million annually in 2007 to more than 

$2.4 billion in 2014.”
85

 The Water FPF has funded over 240 projects, about 28% ($5.77 

billion) of ADB’s water financing program over its lifetime.
86

 The Water FPF was found 

to be effective in terms of impact, i.e., in its contribution to outcome targets, but to 

have had mixed results at the outcome level. The effectiveness of the Urban FPF was 

measured according to the achievement of the facility’s intended results and supported 

projects’ intended results. According to the first criterion it was rated effective but the 

second was not rated because of the absence of information.  

 

169. Results reporting is a growing priority for FPFs’ financing partners. ADB is 

increasingly establishing common indicators across sectors that are applicable to both 
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 In cases where the ADF has frequent cofinancing opportunities with the same partner, OCO has developed 

useful templates that minimize the additional work related to a new project, by utilizing language and 

modalities that have been agreed to in principle by ADB and the partner institution. 

82
 However, as of end 2015, only the trust fund under the Health FPF (Regional Malaria and other 

Communicable Disease Threats Trust Fund) had been fully committed. 
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 ADB. 2014. Donor Report 2014: Partnering for Development. Manila. 

84
 IED. 2010. Financing Partnership Facilities. Manila: ADB. 
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 Nexant. Evaluation of the Clean Energy FPF (draft as of 2 July 2015).   

86
 The Water FPF achievement rate for translation of projects for project preparatory TA support into 

approved investment projects is 64%, below the 75% target (WFPF: External Evaluation, Final Report. 2 

August 2014, Robert Everitt and Isabel Patron [Consultants]).   
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TA and loan, and grant operations. Each FPF has a results framework that is agreed 

with donors reviewed by them through annual consultations. While donors can easily 

agree on a broad shared goal for an FPF, they may have additional individual 

subreporting requirements. The preparation of qualitative results reporting appears to 

be done typically on a manual basis and then aggregated across multiple funds and 

activities. As FPFs have added trust funds, there is a need to ensure that the design and 

monitoring framework for individual trust funds reflects the specific results objectives 

agreed and links to the facility-level framework. For this reason, one recommendation 

of the Urban FPF evaluation was to improve the alignment of results frameworks at the 

facility, trust fund, and project levels, and, more generally, to improve both monitoring 

and evaluation and partner reporting at the project level to ensure they are meeting 

the objectives agreed with the trust funds and the FPF.   

 

170. All FPFs need to ensure sufficient resources, particularly staffing, are available 

to the program secretariats. While current management teams were rated highly, some 

positions are unfilled or are part-time or consultant positions. Many additional 

requirements of program management (e.g., stronger results reporting requested by 

donors) fall to program secretariats.   

 

171. FPFs can be used to scale up thematically earmarked funding for ADB across its 

operations, as well as to position ADB to tap into other resources. The Clean Energy FPF, 

for example, can help ADB work with the new Green Climate Fund. Beyond a strategy 

to scale up and establish more FPFs, ADB should also consider whether there is a risk of 

creating a supply-driven approach if more of such funding becomes narrowly 

earmarked. To avoid distorting country priorities, ADB should continue to ensure that 

donors provide funding that supports a broad range of sectors within a theme, in order 

to let country priorities drive the use of funds. ADB may also align the FPFs to its 

corporate strategic priorities and to the STGs. 

 

172. Technical assistance. Trust funds, including FPFs, now finance half of ADB’s TA 

operations, the other half being financed by the Technical Assistance Special Fund 

(TASF), special funds, and Japan funds. Within ADB, TA is defined through a series of 

product lines that correspond to various knowledge activities (e.g., capacity 

development, project preparation, policy and advisory, research and development) for 

country, regional, cluster, and small-scale activities. In light of the rise in external donor 

funding, it is appropriate that ADB adheres to its regular TA product definitions and 

business processes regardless of the source of funding. This ensures that donor funds 

are being spent according to the same TA policies and standards agreed with the ADB 

Board of Directors. Table 21 presents TA cofinancing data by agreement type.  

 

Table 21. Technical Assistance Cofinancing by Agreement Type, 2000–2014  

Cofinancing Agreement Amount ($ million) % 

Agreement for Trust Fund Establishment/Contribution 792.4 52.2 

Project-Specific 607.4 40.0 

Global Fund 94.8 6.2 

Framework Cofinancing Agreement 24.5 1.6 

Total 1,519.1 100.0 

Source: Office of Cofinancing Operations. 

 

173. With the rise of FPFs, the growing number of differentiated fund allocation 

procedures used in parallel to those of the TA project cycle raises the risk of an extra 

burden being imposed on project officers. Such procedures include calls for proposals 

from multiple funds, plus more approval processes resulting from FPF-specific program 

governance processes.  
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174. Staff of the IADB shared the concept of a “single window” for teams seeking 

funding for TA and other knowledge products. IADB has created one process for 

seeking such funding and has also established service standards that save time for 

frontline staff. Given the growth of trust funds and FPFs, ADB should consider this 

approach.   

 

D. Effectiveness of Cofinanced Projects  

 

175. Are cofinanced projects more successful? The evaluation team compared ADB 

cofinanced and non-cofinanced projects in terms of project success, efficiency in 

achieving outputs, effectiveness in achieving outcomes, and sustainability of project 

outcomes (Supplementary Appendix B). The analysis covered 442 completed investment 

projects with project completion reports (PCRs) and project validation reports (PVRs) if 

available. Of this total, 86 were cofinanced and 356 non-cofinanced. The analysis 

revealed that 81% of all cofinanced projects were rated successful or highly successful, 

as compared with 67% for non-cofinanced projects (Table 22), a significant difference 

at 90% confidence level. This is despite the often-reported added operational 

challenges of cofinanced projects.  

 

Table 22. Ratings of Cofinanced and Non-Cofinanced Projects  

Project Ratings Non-Cofinanced Cofinanced 

Statistically 

Significant 

Difference? 

Highly Relevant or Relevant         84 99 Yes 

Highly Effective or Effective        67 87 Yes 

Highly Efficient or Efficient       66 71 No 

Most Likely Sustainable or Likely 

Sustainable      64 66 No 

Overall:  Highly Successful or Successful 67 81 Yes 

  Source: Supplementary Appendix B. Analysis of independent evaluation ratings of 442 completed projects 

approved between 2000–2014 (excluding program loans). 

 

176. It can be surmised that the better design and higher government ownership of 

some projects may have encouraged cofinancing from partners. These factors may have 

predisposed the project to a higher success rate rather than the cofinancing itself or 

changes in design or supervision arrangements related to the partnership (e.g., there 

was more scrutiny of the project during design and better supervision during 

implementation). Based on many discussions with project staff both in ADB and in its 

partners, it is fair to say that both factors may have played a role. This evaluation takes 

a positive view of the additional scrutiny and supervision that cofinancing usually 

entails and feels that these outweigh the negative byproducts of cofinancing, e.g., 

longer implementation periods and additional reporting. Controlling for the observable 

factors that influence project success, probit regression analysis shows that cofinancing 

of projects has a statistically significant positive correlation with project success. 

Further evidence that cofinanced projects have good designs and high government and 

ADB ownership is provided by relevant or highly relevant ratings for 99% of cofinanced 

projects compared with 84% of non-cofinanced, a statistically significant difference.
87

 

(This was not the case for the ratings for efficiency and sustainability.) 
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 In the case of the relevance and effectiveness ratings, probit analysis reveals that cofinancing of projects 

has a positive influence on the ratings, controlling for other factors. ADB’s and borrowers’ performance are 

among the variables that are statistically significant in explaining project success. 
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177. Project costs are lower for cofinanced projects and the difference in averages 

between the two categories is statistically significant (Table 23). Project duration is 

significantly higher for cofinanced projects, and perhaps some of the expected delays 

are already factored in the longer implementation periods planned, as the proportion 

of cofinanced projects with delays is not higher than that of non-cofinanced projects.  

 

Table 23. Summary of Differences between Cofinanced and Non-Cofinanced Projects  

(Average Values) 

Factors  

Non-

Cofinanced Cofinanced 

Statistically 

Significant 

Difference? 

Time from Fact Finding to Approval (years) 0.73 0.85 No 

Project Costs ($ million) 206.07 115.89 Yes 

Project Duration (years) 5.84 6.39 Yes 

Percentage Cost Overruns -8 -0.8 No 

Percentage Delays 41 38 No 

Percentage of Projects with ADB 

Performance rated Highly Satisfactory or 

Satisfactory  

 

 

78 

 

 

88 

 

 

Yes 

  Source: Supplementary Appendix B. Analysis of independent evaluation ratings of 442 completed projects 

approved between 2000–2014 (excluding program loans). 

 

178. ADB perceptions of effectiveness. The findings of the statistical analysis of the 

success ratings of cofinanced projects are matched by an analysis of the mapping 

exercise of cofinancing partnerships. The mapping exercise found that 79% of these 

partnerships were viewed by ADB offices as having completely or mostly achieved their 

objectives. The perception survey of ADB staff showed that 91% of respondents 

involved in cofinancing partnerships were either highly satisfied or satisfied with their 

experience working with cofinancing partners.
88

 Staff reported that additional 

financing was the main value added of financing partnerships, followed by sharing of 

technical knowledge among development partners during project implementation, 

sharing responsibility in donor coordination, and providing international best practices. 

While recognizing the advantages of partnerships, staff indicated some areas of 

concern, including an unclear division of administration functions among partners, 

staff shortages, and frequent staff turnover. Respondents indicated that engaging in 

partnerships was time-consuming, since it also required more than the usual 

communication with counterpart agencies.   

 

179. Perceptions of government counterparts. A questionnaire survey of government 

staff in the three case study countries visited indicated that 90% respondents felt that 

ADB achieved satisfactory or highly satisfactory results in partnership with others.
89

 

They indicated that the main value added of partnership between ADB and other 

financing partners derives from the availability of additional funding, followed by 

better prepared projects, technical knowledge and innovation, and improved 

coordination in pursuing project objectives. As one respondent succinctly put it: “It is 

expected that the partnerships will help ADB to mobilize more funds and resources for 

development activities by utilizing the strength of the partners involved through 

coordinated efforts to achieve better development outcomes.” 

 

                                                
88

 Perception survey questionnaires were sent to all 149 ADB staff and project team leaders involved in 

project-specific cofinancing approved over 2000–2014. Responses were received from 54 staff, a 36% 

response rate.    

89
 Perception survey questionnaires were sent to 103 government counterparts in Bangladesh, the Solomon 

Islands, and Viet Nam. Responses were received from 32, a 31% response rate. 
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180. Partnerships under full or partially ADB-administered cofinancing reduce 

transaction costs for governments because less time is spent coordinating with 

separate government agencies. However, transaction costs remain high for projects 

with collaborative cofinancing arrangements because separate procurement rules, 

financial management, and auditing requirements still apply. 

