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A. Background and Rationale 
 
1. The preparation of a Special Evaluation Study (SES) on managing for development results 
(MfDR) was assigned to the author of this memo under the Independent Evaluation Department (IED) 
work program for 2011–2012. The study was included in the IED's work program following the 
recommendation of the preliminary MfDR assessment1

 

 done in 2007, which sought to provide timely 
feedback and help guide the evolution of MfDR within the Asian Development Bank (ADB). The SES 
will build on the preliminary assessment’s work and seek to give a more complete assessment of 
ADB’s MfDR efforts to date. The SES will also provide inputs into the comprehensive review of the 
ADB corporate results framework planned for 2012. 

B. Definition of MfDR 
 
2. In recent years, several issues have emerged regarding the traditional manner of conducting 
developmental activities. One issue was that development assistance was too often delivered on a 
piece-meal basis and in general did not always respond to a given country’s priorities, development 
strategies and objectives. Another issue was that development efforts were often fragmented and 
unsustainable. Yet another issue concerned the perceived over-emphasis on the funding of inputs 
and activities through resource transfers, rather than on supporting the achievement of broader 
development results or outcomes. In response to these issues, the MfDR has emerged as an 
alternative “change management” approach that focuses on using performance information to 
improve decision-making.  
 
3. As defined by ADB’s Results Management Unit (SPRU), MfDR is ‘an approach focused on 
development of outcomes throughout the management cycle. It enables informed decision-making by 
integrating a results focus across the four mutually-reinforcing core management functions: 
 

• defining outcomes and outputs with measurable indicators and time-bound targets, and 
agreeing on associated activities, 

• allocating resources to agreed activities, 
• implementing agreed activities and monitoring progress and targets, and 
• evaluating performance against targets.2

                                                
1 ADB. 2007. Brief Special Evaluation Study on Managing for Development Results in Asian Development Bank: A 

Preliminary Assessment. Manila. IED’s recommendation is also repeated in ADB. 2008. Asian Development Fund X 
Donors’ Report: Towards an Asia and Pacific Region Free of Poverty. Manila. 

 

2 ADB website: http://www.adb.org/MFDR/faqs.asp. 
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Integral to effective MfDR is regular reporting to key stakeholders to increase accountability and 
promote learning. Attachment 1 provides a brief overview on the MfDR agenda and its main 
principles. 
 
C. Initial MfDR Mainstreaming in ADB 
 
4. Initially, MfDR was introduced in ADB in 1999 when it adopted poverty reduction as its 
overarching goal for the Poverty Reduction Strategy (PRS)3 as part of its commitment to enhance 
development effectiveness. The 2001 Long-Term Strategic Framework (LTSF) (2001–2015)4

 

 outlined 
ADB’s long-term goals and fundamental operating principles to support poverty reduction strategy. It 
also emphasized the need for measuring ADB’s developmental impact.  

5. As a result, ADB established a bank-wide working group in 2003 to lay out the foundations of 
results-based management in ADB.5

 

 During the same year, the Results Management Unit (SPRU) 
was formally established in the Strategy and Policy Department (SPD) to lead the ADB-wide 
restructuring process aimed at enhancing development effectiveness. Implementation of ADB’s 
results agenda was to be a bank-wide responsibility with SPRU responsible for analyzing and 
facilitating the design and implementation of results management policies, actions, practices, and 
procedures.  

6. Three pillars were identified to focus on the MfDR Agenda: (i) development results at DMC 
level; (ii) results orientation at ADB’s corporate level; and (iii) ADB’s contributions to MfDR as part of a 
global partnership. Pillar 1 was to focus on country capacity, i.e., ADB was to help its DMCs increase 
their understanding and use of MfDR through (i) a multidonor MfDR Cooperation Fund; and (ii) 
awareness-raising at the country level including the formation of the Community of Practice (CoP) on 
MfDR. Pillar 2 was meant to emphasize ADB’s institutional effectiveness and strengthen its own 
capacity to manage for development results, which was to be achieved through (i) results-based 
country partnership strategies (CPSs); (ii) a results-based approach at the project level; (iii) 
improvement of results monitoring and reporting throughout its operations; and (iv) learning and 
development programs, practice notes, guidelines, as well as other publications on MfDR for its 
managers and staff. The last pillar was to focus on effective partnerships, including ADB’s efforts to 
be an active participant in global partnerships on MfDR. The MfDR was intended as a bankwide 
responsibility, with Management and all staff accountable for improving MfDR. 
 