 

181. Coordination of development partners at the country level. There are many 

good examples of good cofinancing partnerships that evolve from collaboration during 

project design. Such partnerships were witnessed in the three case study countries 

visited for the evaluation. In Viet Nam, ADB and AFD worked closely together to 

prepare feasibility studies for public-private partnership projects. In Bangladesh, 

partners contributed new technologies and innovative ideas to the design of ADB-

supported projects. For example, the use of cost-effective sand-filled geotextile bags for 

riverbank erosion mitigation in Bangladesh was introduced by the Netherlands and 

applied to the Riverbank Erosion Project, which was cofinanced by the Netherlands.
90

 

This technology has been replicated in other projects in Bangladesh and other countries 

in South Asia. ADB collaborated with other partners to support sector-wide approaches 

in primary education in Bangladesh and in transport in Viet Nam.  

 

182. Examples of projects with established level of coordination. The sector-wide 

approach in primary education in Bangladesh provides a noteworthy example of a 

multi-donor partnership marked by a high level of coordination, joint planning, and 

quality assurance. In the first sector-wide approach, the Second Primary Education 

Development Project,
91

 the government of Bangladesh and development partners 

pursued a common set of outputs, outcomes, and key performance indicators within a 

comprehensive institutional reform framework. ADB was the lead agency in a 

consortium of 11 development partners whose funds were administered by ADB. The 

approach to some extent reduced transaction costs for the government but it did 

involve considerable sector coordination work by the development partners. 

 

183. The follow-up sector-wide approach, the Third Primary Education Development 

Project,
92

 has innovative features: (i) funds are channeled directly to the government in 

predefined tranches based on agreed disbursement-linked indicators; (ii) the 

government was assigned the lead role, with a rotating co-chair to be filled by one 

development partner; and (iii) procurement, disbursement, auditing, and reporting 

arrangements have been harmonized and joint review missions take place. Project 

implementation is on track. A review mission in 2015 reported satisfactory progress in 

key sector reforms. The World Bank approved additional financing of $400 million and 

ADB of $120 million and financing from other partners is at various stages of approval. 

The government now plans to adopt a similar approach for secondary education.   

 

184. The transport sector in Viet Nam provides another example of strong 

collaboration among development partners. ADB, the government, and other partners 

coordinated support through quarterly meetings on projects, modalities, or emerging 

issues. The Ho Chi Minh City Urban Mass Rapid Transit (MRT) Line 2 (Multi-tranche 

                                                
90

 ADB. 2014. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Multitranche Financing 

Facility People’s Republic of Bangladesh: Flood and Riverbank Erosion Risk Management Investment 

Program. Manila (Loans 2701/2702-BAN). 

91
 ADB. 2003. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors on a Proposed Loan to 

the People’s Republic of Bangladesh for the Second Primary Education Development Project. Manila. 

92
 ADB. 2011. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors on a Proposed Loan to 

the People’s Republic of Bangladesh for the Third Primary Education Development Project. Manila. 
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Financing Facility) in Viet Nam
93

 has involved good collaboration by numerous donors. 

The project, funded by ADB, KfW Development Bank, and EIB, will construct 11.7 

kilometers of dual track MRT line. The EIB and KfW Development Bank cofinancing is on 

a parallel basis. For this project, both EIB and KfW Development Bank have agreed to 

comply with the ADB Safeguard Policy Statement. Transport in Viet Nam has been 

supported by several development partners, thus any issues related to the sector are 

being coordinated by the partners through informal quarterly meetings.   

 

E. Chapter Key Points  

 

185. The key points of the chapter are: 

 

 Strategy 2020’s long-term objective of "having total annual direct cofinancing 

exceed the value of ADB’s stand-alone project financing,”
94

 supplemented by 

an intermediate target of 70% cofinancing by 2016 and 100% by 2020, serves 

as a good incentive for increasing financing partnerships in ADB. 

 The levels of official and commercial cofinancing have increased significantly 

over the years, but some of this growth was due to change in definitions. 

 Regarding commercial cofinancing, trade finance cofinancing has increased to 

almost $12 billion over 2010–2014 with only a modest ADB investment. 

However, this is a very different type of cofinancing from all other forms. 

 Cofinanced projects have a higher success rate (81%) than those for non-

cofinanced projects (67%). However, project durations are significantly longer 

for cofinanced projects. In spite of this, cofinanced projects were more 

successful. This may be due to the greater attention that was paid to the 

project during design and supervision as a result of partnerships. 

 Trust funds and FPFs have become important financial partnership instruments 

for ADB. While self-evaluations of FPFs have indicated some areas for 

improvement, FPFs have provided strong links to ADB’s lending program. ADB 

should adopt a more comprehensive trust fund policy that simplifies the 

number of categories and establishes standard terms for ADB in receiving, 

holding, and deploying donor funds. 
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 ADB. 2014. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors on a Proposed Loan to 

the Socialist Republic of Viet Nam for the Sustainable Urban Transport for the Ho Chi Minh City Mass Rapid 

Transit Line 2 Project. Manila.  

94
 ADB. 2008. Strategy 2020: The Long-Term Strategic Framework of the Asian Development Bank, 2008–

2020. Manila.  



 

CHAPTER 6 

Management of Partnerships 
 

 

 

 

186. This chapter reviews the internal management of partnerships in ADB. It 

analyses ADB’s structure, internal systems and arrangements to support partnerships, 

and the human resources incentives it offers. It suggests a number of adjustments and 

options to enhance partnership systems and behaviors and to strengthen their 

alignment with ADB’s strategic objectives. The discussion is based on a detailed 

institutional assessment presented in Supplementary Appendix C. 

 

A. Organizational Structure for Partnership Management 

 

187. An organization’s structure allocates tasks and responsibilities and clarifies 

coordination mechanisms and reporting relationships. It aligns the tasks required to 

achieve the organization’s objectives with the competencies of different units within 

the organization. Partnership-related tasks can be classified under five main purposes 

(Table 24). The classification is sufficiently general to apply equally to knowledge 

activities and the cofinancing of projects. 

 

Table 24. Key Functions and Tasks in Partnerships 

Main purpose Task Frequency 

Formulate Policy Formulate policies 

Develop instruments and services 

Periodic 

(as needed) 

Open New Relationships Explore possible new partners Ongoing 

Periodic Relationship 

Management 

Define areas of cooperation 

Formalize framework arrangements 

Secure financial resources 

Evaluate and adjust 

Periodic 

(every 2–10 years) 

Regular Relationship 

Management 

Carry out program activities 

Allocate financial resources 

Report on overall cooperation through 

meetings and publications 

Annual 

Project and Activity 

Management 

Identify joint project or activity 

Design joint project or activity 

Prepare financial agreements 

Implement and disburse 

Report on substance and finance 

Specific to  

project or activity 

timeline 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

 

188. Within ADB, partnership is everybody’s business. A number of units reporting 

to seven out of eight senior managers (President and vice presidents) are responsible 

for carrying out the tasks in Table 24. The division of responsibilities is as follows:
 

 

 

 Strategy and Policy Department. Reporting to the President, SPD acts as the 

focal point at the institutional level for interagency relations with multilateral 

banks, UN agencies, OECD, and a few bilateral agencies (AFD, Australia, Japan, 

Republic of Korea). 
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 Office of Cofinancing Operations (OCO). Reporting to the vice president for 

private sector and cofinancing operations (VPPC), OCO is the focal point for 

coordination with official financing partners, formulation of cofinancing 

policies and agreements, assistance to ADB processing teams at the transaction 

level, and reporting on ADB-wide cofinancing results. It also manages 14 

single-donor trust funds, some of which are in the process of being closed. 

 Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department. Reporting to VPKM, 

SDCC promotes sector and thematic knowledge internally by supporting ADB’s 

STGs and externally through partnerships with regional and global 

organizations and civil society. It manages 18 sectoral and thematic funds and 

5 FPFs.  

 Operational departments. Reporting to vice presidents operations 1 and 2, 

ADB’s five regional departments identify cofinancing opportunities, and process 

and administer the loans, grants, or TA funded by ADB and cofinancing 

sources. The PSOD, reporting to VPPC, does the same in its area of operations. 

 SDCC and the Economic Research and Regional Cooperation Department. Both 

departments report to VPKM, identify knowledge activities with partnership 

opportunities and processes, and implement the related financing (usually TA 

grants) from ADB and cofinancing sources. 

 Controller’s Department. Reporting to the vice president for finance and risk 

management, it manages the disbursement of all projects and activities and 

prepares the financial reporting for all trust funds and cofinanced projects. 

 Office of General Counsel. Reporting to vice president administration and 

corporate management, the office advises on legal issues relating to 

partnerships, including the review of partnership and cofinancing agreements 

from a legal point of view. 

 Budget, Personnel, and Management Systems Department (BPMSD). Reporting 

to the same vice president, BPMSD oversees partnership fee allocations to 

departments, and the staff secondment program to and from partners. 

 

189. By contrast, in other organizations core partnership responsibilities are more 

centralized. The most extreme example is the IADB, where the Office of Outreach and 

Partnership reports directly to the President. It is divided into two units: partnerships 

and resource mobilization (to manage relationships); and grants and cofinancing 

management (to manage funds). It also oversees the representative offices in Europe 

and Asia. The office performs the whole range of functions described in Table 24, 

minus the identification and management of cofinanced projects. It has expanded its 

cooperation with foundations and private corporations greatly, and it performs due 

diligence on partnership openings with the private sector to minimize reputational risk. 

 

190. The World Bank has also combined many of its external resource mobilization 

and management functions under the development finance vice presidency. This vice 

presidency combines (i) monitoring the World Bank’s financial sustainability and 

lending; (ii) managing the International Development Association replenishment and 

management; and (iii) taking responsibility for trust fund policies, resource mobilization, 

and management. A separate external and corporate relations vice presidency oversees 

a global engagement unit that manages relations with CSOs and foundations, and an 

international affairs unit with country counsellors located in development partner 

capitals and representative offices, and special representatives to UN organizations. As 

in the case of ADB, the operational departments and cross-cutting global practices are 

responsible for specific projects.    
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191. Other organizations (e.g., IFAD and bilateral development agencies) have 

centralized their relationship management functions, or delegated them to regional or 

sector departments concerned with each particular relationship (for example, the Asia 

unit, for interaction with ADB). They differ significantly in the degree of centralization 

of decision making at headquarters or decentralization to field offices. For example, 

Australia, Canada, France, and Japan tend to centralize decisions on which partnerships 

or activities to engage in, whereas the Nordic countries, the Netherlands, and the 

United Kingdom typically leave them to their field offices.  