7. During this same period (2003–2004), ADB began to articulate how MfDR would be 
mainstreamed in ADB, given its reform agenda. Five broad outcomes related to internal changes 
within ADB were envisaged to be delivered: (i) improved operational policies and strategies; (ii) 
refined organizational processes and structure; (iii) reinforced knowledge management; (iv) improved 
human resources management and staff incentives; and (v) mainstreamed MfDR. Of these, 
mainstreaming MfDR was considered as a fundamental element of this reform agenda. It 
subsequently committed to an MfDR framework in 2004, which was aimed at improving its 
performance as a partner of its DMC and as an MDB. This was reflected in the 2004 Enhanced 
Poverty Reduction Strategy,6

 

 which placed greater emphasis on MfDR and capacity development and 
included the first corporate-level results framework.  

                                                
3  ADB.1999. ADB’s Poverty Reduction Strategy. Manila. 
4  ADB. 2001. Moving the Poverty Reduction Agenda Forward in Asia and the Pacific: The Long-Term Strategic Framework 

of the Asian Development Bank (2001–2015). Manila. 
5  The then Operations Evaluation Department (OED) was a member of the group. 
6 ADB. 2004. Enhancing the Fight Against Poverty in Asia and the Pacific: The Poverty Reduction Strategy of the Asian 

Development Bank. Manila. 
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D. MfDR Action Plans and Results Framework 
 
8. Initial MfDR Action Plans (2003–2005). Two Asian Development Fund (ADF) IX Reports 
(Tokyo; Lisbon)7 contained the first two indicative MfDR action plans prepared by ADB. These action 
plans were organized around the three pillars and were to be implemented based on the initial 
introduction of MfDR principles (pilot testing), followed by assessments of lessons learned 
(retrospective), before moving to full implementation (mainstreaming).8

 

 The rationale was to have an 
incremental and phased approach to facilitate learning, as the MfDR concept was expected to 
continue to evolve rapidly in the international setting. This gradualist approach was considered in line 
with similar approaches undertaken by the other MDBs.  

9. Revised MfDR Action Plan (2006–2008). Following an external assessment of MfDR in 
ADB,9 a revised action plan10

 

 was formulated which aimed to make MfDR more systematically 
institutionalized within ADB through its wider use as a management tool in improving decision-making. 
It recognized that a central challenge in implementing MfDR was changing organizational behavior 
and culture. Three key lessons were noted: (i) effort to mainstream MfDR approaches must move 
from rhetorical to practical; (ii) greater efforts must be made to mainstream MfDR approaches 
throughout ADB which entail shared responsibilities; and (iii) reporting and acting on monitorable 
outcomes in the results frameworks must be done to better manage performance. 

10. The revised action plan recognized that the “three-pillar approach” in the indicative action 
plans remained valid. However, it indicated the need to pursue selective and concrete steps to 
achieve the goals of the MfDR’s three pillars and to monitor and assess specific actions by 
departments and offices. To promote this process, ADB was to pursue a series of initiatives over the 
next 3 years. These included: (i) strengthening direct Management guidance and supervision on 
MfDR; (ii) improving communications through a common language on the MfDR vision and processes 
specified in the revised MfDR action plan; (iii) strengthening learning and development programs on 
MfDR, particularly for senior staff to facilitate good practices; (iv) aligning the PDP process and 
incentives with the adoption of MfDR techniques to empower staff for changes; and (v) 
institutionalizing good practices to contribute to a results-oriented culture through the progressive 
introduction of guidelines, systems, and tools. Attachment 2 shows a conceptual diagram of the 2006 
MfDR action plan. 
 