 

192. In light of the above, it is important for ADB to consider whether its 

organizational structure for partnerships is optimal and whether coordination 

mechanisms among the various functions are adequate. Within ADB, four key 

partnership tasks are potential sources of duplication, overlap, or insufficient 

coordination:  

(i) FPF and trust fund management, including programming of activities, fund 

allocation, and reporting (almost evenly divided between OCO and SDCC);  

(ii) overlapping and similar governance structures for ADB’s STGs and externally 

supported FPF;  

(iii) programming and fund allocation to TA operations (by OCO, SDCC, and SPD); 

and  

(iv) management of partner relations and fund mobilization involving the capitals 

of development partners (by ERCD, OCO, SDCC, SPD, and regional 

departments). 

 

1. Alignment of Strategic Priorities, Knowledge Communities, and Funds 

 

193. The diffusion of grant fund management responsibilities is the result of 

historical evolution. When ADB started to process sector and thematic FPFs in 2006, as 

recommended in OCO’s Financing Partnership Strategy approved in the same year, 

SDCC (then the Regional and Sustainable Development Department) had the technical 

expertise on the subject matter of FPFs to prepare papers for ADB’s Board of Directors, 

jointly with OCO, and to oversee the technical review process that would select the 

projects to be funded. With the growth in size and number of FPFs and the relative 

decline in single-partner trust funds, the fund management function, previously based 

in OCO, gradually shifted toward SDCC, to the point that as of end December 2015, 14 

funds were managed by OCO, 18 by SDCC, 4 by regional departments, and the 

remaining 4 by other units (ERCD, Office of the General Counsel, Office of Public-Private 

Partnership, and SPD). 

 

194. In 2015 ADB realigned its communities of practice into 15 STGs that cover 

nearly all areas of ADB’s strategic agenda. All STGs were equipped with a secretariat led 

by a technical advisor, generally based in SDCC, and a modest annual operating budget. 

Generally, they were overseen by a committee composed of the relevant directors. STGs’ 

mandates include managing ADB financing partnership trust funds, and facilitating 

access to and utilization of global funds. 

 

195. As Table 25 shows, the process of aligning ADB’s strategic priorities, STGs, and 

funding sources is already quite advanced. Only 5 out of 15 STGs are not closely 

matched by a trust fund or FPF: transport, environment, education, social development, 

and rural development and food security. Sector or thematic trust funds and FPFs 

aligned with ADB’s strategic priorities and managed by SDCC have mobilized $769 

million of grant resources since their inception, of which $221 million were still 

available for commitment as of 30 June 2015. By comparison, the total available 
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balance from 11 of the 12 general purpose single partner funds at the same date was 

$1.3 million. The exception is the JFPR, which has both significant resources ($70 

million) and a traditionally strong role in supporting ADB TA in general, and project 

preparation in particular, the bloodline that feeds ADB operations.  

 

196. The data show that ADB should aim to complete its roster of FPFs aligned with 

strategic priorities, and to phase out single-partner TA funds. In agreement with the 

original donors it should reprogram any remaining balances into sector or thematic 

funds. This approach is in line with the action plan prepared in November 2014 by the 

working group on the effective and efficient use of trust fund resources led by SPD.
95

  

 

Table 25. Alignment of Strategic Priorities, Sector and Thematic Groups, and Funds 

Strategy 

Document 

Strategic Priority Sector and Thematic 

Group (STG) 

Financing Partnership Facility (FPF) 

and/or Trust Fund 

Balance
a
 

($ million)
 

Strategy 

2020 

Agenda 

Regional 

integration 

Regional 

cooperation and 

integration 

 People’s Republic of China regional 

cooperation and poverty reduction 

 Investment Climate Facilitation Fund 

22.9 

(combined) 

Strategy 

2020  

 

Core Areas 

of 

Operations  

Infrastructure Energy 

 

 

Clean energy FPF 

 Asian clean energy 

 Carbon capture and storage 

 Clean energy 

74.1 

(combined) 

 

Transport                    NONE  

Urban Urban FPF 

 Urban climate change resilience 

 Urban environmental infrastructure 

91.4 

(combined) 

Water Water FPF 

 Cooperation for water sector 

 Sanitation financing 

 Water (multidonor) 

 Water (Netherlands) 

11.7 

(combined) 

Environment Environment                 NONE  

Finance  Finance  Financial sector development 0 

Education Education                 NONE  

Midterm 

Review  

 

Added 

emphasis 

Health Health  Fighting HIV/AIDS in Asia 

 Malaria and communicable diseases 

0 

Social protection Social development                     NONE  

Climate change 

Disaster risk 

management 

Climate change and 

disaster risk 

management 

 Integrated disaster risk management  

Also: Urban climate resilience 

         Canadian climate fund  

0.2 

Food security, 

agricultural 

productivity 

Rural development 

and food security 

 

                   NONE 

 

Strategy 

2020  

Drivers of 

Change 

Private sector Public-private 

partnership 

 Investment climate facilitation 

 Canadian climate fund for private sector 

21.0 

(combined) 

Good governance Governance  Governance cooperation 0 

Gender equity Gender equity  Gender and development 0 

Total 12 priorities 15 STG 18 Trust Funds 221.3 

a 
Figures as of 30 June 2015. 

Sources: Asian Development Bank Today, Office of Cofinancing Operations database, and Sustainable Development and 

Climate Change Department website. 

 

197. Closure of single-partner funds would leave the fund management function 

largely under SDCC, leaving to OCO only the responsibility for the most significant and 

largest trust fund (JFPR), the Japan Scholarship Program, and the PRC Fund. It would be 

logical at that point—which will not be too distant—to simplify the FPF and trust fund 

management structure, by either shifting them all back under OCO, or by shifting them 
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SPD, 11 November. Manila. 
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all out of OCO.
96

 Moving them back to OCO would recentralize the overall handling of 

financing partnerships and the day-to-day management of single funds. Moving funds 

management to SDCC would have the following advantages:
97

 

 

 Management of FPF and trust fund requires a mix of managerial and sector and 

thematic expertise. The latter is already available in SDCC. 

 Most staff and systems dealing with sector and thematic FPF and trust fund 

management are already in SDCC. Leaving them there would be less disruptive 

than other options. 

 SDCC provides the secretariat for STGs. By also managing FPFs and trust funds, 

SDCC would be in a position to align ADB strategic priorities, internal STGs and 

external financing, benefiting both operations and knowledge services. 

 

2. Simplification of the STG and FPF Governance Structure 

 

198. Within ADB, STGs, trust funds, and FPFs have a common constituency: the 

specialists and officers with responsibility for preparing ADB operations and for better 

understanding their sector and thematic area. They have an interest in accessing STG 

knowledge that will help them design better operations and grow professionally. They 

are also interested in securing from trust funds and FPFs the funding to implement the 

operations and knowledge products they design. When approaching STGs or FPFs, ADB 

staff find similar but not perfectly aligned governance structures.  

 

199. It is striking that STGs have a simpler governance structure than FPFs, even 

though their mandate includes managing the related FPF among many other tasks. 

STGs have no steering committee, and are managed by a director-level thematic group 

or sector committee similar to the FPF sector committee. Programming of activities, 

preparation of policies, day-to-day operations, monitoring, and reporting are 

performed by a management unit reporting to a facility manager in the case of an FPF 

and a secretariat in the case of an STG.  

 

200. The governance structure of FPFs is the result of an agreement between ADB 

and external parties, which ADB cannot change unilaterally. From a technical and 

efficiency perspective, however, the following revisions seem desirable: 

 

 Where a high-level advisory group exists (for example for water) or is planned, 

schedule a meeting of this group to coincide with the Annual Consultation 

Meeting held annually for donors in March–April and give the FPF financing 

partners the opportunity to attend as observers and to interact with advisory 

group members. This would increase their ownership and interest because of 

their potentially stronger input into ADB operations.
98

 

 Eliminate the FPF steering committees, delegating the strategy setting and 

project approval functions to the sector committee. Department director 

generals are by the nature of their responsibilities one step removed from the 

sector issues that their sector directors face on a daily basis, are short of time, 

and can add only limited value in their role under the current structure.  

                                                
96

 Given the strategic importance of JFPR in supporting ADB TA operations, the optimum location of JFPR in 

relation to the programming of TA operations must be carefully considered. 

97
 To avoid excessive fund capture by SDCC for its own purposes, safeguards would be introduced, such as 

ceilings on the amount of FPF and trust fund funding that can be used for SDCC activities, or steering 

committees with a strong representation of regional departments, as is already the case for sector groups. 

98
 Some FPFs are beginning to suffer from donor fatigue, as evidenced by representation at the annual 

consultation meetings dwindling and being delegated to local embassy personnel. Involvement with a 

prestigious advisory committee may energize the donors. 
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 Merge the STG sector committee and the corresponding FPF sector committee 

or working group. This has already been done for water, and a similar step 

could be taken for the clean energy and urban sectors. As a result, the work 

program, policies, and procedures for the FPF would be set by the same group 

that defines the planning framework for the sector or theme as a whole.  

 Merge the secretariat function of the sector group with the facility 

management and management unit functions of the FPF. This would increase 

the capacity of both, even at the current staff level.  

 

201. Such adjustments would result in a structure within ADB that sets policies, 

determines knowledge needs and links them to operations including through external 

cofinancing, with only three layers (Table 26). The approach could be replicated for all 

STGs and sector or thematic cofinancing sources over a reasonable period, providing 

ADB with a common knowledge and cofinancing governance framework. 

 

Table 26. Simplified Structure for Sector or Thematic Knowledge and FPFs 

Governance Structure Functions 

Sector Advisory Group or 

Committee (optional) 

Selected experts and FPF 

Contributors 

 Review and advise on ADB strategic sector directions 

 Review and advise on annual STG and FPF work program  

Sector Committee  

Sector directors from regional 

departments and relevant SDCC 

director 

 Approve STG and FPF annual work program 

 Clear sector policies for management review 

Secretariat 

Technical advisor, ADB staff, 

consultants 

 Prepare annual work program 

 Prepare sector policies 

 Review project and direct funding for proposal 

 Coordinate operations support and peer reviews 

 Identify and promote partnerships with external centers 

 Identify needs and promote external cofinancing 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, FPF = financing partnership facility, SDCC = Sustainable Development and 

Climate Change Department, STG = sector and thematic group. 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

 

3. Streamline Programming and Funding of Technical Assistance 

 

202. Grant-based TA is critical for preparing project designs and complementing 

ADB loan operations through analysis and capacity building. During 2010–2014, 

cofinancing accounted for 57% of the $1.6 billion in TA approvals, up from 50% in 

2005. JFPR and other Japanese funds and Australia accounted for 44% of TA 

cofinancing. Cofinancing for project preparatory TA, which feeds ADB lending and 

grant operations, accounted for 34% of funding requirements.
 

With growing demand 

from member countries and greater ADB capacity to respond following the ADF-OCR 

merger, the predictability of TA (and especially project preparatory TA) funding and 

optimization of cofinancing are critical to ADB’s ability to deliver.  

 

203. At present, use of ADB’s own resources in the TASF is simply subject to 

availability and registration for fund commitment prior to approval, whereas use of 

partner resources through trust funds and FPFs requires somewhat different 

documentation and entails different approval processes, sometimes from the partners’ 

capitals or headquarters with a time lag that can last from weeks to months. This poses 

a challenge for project specialists or knowledge product task managers who operate 
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under tight schedules. The incentive for staff is to go for the shortest and simplest 

route: apply for TASF resources and forget cofinancing.
99

 

 

204. To make TA funding more predictable, ADB could allow the use of TASF for 

bridge financing. At concept clearance, TA projects would be simultaneously (i) 

registered at TASF so the funds are committed, and (ii) submitted to (at least one) 

relevant FPF or trust fund for consideration. If external funding approval is received, the 

committed funds under TASF would be returned to the general TASF pool. If external 

funding is denied, TASF would be used. Instead of the preferred source, TASF would 

thus become the funder of last resort, but its cash cushion would be sufficient to 

ensure that TA projects can be processed without delay.
100

 

 

205. To solve the problem of different procedures associated with different 

cofinancing sources, ADB could negotiate with FPF donors a harmonization of 

documentation and approval processes to the simplest and fastest effective common 

denominator, on the basis of the experience accumulated so far. A second option 

would be to create a support function to provide guidance through “matchmaking” 

financing needs and available sources, in cases where the specialist responsible for a 

project or activity has not already identified a cofinancier. To increase efficiency, the 

function could extend beyond matchmaking to “handholding,” i.e., navigating and 

fulfilling the additional requirements associated with the chosen external funding 

source, to level the playing field with projects exclusively funded by ADB.   

 

4. Consolidation of Partnership Management 

 

206. Consolidation of partnership management can be pursued by enhancing 

coordination of systems and staff, or through structural adjustments that would make 

ADB more like other multilateral institutions. Two possible options for structural 

change, each requiring further analysis, are highlighted below for special consideration.  

 

207. Option A. This implies expanding OCO’s role, and possibly elevating it from an 

office to a department so it can play a more central role in partnerships at ADB. Under 

this option: 

 

(i) OCO would exercise ADB’s partnership relationship management and policy 

coordination functions. Relationship management with bilateral partners (and 

the related staff resources) would move from SPD to OCO.  

(ii) Fund management functions for trust funds under FPF now performed by SDCC 

(and related staff resources) would move to OCO.
101

 OCO fund managers would 

need to coordinate with STG secretariats for the additional sector committee 

approval processes until procedures have been streamlined. 

(iii) Commercial cofinancing would continue to be managed by PSOD. 

                                                
99

  The FPF approval process is faster than that of other trust funds, as noted in the 2015 external evaluations 

of the Clean Energy, Urban, and Water FPFs. The approval of applications for TA and the grant 

component of loans is 15 working days, while the approval of direct charge to project costs (to finance 

direct and identifiable additional resources for project-related and operational-related expenses) is 7 

working days.  

100
 TASF (funded mainly by the ADF) accounted for 43% of TA funding in 2010–2014. As long as approval 

procedures of external funding sources are shorter than 5 months, TASF would be sufficient to ensure 

backup funding of the whole annual TA program on a rotating basis. 

101
 The functions that would be moved would include: checking the alignment between funding requests and 

funding source features, reporting on fund activities, and organizing the annual consultation meeting for 

trust fund contributors. 
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(iv) OCO could outpost staff to regional departments and resident missions to be 

closer to its clients and partners, and to facilitate cofinancing arrangements. 

(v) Advice OCO provides would be expanded to a fuller range of support functions, 

providing “matchmaking” and “handholding” services for project teams. 

(vi) OCO would be in charge of responding to changes in the financing landscape 

and to partners’ requests by updating policies, cofinancing instruments, and 

reporting systems. 

 

208. This option would include transforming the support role that OCO currently 

performs for single transactions into a more extensive support function, with the 

objective of minimizing the additional effort and time associated with seeking 

cofinancing. OCO’s staff providing cofinancing support would assist mission leaders in 

identifying the most suitable cofinancing source for country’s strategies and sector 

projects (“matchmaking”). They could also help meet specific additional processing and 

documentation requirements attached with a specific cofinancing source 

(“handholding”). This would further increase OCO’s links with operations departments.  

 

209. Centralization of functions in OCO would eliminate the existing arrangement of 

parallel trust fund management functions in ERCD, OCO, SDCC, and operations 

departments. It would also ensure the same approach would be applied to all 

development partners (at present SPD is in charge of managing relations with the 

governments of Australia, France, Japan, and Republic of Korea), whereas all other 

bilateral relations are handled by OCO. The budget resources to elevate OCO to a full-

level department could be reallocated with the reassignment of positions from SDCC 

and SPD to OCO. In addition, the trust fund income fee and direct charges could be 

used to cover partnerships’ operational needs.   

 

210. Option B. Under this option, OCO’s relationship management and cofinancing 

policy formulation functions would be transferred to SPD. Two additional functions, 

fund management and cofinancing support, would be shifted completely to SDCC, 

reinforcing the current trend of phasing out single partner funds in favor of sector and 

thematic FPF aligned to ADB priorities and STGs.
102

 As a result, SPD would oversee both 

fund supply (through ADF, OCR, and cofinancing) and demand (by allocating 

operational resources to ADB’s departments through the planning directions and work 

program and budget framework exercise). SPD would then be in a better position to 

foresee and respond to expected cofinancing fluctuations either by engaging 

development partners (including through representative offices) to obtain additional 

resources or by directing ADB departments to adjust their operations levels. The direct 

reporting line from SPD to the President would also emphasize the importance that 

ADB places on partnerships. A possible disadvantage would be that SPD’s more 

operational role might distract it from its main strategy and policy-setting 

responsibilities. OCO would cease to exist and staff would be reassigned to SPD or 

SDCC according to their functions. 

 

211. Shifting of relationship management and formulation of policies on 

cofinancing responsibilities and corresponding staff to SPD would create a single point 

of contact with development partners. It would enable synergies between interactions 

with shareholders and development partners and financiers that SPD currently carries 

out to mobilize ADF and OCR resources and the annual consultations on cofinancing, 

which OCO promotes. If the partnership function were completely placed in SPD, it 

would also benefit from the outreach that can be performed by the representative 
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   Management of a few significant single partner trust funds (notably JFPR) could also be shifted to SDCC, 

in consultation with the donors’ capitals. 
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offices in Australia, Europe, Japan, and North America, who also report to SPD. The 

direct reporting of SPD to the President would raise the profile of partnerships within 

ADB.  

 

B. Internal Systems to Manage Partnerships 

 

212. Systems are the formal and informal procedures and the underlying 

technological support that guide and allow the day-to-day functioning of an 

organization. When acting in partnership, ADB adopts its normal systems and 

procedures, and for this reason they are not the object of this review. Parts of these 

systems, however, are specific to partnerships or more closely related to their success, 

and these will be looked at here. 

 

1. Financial Reporting Systems 

 

213. In a world with a variety of development finance institutions, financing 

partners request timely, complete, and easily accessible information. Ideally they would 

like real time information that they can access directly, disaggregated by project and 

within projects by output and activity. ADB systems show significant gaps in these 

areas.  

214. ADB’s financial reporting systems are based on project budgets and are geared 

to providing information on expenditure types (e.g., consultants, equipment, 

workshops). As a result, reconciliation with activities and outputs is done manually by 

the department responsible for implementation. Contributions and disbursement data 

are hosted on different systems, requiring manual reconciliation to determine the funds 

available for commitment. To avoid committing funds that are not yet available, and to 

monitor fund balances and submit timely replenishment requests to the financiers, 

parallel tracking systems are maintained by controller’s department, by FPF managers in 

SDCC, and by OCO.
 103

 Untimely or inaccurate information on fund balances can lead to 

cash flow problems and reputational risk if ADB enters into contractual obligations to 

implement a cofinanced project or activity, and is then forced to cancel contracts or 

delay payments because exchange rate fluctuations reduce the dollar value of partner 

contributions.  

 

215. Partly due to system limitations and partly to the lack of a platform that can 

extract data in the necessary format, at present a controller’s department team of 

seven national officers and four contractual personnel, supervised by one international 

specialist, manually attribute contributions and disbursements to specific projects and 

to the funding sources that support them. The process is very tedious and labor-

intensive and is subject to possible human error requiring triple checking of the data 

disaggregation. It is also time-consuming, resulting in financial statements for an 

individual funding source being produced at least 1 month after the monthly cut-off 

date, and often later. The manual manipulation of financial information also poses a 

potential fiduciary risk. 

 

216. The longer-term solution lies in improving ADB’s financial and information 

technology systems. A database system exists in OCO which includes extensive data 

and documents on cofinancing partners and arrangements, guidelines, and reports. By 

the end of September 2015, OCO had completed phase 1 of the installation of an 
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online cofinancing management system for trust funds. A donor fund management 

system (DFMS) has been proposed for inclusion in the next information systems 

improvement package (ISTS-3). This would allow partners password-protected online 

access to information on the trust fund accounts to which they have contributed, 

including real-time financial and expenditure data. DFMS is equivalent to the existing 

World Bank donor portal, launched almost 15 years ago. ADB needs to speed up its 

process, and allocate sufficient resources to establish its system.  

 

2. Service Charges for Administration of Trust Funds and FPFs  

 

217. ADB charges financing partners for the administration of trust fund resources, 

and collected over $100 million in service charges and fees during 2000–2014. Until 

2015, these charges were channeled to the general budget, which did not incentivize 

operations departments and staff to engage in cofinancing. By comparison, the World 

Bank allows charging of staff and consultant time, travel and administrative expenses 

to trust funds. BPMSD has initiated a pilot process of designating cost centers to 

attribute expenses related to cofinanced operations, and departments can now make a 

case for additional travel and staff consultant budget allocations, but the allocation is 

not automatic.  

 

218. ADB’s management fees and other charges are based on the size of specific 

funds, but reportedly under-recover costs. A cautious comparison of published data 

from ADB and World Bank indicates that ADB is recording lower revenues than the 

World Bank (Box 6). ADB is also subsidizing partners under collaborative cofinancing 

arrangements by bearing the full cost of addressing technical and safeguard issues. 

OCO is currently reviewing service charges for the administration of grant cofinancing 

from external sources. ADB needs to implement a cost recovery mechanism under 

collaborative cofinancing arrangements and pursue “direct-charges enhancement” to 

cover operational expenses. 