11. Strategy 2020 and the Corporate Results Framework (2008). Emphasis on MfDR was 
given further impetus with the adoption of the long-term strategic framework 2008–2020 (Strategy 
2020),11 which envisaged the development of a new corporate results framework to monitor the 
effectiveness of ADB in realizing its vision of an Asia and Pacific region free of poverty. In parallel, the 
Asian Development Fund (ADF) negotiation process in which donors argued for an ADF Results 
Framework, which eventually led to an ADB-wide results framework (with ADF sub-framework and 
targets) also lent an additional push. Following the adoption of Strategy 2020 and the results of ADF X 
negotiations, a results framework was prepared in 200812

 

 which contains baselines and intermediate 
targets set for 2012 to be used for steering the implementation of Strategy 2020.  

                                                
7 The Tokyo Paper. November 2003. Enhancing Effectiveness: Managing for Development Results; and The Lisbon Paper. 

February 2004. Managing for Development Results: Status Report on Action Plan. 
8 ADB. 2005. Managing for Development Results in ADB –Brief to the Development Effectiveness Committee. Manila. 
9 Universalia. 2005. Independent Assessment of Managing for Development Results at ADB. 25 November. www.adb.org/ 

Documents/Reports/Consultant/MfDR/Independent-Assessment-of-MfDR-at-ADB.pdf. 
10 ADB.2006. Managing for Development Results in ADB: Revised Action Plan. Manila.  
11 ADB. 2008. Strategy 2020: The Long-Term Strategic Framework of the Asian Development Bank 2008–2020.Manila.  
12 ADB. 2008. ADB Results Framework. Manila. 

http://www.adb.org/�
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12. By setting concrete quantitative and timebound targets in many areas, the corporate results 
framework is expected to strengthen the focus of ADB operations on key results. The results 
framework consists of four levels, summarized as follows: (i) Level 1: Asia-Pacific outcomes − This 
tracks the development progress of the region through selected regional outcomes to which ADB 
contributes.13

 

 (ii) Level 2: Contribution to country outcomes through key outputs − ADB will assess its 
contribution to country and regional outcomes by aggregating key outputs delivered to developing 
member countries (DMCs) through ADB projects in priority sectors. (iii) Level 3: Operational 
effectiveness − This aims to improve the performance of ADB’s operational portfolio to increase its 
contribution to country outcomes and overall development effectiveness. (iv) Level 4: Organizational 
effectiveness −This aims to capture progress in increasing efficiency in the use of internal resources 
and implementing reforms that are considered essential to maintain ADB's ability to remain a relevant 
and results-oriented institution and contribute to improving its development effectiveness.  

13. The corporate results framework is expected to strengthen the focus of ADB operations on key 
results of development effectiveness visualized under Strategy 2020. It is also expected to promote a 
stronger culture of results and performance management within ADB. Reporting across the institution 
on the implementation of poverty reduction strategy, reform agenda, and MfDR is to be done through 
the Development Effectiveness Review (DEfR) which was to be prepared yearly from 2008 onwards.  
 
14. However, it is recognized that the corporate results framework, by itself, cannot provide a 
complete picture of all aspects of development effectiveness, such as the contribution of ADB 
operations on regional and country outcomes. As such, the DEfR has evolved into an annotated 
corporate performance scorecard and is designed to provide examples from ADB’s country operations 
in order to better explain ADB’s contributions to outcomes. It was supposed to be supplemented by a 
new country development effectiveness briefs for individual DMCs, which was to help in providing a 
more complete picture of the results of ADB’s operations. 
 
15. New Action Plan (2009–2011).  A new action plan was formulated in 200914

 

 which was 
designed to fully transform ADB into an organization where management decisions are to be driven 
routinely by results information. While the “three-pillars” used in earlier plans were renamed “three key 
results areas”, the new action plan identified four areas requiring more attention. These are: (i) 
Corporate results management − ADB needs to consistently apply results management to its 
decision-making at the corporate, department, office, division, and staff level in both operations and 
non-operations units and, in the process, clearly demonstrate the benefits of this approach; (ii) Design 
and use of MfDR tools at the country and project level of ADB operations − ADB needs to continue 
refining the tools to ensure their quality and promote their wider use in decision making; (iii) Support 
for country systems to increase MfDR focus in development planning and implementation − ADB's 
support for capacity development in this area, including DMCs' statistical capacity development, 
requires better focus and coordination; and (iv) Communicating MfDR within ADB − Staff awareness 
of ADB's MfDR agenda remains inadequate. ADB needs to communicate more clearly and widely its 
purpose, benefits, and key actions to gain staff commitment on its MfDR agenda. 