 

219. ADB should also negotiate simpler disbursement arrangements with its 

financing partners. At present, financiers can choose for their funds to be disbursed (i) 

pro-rata, (ii) front-loaded, or (iii) based on different ratios for components or cost 

categories.
104

 Since many partners are eager for their funds to be disbursed quickly, 

front-loading could become the default option, preserving ADB resources for use at a 

later stage.
105

 Partners can also earmark funds for certain uses only. The reason for 

cofinancing is to support project outcomes, which depend on the interconnected 

delivery of all its components. ADB should work to convince partners gradually to 

discontinue notional earmarking of their funds to reduce administrative complexity. 

 

                                                
104

 Pro-rata means that in each disbursement ADB applies a share equivalent to the donor’s overall 

contribution (if a donor funds 30% of a project, 30% of each disbursement will be made from its funds). 

Front-loading means that the donor’s funds are used first and ADB funds later. Different ratios imply that 

a donor can choose to only fund certain components (e.g., training) or cost items (consultants) or refuse 

to fund others (e.g., study tours). A project with two or three funding sources, each of which requests 

that it fund different components based on different ratios, can be very complicated to administer. 

105
  For ADB staff administering the projects not to be penalized, disbursement monitoring should be based 

on overall amounts, regardless of source. 
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3. Procurement Arrangements for Partnerships 

 

220. ADB is engaged in many partnerships with international organizations, research 

institutions, and CSOs where both sides contribute human and financial resources. 

Some international organizations are not able or willing to act as a contractor for ADB, 

given their international status and immunities. The problem is usually solved by ADB 

requesting such organizations to provide services and in return making payments “in 

consideration of the services” or as a “voluntary contribution agreement” to their 

budget, or through LOAs that bypass the competitive procurement approach. Even if 

an agency or CSO is engaged through a contract, there are cases where the relationship 

exceeds the scope and value of the commercial arrangement.
106

 ADB emphasizes 

competition, quality, and cost-effectiveness in the procurement of services. It is 

important to avoid situations where weak organizations seek to obtain preferential 

treatment in procurement on the basis of a relationship with ADB and its staff. At the 

same time, ADB must retain the ability to engage non-profit partners who have 

genuine advantages not properly captured by ADB’s procurement process, to turn the 

relationship into a true partnership. 

 

                                                
106

  For example, ADB has an agreement with the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) whereby EPA 

allows its staff to take part in ADB missions to provide specialized expertise that may be difficult to source 

on the market. Under the arrangement, ADB pays travel and subsistence cost for the mission and EPA 

covers the salary. Other examples include workshops, joint research, or training events organized jointly 

with organizations who mobilize their own or external experts and sometimes sponsor participants, 

contributing resources that are more valuable than ADB’s contribution to the organizers.  

Box 6. Cost Data in Trust Funds: Asian Development Bank (ADB) and World Bank 

 

ADB and World Bank have different definitions, cost accounting systems, and financial 

reporting for all types of donor funds held in trust. ADB manages several categories of funds: 

Special Funds (e.g., the Asian Development Fund), loan-related grants, and agency trust funds, 

which may be included in separate financial reports. The World Bank Annual Report covers all 

funds held in trust, with separate financial statements for those administered by International 

Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD) and the International Development 

Association (IDA). The World Bank has two different trust fund accounting systems, one for 

IBRD and IDA Trust Funds, and one for financial intermediary funds, which are sometimes 

reported separately. Hence, a comparison between the ADB and World Bank based on 

published data can only be indicative.     

 

ADB and the World Bank also have different policies for cost recovery. ADB applies a fee 

schedule of 2%–5% based on fund size, but does not charge staff costs directly to trust funds. 

The World Bank has had a policy of full-cost recovery for direct costs since 2007, and in 2015 

formalized a new procedure to recover a larger portion of its indirect costs from trust funds as 

well. The World Bank charges direct costs (staff time, consultants, travel and other 

administrative expense) directly to trust funds with a markup to cover indirect costs.   

 

With these caveats in mind, the simple average ratio of revenue to resources ranges from 0.6% 

to 1.6% for ADB, and from 2.7% to 3% at the World Bank (these include direct and indirect 

costs). The World Bank cost recovery ratio is expected to rise during fiscal year 2016 after the 

implementation of a new cost recovery policy as of 1 July 2015, with the objective of 

increasing cost recovery by $100 million within a few years. Despite the many methodological 

problems in making exact comparisons, under current approaches, ADB seems to recover 

fewer costs than the World Bank and this gap may widen further as the World Bank’s cost 

recovery is set to increase.  

 

Source: World Bank Annual Report, IED staff interviews.  
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221. ADB has recently approved a number of initiatives to enhance operational 

efficiency.
107

 One measure allows recruitment of non-member countries as resource 

persons under TA operations (ADB’s bar on recruiting consultants from non-member 

countries has been a constraint in mobilizing expertise from partner organizations that 

have a different country membership basis). This does not go far enough.
108

 As further 

procurement efficiency and effectiveness measures are pursued, the following 

approaches need to be considered: 

 

(i) Promote wider use of output-oriented procurement methods, particularly for 

knowledge and innovative activities that allow ADB to define a development 

problem and recruit experts who can provide the best solution, instead of 

simply seeking a consultant who can supply a predetermined technical solution 

for the lowest cost. 

(ii) Allow competitive prequalification of organizations with a proven capacity to 

operate in given sectors, countries, or themes, and mobilize them as needed at 

short notice. 

(iii) When justified, waivers should allow CSOs that ADB has consulted with 

extensively during project preparation to benefit from their expertise to bid on 

project implementation contracts (this is forbidden by current conflict of 

interest rules).  

(iv) Adopt CSO-friendly approaches to consultant selection and contract 

implementation that respond to some of their weaknesses and shortcomings 

(Table 27). 

 

Table 27. Civil Society Organization Features and Accommodating Implementation Arrangements 

Civil Society Organization Features Implementation Options for Consideration 

Limited capacity to prepare expressions 

of interest and technical proposals 

 Simplify registration requirements 

 Simplify technical or biodata proposals 

Limited cash to advance project costs   Provide initial and periodic advances 

Administrative systems not geared to 

retaining and organizing detailed 

documentation 

 Provide lump sum provisions for small expenditure 

items 

 Make payment based on outputs rather than 

inputs 

 Allow submission of frequent statements of 

expenditure to liquidate advances 

Limited accounting capacity  Pay the costs of one member of staff to manage 

accounts 

 Make more frequent audits in addition to final 

audit 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

 

4. Formalization of Partnerships with Clarity and Flexibility 

 

222. ADB has a dual track system for the preparation of MOUs or related documents 

on partnerships: 

 

(i)  

MOUs for strategic high-level relationships are prepared by OCO and SPD. The 

Secretary’s Office and SPD keep a record, and post information on ADB’s 

website. The originating department submits a periodic status report to SPD, 

depending on the MOU timeline. 
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  ADB. 2015. Enhancing Operational Efficiency of the Asian Development Bank. Manila. 

108
  Resource persons can be hired for a maximum of 10 days for workshops, seminars, and forums, but the 

waiver on the engagement of nationals of non-ADB member countries does not apply to other activities 

such as project preparation and implementation, operational research, joint studies, and strengthening 

knowledge hubs and networks that call for a longer-term engagement of experts.  
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(ii) Other more limited cooperation arrangements are prepared by the originating 

unit in ADB and can be signed by vice presidents, directors general, or country 

directors.
109

 The assigned vice president is responsible for overseeing the 

agreement’s quality, due diligence, and results. There are no public 

communication or registration requirements.  

 

223. While there are good examples of both formal and informal partnerships 

functioning effectively, Chapter 2 showed that partnerships that have invested in 

formalizing the relationship and in defining a time-bound work program, results 

framework, regular reporting, and evaluation arrangements tend to be more successful 

than those that have not. Some indication of the resource requirements and focal 

points in each organization for operationalizing the partnership is also helpful in 

framing the relationship. Development partners also appreciate the templates for joint 

or parallel cofinancing with pre-negotiated standard conditions that often accompany 

FCAs, and find them helpful for concluding smooth project-specific agreements.  

224. IED’s review of existing MOUs for this evaluation shows their quality to be 

variable. Work programs, provisions for periodic evaluation, copyright arrangements, 

resource requirements, and expiration dates are often vague or missing.
110

 A document 

of a few pages should be sufficient to define a relationship. Adding such provisions 

would create a disincentive to the creation of purely ceremonial partnerships, while 

providing monitorable information on those that have been concluded. The document 

should be uploaded in soft copy to a database kept by the unit responsible for 

partnership activities. Adding a minimal amount of information on the country, sector, 

or theme involved in the collaboration would allow ADB to report more thoroughly on 

its partnership engagement and to identify the partners to contact for related activities. 

OCO has developed an extensive database of cofinancing partners combined with a 

document repository on cofinancing arrangements, guidelines, and reports that 

constitutes a precious resource to monitor cofinancing partnerships. The integration of 

the two systems is currently being undertaken. 

 

5. Use of Evaluation to Learn and Adjust 

 

225. Departments and offices that manage ADB partnerships produce a variety of 

reports. OCO publishes an annual donor report and periodic country partnership 

briefs.
111

 FPFs and some trust funds disseminate annual reports and in some cases semi-

annual reports.
112

 The Department of External Relations updates country fact sheets 

annually. The NGO Center publishes information on ADB-CSO cooperation annually.
113

 

The annual knowledge operations review meeting showcases good practices in 

delivering knowledge solutions, several of which are the result of collaboration with 
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 ADB. 2015. Signature of Written Instruments. Administrative Order No. 1.03. Manila. 

110
 Ideally, all formal partnership agreements would include: (i) a definition of the parties and a statement of 

the joint intent, (ii) at least a few concrete outcomes expected from the partnership in its initial stage, (iii) a 

deadline at which point the partnership will expire or be reassessed (3–5 years), (iv) an outline of criteria 

for the partnership’s evaluation, (v) communication channels and focal points in both organizations, (vi) a 

provision for periodic work programming and review, (vii) conflict resolution arrangements, and (viii) 

intellectual property right arrangements for joint knowledge products. 

111
 ADB. 2015. Partnering for Development. Donor Report 2014. Manila. Examples of partnership briefs 

include ADB. 2011. Partnership Brief. Cofinancing with Australia. Manila. 

112
 For example, ADB. 2014. Clean Energy Financing Partnership Facility Annual Report 2013. Manila. Similar 

reports are prepared for all financing partnerships and a number of bilateral funds such as ADB. 2014. 

People’s Republic of China Regional Cooperation and Poverty Reduction Fund. 2014 Annual Report. 

Manila. Semiannual reports are more of a working document.  

113
 ADB. 2015. ADB and Civil Society Partnership: Annual Report 2014. Manila. 
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external centers.
114

 This information is useful for internal communication and external 

relations and allows broad assessments of the direction and extent of ADB partnerships. 

Yet it is not sufficient to conduct in-depth evaluation and distill lessons learned.  

 

226. PCRs do not include any requirements to assess a partner’s role in the design, 

implementation and financing of cofinanced projects. Consequently, IED’s PVRs do not 

require such an assessment either. Highlighting positive and negative issues related to 

the implementation of cofinanced projects could strengthen ADB’s capacity and 

improve the performance of operations.
115

 This information needs to be recorded at the 

project level, to generate an institutional memory of possible solutions. By comparison, 

the World Bank requires an assessment of cofinancing partners in its implementation 

completion reports.  

 

227. DFAT recently introduced partner performance assessments for projects above 

$3 million implemented by multilateral organizations and NGOs. Similarly, the 

Netherlands has adopted a scorecard on MDBs’ performances. ADB could introduce a 

partner performance assessment as a separate exercise or at least integrate an 

assessment in PCRs to identify lessons from partnerships and areas for improvement to 

guide future cooperation. IED is updating its project evaluation guidelines and will 

request evaluators to briefly assess the performance of cofinancing partners. 

 

228. Some of ADB’s more recent MOUs that have established a framework for 

cooperation with other multilateral and bilateral organizations (for example with 

AFD)
116

 include a results framework, identification of priority countries and sectors, and 

a template for an annual work plan. The MOU with OECD
117

 contains a list of ongoing 

and planned collaborative work. Older MOUs were often formulated in very general 

terms, with no specific reference to a work program or measurable objectives, making 

stocktaking difficult. Over a period however, as current MOUs reach midterm or the 

end of the agreed period, ADB should be firm about assessing their achievements and 

shortcomings, preferably jointly with the other partner, as a condition for extension. 

MOUs should then take the lessons learned into account and incorporate a results 

framework and at least an indicative work program into a revised MOU. If approached 

in good time, IED could conduct or peer review such evaluations. 

 

C. Human Resources for Partnerships  

 

229. The diverse careers of ADB staff, many of whom previously worked in the 

public or private sector, CSOs, or other international institutions are a comparative 

advantage in relating to diverse partners. ADB staff often have a precious network of 

contacts. Interviews with other partners corroborated that ADB staff are generally 
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 ADB. 2015. Second Knowledge Operations Review Meeting. “One ADB” Knowledge Solutions: Progress 

and Ways Forward. Manila. 

115
 For example, ADB and AFD procedures differ as to the timing of loan negotiations: ADB conducts them 

before Board of Directors’ approval and AFD conducts them after. This discrepancy has sometimes caused 

delays in declaring loans effective. Another example relates to reference currencies. Since AFD denominates 

its operations in Euro, it only carries out disbursements in US dollars when a $5 million minimum threshold 

has been reached, to optimize foreign exchange management. If a project submits withdrawal applications 

for lower amounts, the disbursement will be placed on hold until the threshold has been reached. Both are 

examples of practical difficulties resulting from different procedures, and both have been subsequently 

addressed by avoiding cross-effectiveness conditions and by adjusting disbursement modalities. 

116
 ADB and AFD. 2010. Partnership Framework Agreement Between the Asian Development Bank and 

Agence Francaise de Developpement 2010–2016. Manila. 

117
 ADB and OECD. 2013. Memorandum of Understanding for Strengthening Co-operation Between Asian 

Development Bank and the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development. Manila. 
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pleasant to work with, and constructive. Better alignment of incentives and 

professional development opportunities can bring out staff’s best in ADB’s partnerships.  

 

1. Matching Priorities and Incentives 

 

230. Staff in the knowledge departments, operations departments, resident missions, 

and representative offices liaise proactively with partners, being at the front line of 

engagement with various stakeholders.
118

 The expansion in workload that took place 

after the 2009 capital increase and that can be anticipated following the ADF-OCR 

merger, however, creates pressure to process and implement loans, grants, and TA 

operations. Staff commented that working in partnership to design, process, and 

implement a project or activity often slows down the schedule and requires more 

coordination efforts. They sometimes do not feel sufficiently encouraged to devote the 

extra time, or to allocate the extra resources required, and opt where possible for 

parallel arrangements, which require less work and allow more flexibility. Parallel 

cofinancing counts toward ADB’s target, but may not always be optimal in terms of 

added coordination and harmonization value. The message to pursue partnership and 

cofinancing must be translated into recognition and support for staff engaged in these 

activities. The current initiatives to improve the departmental results frameworks may 

provide an opportunity to stress the work on partnerships. In the case of knowledge 

departments, this may entail increasing allocations for developing partnerships with 

centers of excellence, attending conferences, and conducting workshops with partners. 

 

231. In 2015, BPMSD piloted a 35% allocation of cofinancing administration fees to 

relevant departments.
119

 This is an improvement over the previous practice of absorbing 

cofinancing fees and charges into the general budget. However, these funds are 

merged into the departmental travel and staff consultant allocations, and staff do not 

feel they are being compensated sufficiently for the work they have done in managing 

the partnership. Staff should be made aware that they could utilize such resources to 

fund the additional travel and consultant cost of working in partnership.  

 

2. More Flexible Secondment Arrangements 

 

232. Staff secondment is included in a growing number of MOUs signed by ADB. 

Whereas in 2005–2006 ADB received 7 secondees from 5 countries, by 2014–2015 the 

number had grown to 30 staff from 15 countries.
120

 At present, ADB has three staff 

posted in other organizations: at AFD, KfW Development Bank, and DFAT. 

 

233. Initially the main purpose of secondment was for the two organizations to 

become familiar with each other. As relationships evolved, postings became more 

technical and were designed to fill specific skill gaps (recent examples include clean 

energy, climate change, public-private partnerships, transport, health, and finance). 

Secondees are selected through advertising and a competitive selection process, 

although this rigorous process is not followed by all organizations. A greater 

appreciation of the benefits that secondees bring would strengthen the program.   
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 In addition, cofinancing focal points in regional departments at headquarters and in resident missions and 

representative offices support resource mobilization and donor relations, although their terms of reference 

are not formalized. 

119
 The percentage is reportedly 70% at the IADB, whereas the World Bank allows staff and consultant time, 

mission and administrative costs to be charged directly to trust funds. 

120
 ADB has hosted a WWF relationship manager, whose salary is paid by WWF. 
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234. Secondment should also be used as a professional development opportunity. A 

secondment to ADB has much to offer to outside researchers, including a chance to 

apply their skills to topics with high developmental priority and impact, access to 

development data for Asia, and contact with high-level researchers and policy makers 

in the region. High caliber external scholars may not be prepared to leave their 

positions for an extended sabbatical or secondment in Manila, but might be interested 

in having regular contact and periodically spending some time in the region. Such a 

medium-term intermittent arrangement may help ADB expose its staff to external 

talent on a regular basis. 

 

235. Likewise, ADB managers show an understandable reluctance to part from their 

most capable staff and allow them to learn and rejuvenate their thinking through 

extended secondments abroad. Intermittent secondments to external centers of 

excellence would allow these staff to pursue professional development while 

continuing to contribute to the organization. These staff would also be excellent 

ambassadors for ADB. Many academic institutions would be able to find sources of 

financial support for such arrangements, alone or in cooperation with ADB. Similar 

considerations apply to other organizations in the public and private sector.  

 

D. Chapter Key Points 

 

236. The key points of the chapter are: 

 

 The existing ADB partnership management structure is fragmented.  

 Overlapping and duplication occur, especially in partner relations, the 

management of trust funds, and the programming and fund allocation for TA. 

 Strengthening the alignment of trust funds and FPFs to ADB’s STG and strategic 

priorities would support progress toward ADB’s goals. The governance 

structure of STG and FPF could be merged. As a by-product, most single-

partner funds not aligned to specific themes or sectors could be phased out. 

 Better and more automated financial reporting systems are needed for 

partnership relations and to attract and manage larger amounts of cofinancing. 

 PCRs should assess the contribution made by major cofinancing partners. 

 ADB’s review of its policy on service charges should explore various cost 

recovery options for services performed under collaborative cofinancing. 

 Adding departmental results framework targets for various types of 

partnerships may provide special incentives to staff to go the extra mile (e.g., 

extra time to process, extra mission resources, and extra recognition for staff). 

 To exploit cutting-edge knowledge, ADB should do more to attract and send 

high-calibre experts as secondees through intermittent arrangements. To 

strengthen and continue expanding partnership and cofinancing, ADB may 

need to consider undertaking some structural adjustments. One approach 

would be to centralize the management and reporting on donor relations, all 

trust funds and FPFs, and policy formulation on cofinancing in a strengthened 

OCO. Another would be to dissolve OCO and consolidate all partner relations 

(including cofinancing) and policy formulation responsibilities in SPD and to 

completely transfer fund management to SDCC. 
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237. This chapter elaborates on the development cooperation landscape, which has 

evolved considerably in the last decade, with more significant changes lying ahead. It 

examines how future trends will influence ADB partnerships and offers 

recommendations for ADB to consider in its approach to future partnerships. 

 

A. Evolving Development Context  

 

238. The 2030 Sustainable Development Goals. The new development agenda has 

reaffirmed the eight Millennium Development Goals and amplified them to 17 SDGs 

and 169 targets, e.g., ending hunger by 2030. It encompasses human rights, including 

access to justice and protection from violence and war. It moves beyond elimination of 

poverty toward the reduction of vulnerability and inequality and the promotion of 

employment and prosperity. It vows to ensure well-being at all ages, access to 

affordable and sustainable energy and finance, sustainable agriculture, and protection 

of terrestrial and marine ecosystems, and to take urgent action to combat climate 

change and its impacts. Considerable investment is needed to achieve the SDGs.  

 

239. The new SDGs have implications for ADB’s future partnerships:  

 

(i) ADB has participated in the consultation process from the start.
121

 ADB is 

geared to align Strategy 2030 to the SDGs. 

(ii) The SDGs involve all countries. If higher-income economies seriously commit to 

working toward the achievement of the SDGs there will be potential for 

partnerships in technology and innovation with mutual benefits. 

(iii) Many of ADB’s priorities feature prominently in the SDGs: poverty eradication, 

economic growth and employment, education, resilient infrastructure, 

sustainable cities, water and sanitation, affordable and clean energy, and 

response to climate change and environmental preservation. ADB can be a 

credible partner in the pursuit of SDGs in the region. 