E. MfDR Levels in ADB 
 
16. In ADB, the MfDR agenda is implemented across four main levels: corporate, country/regional, 
sector/thematic, and project/program. Table 1 shows the four MfDR levels together with their 
respective tools and reporting documents. 

                                                
13 A caveat is that these outcomes cannot be attributed to ADB alone and result from collective action of development 

partners over the long term. 
14 ADB. 2009. ADB Action Plan on Managing for Development Results 2009-2011. Manila. 
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Table 1: Main Tools and Documents By MfDR Level 

 
Levels Tools Documents 
1. Corporate • Performance Scorecard 

 
 
 
• Results Framework 

 
 
 

 
 
• Facility Design and 

Monitoring Framework (DMF) 
 
 
 
 

• Results-based workplan 
 

• Development Effectiveness Report (DEfR) 
• Private Sector DEfRa 
• Office of Administrative Services report 
 
• DEfR 
• Work Plan and Budget Framework 
• People’s Strategy 
• Financing Partnership Strategy 
• Other policies and strategies?? 
 
• Water Financing Partnership Facility 

Progress Reports 
• Clean Energy Financing Partnership Facility 

Progress Reports 
 
• Departmental and divisional workplans 
 

2. Country/Regional Results Framework Country Program and Strategy (CPS) 
Regional-CPS (R-CPS) 
 

3. Sector/Thematic Roadmap CPS, R-CPS 
 

4. Project/Program Project/Program DMF Report and Recommendations of the 
President 
Technical Assistance Papers 
 

a  Balance scorecard approach not yet fully developed. 
Source: IED Evaluation Team. 

 
F. Previous Evaluations 
 
17. There have been two evaluations of ADB’s MfDR efforts to date. The first was undertaken by a 
private consulting firm in 2005 and sought to independently evaluate ADB’s efforts to mainstream 
MfDR up to that time (footnote 9). Overall, the assessment found that ADB had made significant 
progress in starting the MfDR mainstreaming process. Eleven recommendations were made focusing 
on improving the ADB’s strategic leadership for implementing MfDR, organizing MfDR at the ADB and 
for restructuring the Results Management Unit of the Strategy and Policy Department to better 
undertake its assigned tasks.  
 
18. The second evaluation was a special evaluation study undertaken by IED in 2007 (footnote 1). 
Overall, the study found that ADB’s progress and difficulties in implementing MfDR were generally 
comparable to those of other MDBs. The study recommended that ADB significantly increase its 
efforts and place more emphasis on changing established practice in order to achieve full 
implementation ahead of the planned timeframe. ADB Management broadly agreed with the SES 
findings, but opted for a more modest increase in efforts, which it considered was a pragmatic 
response in line with ADB’s administrative capacity and resource constraints. Attachment 3 provides 
more details about these two evaluations. 
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G. Proposed Special Evaluation Study 
 

1. Objective, Scope, and Approach 
 
19. The objective of the study would be to assess independently the ADB’s achievements in 
mainstreaming the MfDR agenda within ADB, with a view to track progress, identify lessons, and 
make recommendations for ensuring better development effectiveness of ADB operations in the 
future. For the purposes of the study, the MfDR stakeholders include both in-country developing 
member country clients as well as staff in ADB Headquarters. The period of coverage will be from 
1999 to 2010. 
 
20. The scope of the study would entail assessing the relevance in the context of the development 
challenges and opportunities then and now, responsiveness to the underlying objectives of the MfDR 
agenda and the results achieved. These evaluation criteria are further elaborated by more detailed 
questions: 
 

(i) Relevance: How relevant was the MfDR agenda to the economic and social 
development context and challenges across the Asia Pacific Region? How relevant 
was it to ADB’s overall development mandate, long-term strategic direction and other 
policies and strategies? Is ADB’s current definition of MfDR appropriate? Does the 
MfDR agenda reflect best international practice in terms of “change management” 
principles? Do country-level MfDR stakeholders (e.g., ADB Board, DMC government 
officials) perceive the MfDR agenda as being in conformity with their countries’ 
development goals? Are there sufficient linkages between the various MfDR levels? 
What are MfDR stakeholders’ views of the consistency of the objectives, pillars and 
areas for further attention? 