 

240. The 2015 Addis Ababa Conference on Financing for Development. The 

conference reaffirmed that ODA will be insufficient to achieve the SDGs and to address 

the complex challenges posed by climate change. Domestic resource mobilization 

based on a widening tax base, private and philanthropic capital flows, trade, and 

technology are all expected to contribute to addressing these issues. The conference 

emphasized the role of MDBs in financing sustainable development and providing 

expertise and encouraged the optimal use of MDB balance sheets to mobilize resources 
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 The MTR of Strategy 2020 already broadened the scope of ADB operations in health and social protection 

(http://www.adb.org/site/post-2015/main). See also: IED. 2013. Special Evaluation Study on ADB’s Support 
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from capital markets to complement national resources to respond to financial and 

economic shocks, natural disasters, and pandemics. It emphasized the role of 

development financing in conflict-affected and post-conflict states, and the special 

needs of small island developing states.
122

 Conference documents estimate financing 

needs for basic infrastructure investment in developing countries to be between $1 

trillion and $1.5 trillion annually.
123

 

 

241. The conference outcomes have implications for ADB’s future partnerships: 

 

(i) Sustainable corporate practices that integrate environmental, social, and 

governance issues into business objectives will gain importance. This increases 

the potential for partnership with the private sector that goes beyond financial 

contributions or corporate social responsibility activities, to focus on how 

business relates to the SDGs. For example, engaging companies in responsible 

wastewater treatment or sustainable deep-sea fishing may contribute more to 

the achievement of the SDGs than obtaining contributions from them to 

finance ADB-supported sanitation or marine preservation projects. 

(ii) The approved ADF-OCR merger in 2015 will increase the contribution ADB can 

make to the achievement of the SDGs. 

(iii) Many least developed countries are sidelined by international private capital 

flows. For these countries, nonsovereign operations are important for 

mobilizing private resources for their economic development, and sovereign 

operations to create the right policy environment to attract resources. 

(iv) The importance of domestic resource mobilization will increase. However, ADB 

has relaxed the requirements for counterpart funds in the financing plan of its 

operations and emphasized cofinancing. This policy may need to be 

reconsidered. 

(v) Of the 0.7% of their gross national income that high-income economies are 

supposed to devote to ODA, 0.2% should be aimed at least-developed 

countries.
124

 Unless ODA flows increase, the risk is that middle-income 

countries will see their share of global ODA resources decline. Middle-income 

countries constitute the majority of ADB’s member base. 

 

242. Emergence of other regional and global development financing institutions and 

arrangements. In 2015 the international development financing landscape became 

more varied, with the establishment of the AIIB and the BRICS New Development Bank; 

the expansion in the activities of the Eurasian Development Bank; and the 

recapitalization of the Commonwealth Development Corporation by the United 

Kingdom. A number of other global financing arrangements and facilities have also 

been launched. These recently established financial institutions may consider 

partnership with ADB to be attractive, given ADB’s track record in project design and 

implementation, in-country presence through its resident missions, and role in 

addressing policy issues with member governments. In September 2015, ADB and AIIB 

signed an MOU on cooperation. 

 

243. Reorientation of traditional sources of ODA. Higher-income countries are likely 

to reorient their constrained ODA toward lower-income economies, in particular those 

in Africa. This may put ADB at a disadvantage in mobilizing grant or concessional 
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  United Nations. 2015. Addis Ababa Action Agenda of the Third International Conference on Financing for 

Development. Addis Ababa. paras 67, 68, and 70. 
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  United Nations, ibid. para 14. 
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cofinancing. However, several countries that have been sources of ODA in the past have 

realigned their approaches to foster a stronger synergy between ODA and promoting 

domestic commercial interests. For example, Australia, Canada, and the Netherlands 

have aligned their external cooperation more closely with the objectives of their 

ministries of foreign affairs and trade. Since the potential for trade growth is greater 

with middle-income countries, this creates new opportunities for Asia. In some cases, 

bilateral agencies that do not have such mechanisms are considering establishing 

reimbursable ODA, i.e., development funds provided with an expectation of 

repayment.
125

 Asian countries, which have a higher repayment capacity than those in 

some other parts of the world, are good candidates for accessing these funds, and ADB 

can play an important role in facilitating this through partnerships at the institutional 

and project level.  

 

244. Emergence of new ODA sources. According to estimates by the OECD, 

concessional development finance provided by countries that are not members of the 

Development Assistance Committee (DAC) increased from $11.4 billion in 2010 to 

$23.5 billion in 2013, and nearly doubled as a percentage of global development 

cooperation funds from 7.4% in 2010 to 13.4% in 2013. In 2013, Saudi Arabia, United 

Arab Emirates, Turkey, the PRC, and Qatar were the top five sources of funds, 

accounting for $18.7 billion, or 80% of non-DAC development assistance. Egypt and 

humanitarian assistance to refugees in the Middle East were the most significant 

destinations of development assistance, although the PRC’s support was distributed 

among many countries, often in the form of turnkey projects.
 126

   

 

245. Evolving role of the private sector and civil society. Large companies are 

increasingly being held accountable by the public (especially in OECD countries) for 

respecting social, environmental, and governance standards. CSOs have capitalized on 

this trend to influence company behavior, for example by obtaining voluntary 

commitments to procure commodities or by using processing methods that are 

independently certified environmentally and socially sustainable. This approach shifts 

the civil society-business relationship towards constructive engagement aimed at 

promoting sustainable production and consumption models. A second trend is the 

emergence of impact investing and the development of social enterprises that combine 

social and environmental goals with profitability. ADB can engage these companies in 

partnerships that go beyond the nonsovereign support of private for-profit investment 

and the implementing contractor role in sovereign projects.  

 

246. Slower pace of economic growth and moderate returns to capital. Both ADB 

and the International Monetary Fund have recently revised their 2015 economic growth 

projections downward for the global economy and emerging countries, including those 

in Asia. Slower growth in the United States and the PRC combined with financial 

market turbulence in both the eurozone and the PRC will affect all countries in the 

region. While world output is projected to reach marginally higher levels in 2016 and 

Asian countries are expected to continue exhibiting moderately higher growth than 

other regions, recovery from the 2008 crisis will continue to be slow. This 

macroeconomic scenario has a number of implications: 
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 France and Germany already provide reimbursable development financing through AFD and KfW 

Development Bank. The United Kingdom has until now provided grant development financing through 

DFID but is now considering reimbursable financing instruments. Italy has announced the creation of a 

new development finance institution. Canada will establish a development finance initiative for low- and 

middle-income countries. 
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(i) Slow growth will limit domestic revenues for project counterpart funds, ODA 

from higher-income economies, and complementary financing to supplement 

ADB resources. 

(ii) Slow growth will induce monetary authorities to continue with expansive 

monetary policies, keeping interest rates low and pushing private and 

institutional investors to seek opportunities for higher returns. This scenario 

may favor the mobilization of private flows to invest in infrastructure in middle-

income economies with debt repayment capacity and/or conducive policies for 

private-public partnerships. 

 

247. Macroeconomic prudence in borrowing developing countries. Several ADB 

countries have gradually adopted cautious policies on fiscal deficits and external 

indebtedness. This prudent macroeconomic stance acts as a brake on the large demand 

for infrastructure and social investment that could support a higher growth rate. 

Demand for such investment is also crowded out by competing requirements of state 

enterprises, which in some cases receive preferential treatment in accessing 

development funds. The result may be a lower demand for external financing and 

potentially stronger competition among development finance institutions. 

 

248. ADB’s intention to increase partnerships is a response to the changing 

development finance landscape and to important trends in the region. There are new 

sovereign and private sector sources for commercial and philanthropic projects, and 

civil society stakeholders are demanding that their voices be heard, pushing ADB to 

engage more with NGOs, academia, and centers of excellence in knowledge 

development. These factors are bound to be reinforced in Strategy 2030, to be 

prepared in 2016.  

 

B. Implications for ADB’s Future Approach to Partnerships 

 

249. Considering the analyses presented in the previous chapters and the issues that 

will shape the environment for future ADB partnerships, the general implications for 

ADB’s partnerships development are outlined below. 

 

1. Interagency Cooperation for New International Initiatives 

250. The recognition that public goods and externalities play an important role in 

addressing climate change and cross-boundary environmental and health concerns 

should encourage stronger interagency coordination in devising, sharing, and applying 

solutions. ADB’s past approach to partnerships has been low-key and pragmatic, 

focusing on bilateral interactions that could lead to concrete outcomes in terms of 

project or program design and implementation. The downside of this approach has 

been that ADB has had limited influence on designing the mechanisms of the global 

funds for the environment and food security, which could provide additional financial 

support to ADB operations.  

 

251. In the initial years following the approval of the SDGs and the conclusion of the 

December 2015 Paris Conference of Parties on climate change, the international 

community will need to define indicators at global, regional, and country levels; set 

baselines and targets; and agree on modalities of collaboration and financing and 

implementation arrangements. ADB, in coordination with UN Economic and Social 

Commission for Asia and the Pacific, can play a convening role to elicit and convey 

Asian countries’ perspectives on the issues. The UN agencies and the World Bank will 

take a prominent role in the emerging architecture and ADB needs to ensure that Asia 
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is not marginalized in the debate and funding mechanisms. The reputation that ADB 

has built, including the creative financial engineering it has displayed in the merger of 

ADF and OCR, should give it sufficient credibility to engage as an equal partner in the 

debate. 

 

2. Partnerships for Deeper Engagement with Asia’s Civil Society 

 

252. Civil society in ADB countries became more involved in ADB operations during 

2000–2014, with more than 200 NGOs and community groups consulted or involved 

annually in project design and implementation since 2011. Case studies conducted by 

this evaluation demonstrate considerable potential to go beyond project-specific 

consultation and implementation and monitoring arrangements (if ADB decides to 

engage with CSOs that have clear agendas and the means to contribute to joint 

activities). 

 

253. In Bangladesh, ADB has engaged the BRAC in fee-for-service contracts to 

perform training and outreach in some rural development projects. In the process, 

BRAC went one step further, and extended microfinance services to the trainees with its 

own programs and funds. This is an example of successful cooperation, and of vast 

underutilization of the contribution BRAC could make as a true partner. BRAC has 

unmatched experience of working at the village level and a special program for the 

poorest, those who are considered unable to utilize microloans and reimbursable 

assistance. Instead of sporadic engagements as an implementing contractor, ADB could 

explore how a deeper relationship with the two organizations can be constructed. 

BRAC can manage and implement components that would significantly increase the 

inclusiveness of ADB projects. Organizations that offer similar opportunities exist in 

other countries, such as Sarvodaya in Sri Lanka and Grameen in Bangladesh.  

 

254. A second example is the ADB-WWF collaboration. Over 10 years the two 

organizations have identified 5 priority sensitive biodiversity areas in Asia and the 

Pacific, published studies on the link between the environment and development in 

Asia, influenced public opinion, developed environmental assessment tools, and 

cofinanced conservation projects. In some countries, WWF was an implementing 

contractor of ADB projects, but the biggest value added in this partnership is at the 

strategic and conceptual level. WWF has piloted very successful approaches to greening 

production processes, by convincing producers and consumers to source their 

commodities from certified producers. It has a strong partnership program with the 

private sector. ADB can learn from WWF’s experience as it frames its approach to 

private sector partnerships that go beyond commercial cofinancing. 

 

255. Both these examples demonstrate common characteristics: (i) the partner 

organizations have their own robust structure and objectives; (ii) they have strong 

technical competence in their area of expertise; (iii) they are able to commit their own 

funds to activities that meet their priorities and are no longer interested in a dependent 

and fee-for-service relationship with ADB; and (iv) they are able to address controversial 

social or environmental topics, but have chosen to do so through constructive 

engagement instead of pure advocacy. These organizations can meaningfully 

complement ADB operations, foster a better understanding of development challenges, 

and help ADB strengthen project design and implementation. ADB should make an 

effort to identify a number of such organizations at the country, sector, and thematic 

level and to engage them as partners in a medium- and long-term perspective.  
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3. Knowledge Partnerships to Enable ADB to Transition into a Knowledge 

Bank 

256. The ERCD, the SDCC, and other departments have engaged in many knowledge 

partnerships. Given their reasonable success when pursued in earnest and the 

important role that knowledge and innovation are expected to play in future ADB 

operations, ADB should consider approaches that will broaden and deepen knowledge 

partnerships. 

 

257. Case studies undertaken for this evaluation show that ADB’s main knowledge 

departments are not always involved in the periodic consultations that ADB holds with 

its key interagency partners (for example, AFD and OECD). Their inclusion would make 

programming of future knowledge partnership activities more meaningful. Joint 

research programs could then be designed on topics of relevance for ADB operations. 

 

258. STGs will become the backbone of ADB’s internal knowledge management, 

linking research and operations departments. Their mandate includes the identification 

of knowledge centers with which ADB can collaborate and have a two-way exchange of 

ideas. ADB should not underestimate the practical knowledge it has acquired on 

workable, ground-level approaches to implementing development solutions, and 

should be prepared to document this in its exchanges with external organizations. Joint 

research programs could be designed on topics of relevance for ADB operations that 

combine external expertise with ADB’s field experience. CSOs should be involved in 

these exchanges.  

 

259. Part of ADB and other institutions’ knowledge is embodied in people. ADB 

should review its staff secondment program to ensure it provides a significant 

contribution to knowledge exchange. In particular, the choice of partner institutions 

and the option of intermittent secondments to and from institutions that share similar 

research agendas could improve the knowledge exchange. This is particularly true of 

academic institutions, where tenured staff may find it difficult to leave their institution 

for a lengthy period. 

 

260. The private sector undertakes much process and product innovation. Building 

on recent SDCC efforts, ADB should expand its outreach to the private sector, which it 

should regard as a source of knowledge. In addition to contributing to workshops, 

conferences, and other means of knowledge exchange, sector organizations can be a 

very productive interface. For example, in the CAREC program, ADB teams up with a 

freight forwarders’ association to collect data on waiting times and other impediments 

at border crossings, which can then become a factual basis for policy recommendations 

on how to facilitate international trade through improved facilities and accelerated 

procedures. Similar cooperation can be sought on how to make finance more inclusive, 

how to improve rural connectivity to the internet, and how to link farmers to 

markets.
127

 The advantage of sector associations is that they see the benefit for their 

members through market expansion, but they are not a direct commercial interest in 

the way that a single bank or telecommunication provider would be, and can therefore 

mitigate some of the reputational risks associated with a close partnership with a 

specific company.
 128
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 ADB. 2009. Technical Assistance for Central Asia Regional Economic Cooperation: Working with the Private 

Sector in Trade Facilitation. Manila (TA-REG 7353 approved on 5 October 2009 for $2.5 million). 
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4. Financing and Cofinancing Partnerships for Added Value and Impact 

261. Fiscal constraints in high-income economies and a stronger focus on least 

developed countries will make it more difficult for ADB to attract growing amounts of 

ODA for ADB countries, all but two of which (Afghanistan and Nepal) are projected to 

reach middle-income country status by 2020.
129

 The most significant potential in 

attracting official cofinancing lies in: 

 

(i) tapping into sources of reimbursable ODA, either through more parallel 

projects with existing partners (e.g., AFD, EIB, KFW Development Bank) or by 

offering project identification and administration services to new sources 

currently under consideration (e.g., in Canada and the United Kingdom); 

(ii) forging relationships with emerging development partners such as Islamic 

countries in Central and West Asia (although a large share of their assistance is 

earmarked for neighboring countries, humanitarian assistance linked to conflict 

in the Middle East, or promotion of foreign policy interests, they still offer 

partnership opportunities);  

(iii) joining forces with emerging development finance institutions for the financing 

of very large projects that require large amounts of funding, considerable 

expertise, and a measure of risk sharing among institutions; 

(iv) developing and possibly initially financing projects that can be spun off to 

export-import agencies from the country of the successful bidders, once the 

procurement process has been completed;
130

 and  

(v) positioning ADB to pursue global fund resources that are aligned with ADB’s 

strategy and mandate in the areas of climate change, environment, economic 

inclusiveness, health, and social protection. 

 

262. Private sector sources will need to be approached more proactively if ADB is to 

achieve its cofinancing objectives. The low returns currently available on the bond 

markets, combined with the volatility of stock markets, leave a number of private and 

institutional investors in search of higher yields but relatively safe investment. 

Packaging infrastructure projects in a way that would enable them to generate revenue 

streams benefiting from ADB’s or government’s explicit or implicit guarantee for a part 

of the investment would allow ADB and its member countries to tap into this 

potentially substantial supply of funds. These approaches would be in addition to 

mobilizing commercial cofinancing through nonsovereign operations, and leverage the 

work ADB has been spearheading on the development of Asian bond markets to pool 

risk and mobilize additional resources (an ASEAN infrastructure bond issue?). 

 

263. Expansion of domestic counterpart funding and beneficiary contributions is 

another option that would allow ADB to support larger projects. While these sources 

are rightly not included in the definition of cofinancing, they would nevertheless 

increase the pool of resources available for investment. 

 

264. Collaboration with social enterprises and impact investing will be very helpful 

as well but is unfortunately not likely to add significant funding and would be, 

especially in its early stages, rather labor-intensive for ADB. The benefit of such 

relationships would not be the quantity of funds mobilized, but rather in accessing a 
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  See Footnote 9. 
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diverse—and potentially expanding—pool of resources that may allow ADB to make 

project components more inclusive. The same considerations apply to corporate social 

responsibility and direct financing from the private sector and foundations.  

 

265. OCO estimates that over $11 billion annually could be channeled from the 

private sector for development projects in the region.
131

 It has prepared guidelines to 

mobilize funds from the private sector to help ADB staff incorporate private sector 

contributions into ADB TA and grant operations.
132

 Responses to the survey 

administered for this evaluation showed that some private companies are interested in 

engaging with ADB in areas other than procurement of good or services.
133

 One-third 

of respondents are interested in knowledge exchange, while 16% are keen on providing 

technical support to ADB for development projects. From the private sector's 

perspective, the perceived benefits of partnering with ADB include new business 

opportunities, ADB’s country and sector knowledge, and networking with government 

officials in the region.   

 

C. Chapter Key Points 

 

266. The key points of the chapter are: 

 

(i) New developments and trends that will influence ADB’s future partnerships 

include the SDGs, the growing importance of domestic resource mobilization 

and private capital flows, new financial institutions, reorientation of ODA 

sources towards least-developed countries, continuing slow growth and 

moderate interest rates, and self-imposed borrowing and macroeconomic 

discipline in ADB borrowing countries. 

(ii) Strategy 2030, to be prepared in 2016, provides an excellent opportunity for 

ADB to set more specific goals and targets for ADB partnerships. 

(iii) ADB should strive to play a significant role in defining the global funding 

mechanisms that will implement the SDGs and the 2015 Paris Agreement.  

(iv) Strategic partnership with mature and self-sustaining CSOs can strengthen and 

enrich ADB’s approach to development. 

(v) ADB’s new STGs should be used to identify sector and thematic knowledge 

partnerships relevant for ADB operations and to help ADB to transition into a 

knowledge bank. 

(vi) To further expand financing and cofinancing partnerships, ADB should tap into 

sources of reimbursable ODA, join forces with emerging development finance 

institutions, develop projects to be spun off to others, and pursue global fund 

resources relevant to ADB.  

(vii) The potential for partnerships with the private sector goes beyond project 

cofinancing, and encompasses technology, knowledge, and innovation in 

production processes.  
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  Estimates based on desk research conducted by OCO of spending in Asia by the top 10 philanthropic 

foundations, top 15 corporate foundations, and top 500 corporations worldwide. 
132

  The guidelines cover integrity due diligence, type of financing modality, minimum amount of contribution 

required, and approval procedures among others. Such funds would, at least initially, be quite modest, 

and would be accompanied by the need to perform the necessary due diligence to avoid reputational risk 

and conflict of interest situations (ADB. 2016. Guidelines for Mobilizing Contributions through Private 

Sector Partnerships. Manila).  

133
  Survey questionnaires were sent to 88 private firms, 31 of which responded (35% response rate). 
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APPENDIX 1: LIST OF LINKED DOCUMENTS 

 
 

A. ADB Partnerships with Bilateral Aid Agencies (AFD, DFAT, DFID, JICA, and the Netherlands) 

(http://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/linked-documents/A-ADB-Partnerships-with-Bilateral-Aid-

Agencies.pdf) 

 

B. ADB Partnerships with Multilateral Development Banks (EBRD, EIB, and IFAD) 

(http://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/linked-documents/B-ADB-Partnerships-with-Multilateral-

Development-Banks.pdf) 

 

C. ADB’s Knowledge Partnership with OECD  

(http://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/linked-documents/C-ADBs-Knowledge-Partnership-with-

OECD.pdf) 

 

D. ADB’s Knowledge Partnership with WWF  

(http://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/linked-documents/D-ADBs-Knowledge-Partnership-with-

WWF.pdf) 

 

E. Aggregate Survey Findings on Partnership Relations 

(http://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/linked-documents/E-Aggregate-Survey-Findings-on-

Partnership-Relations.pdf) 

 

F. Results of ADB Partnerships Mapping 

(http://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/linked-documents/F-Results-of-ADB-Partnerships-

Mapping.pdf) 

 

G. Factors Affecting the Success of ADB’s Formal and Informal Partnerships 

(http://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/linked-documents/G-Factors-Affecting-the-Success-of-

ADBs-Partnerships.pdf) 

 

H. Findings of Statistical Analysis on Cofinanced Projects 

(http://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/linked-documents/H-Findings-of-Statistical-Analysis-on-

Cofinanced-Projects.pdf) 
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