(ii) Responsiveness: What was ADB’s organizational response to the MfDR agenda’s 
principles and objectives, and how effective was the response? Were there sufficient 
awareness, motivation and leadership to move toward MfDR? Were sufficient 
resources allocated to support mainstreaming of MfDR in ADB in terms of staff skill 
development and budgetary resources? To what extent have MfDR efforts adopted the 
actions recommended by the two independent assessments (see paras 17-18)? How 
did ADB staff respond to the shift toward MfDR mainstreaming in terms of improving 
their knowledge and skills in results management? Are current training efforts sufficient 
in terms of improving both technical and process skills of ADB staff to advance the 
MfDR agenda? 

(iii) Results-orientation: To what extent has ADB achieved the intended outputs and 
outcomes set out in the MfDR action plans and corporate and country result 
frameworks? Are the output and outcome indicators/targets well-formulated? Are there 
additional missing indicators that would better measure results that should be added to 
the new action plan and/or results framework? Are there any constraints that affect 
achievement of these outputs and outcomes? To what extent have MfDR efforts 
adopted the management actions stemming from IED’s 2007 MfDR special evaluation 
study? Are current institutional arrangements conducive to future mainstreaming 
requirements? Is the current set-up and structure of SPRU appropriate or would there 
be a need for future modifications? How are relationships among SPRU, MfDR focal 
points, and COSO being managed and coordinated? How adequate is ADB’s support 
to its DMCs in terms of strengthening their capacity to manage for development 
results? Could this be sustained in the medium-term?  

 



   7 

 

A
ppendix 1       7 

21. The proposed approach will be based on three evaluation criteria: relevance, responsiveness 
and results orientation. This approach is in line with IED’s previous corporate evaluations, such as the 
2007 SES on Achievements of ADB’s Long-Term Strategic Framework 2001–2015.15

 

  The SES will 
rate both at an aggregated level as well as at the criteria-level the ADB’s performance in 
mainstreaming MfDR. A draft evaluation design matrix has been prepared and will be refined during 
the inception stage. 

2. Methodology 
 
22. The study will be carried out through a combination of reviews, analyses/assessments, and 
interviews/surveys to be conducted in ADB Headquarters and in the DMCs. Preliminary details of 
study components are in Attachment 4, and are summarized below: 

(i) Literature review (including external corporate literature), 
(ii) Progress review, 
(iii) Assessment of MfDR results achievement, 
(iv) Institutional analysis, 
(v) Comparator assessment,  
(vi) Questionnaire surveys, and 
(vii) Key informant interviews (including field visits). 

 
23. The first and second components will mainly be undertaken as desk reviews to draw lessons 
from previous evaluations by IED, other ADB departments and development partners. The 
assessment of MfDR results achievement will involve desk review and analysis of ADB’s operational 
data. The institutional analysis and comparator assessment components will be examined using desk 
reviews, and surveys/interviews of selected ADB, client government and development partner 
officials. To the extent possible, questionnaire surveys will be aligned with those of the 2007 
preliminary MfDR assessment in order to allow a comparison of progress over time. Selection of 
DMCs for possible field visits will be mainly based on the basis of frequency of ADB MfDR trainings 
undertaken in the country and opportunity to interview key MfDR stakeholders. The proposed 
evaluation approach and methodology is considered preliminary and will be further refined at the 
inception phase lasting until March 2011. Proposed sources of information for the study are shown in 
Attachment 5. 
 
 3. Coordination of the MfDR SES with Internal and External Stakeholders 
 
24. Internally, the SES Team will liaise with staff from the Strategic Policy Department’s (SPD) 
Results Management Unit (SPRU), which is responsible for mainstreaming MfDR in ADB, to obtain 
necessary information. A preliminary scoping document and a first draft of this approach paper were 
shared and discussed with SPRU staff. 
 
25. Externally, IED will also coordinate its work with that of SPD on the replenishment of the Asian 
Development Fund (ADF). In this regard, it has been agreed with SPD that IED2 will present the SES 
findings at the Annual ADF Consultation Meeting in December 2011.  
 
 4. Limitations 
 
26. The SES will: 
 

                                                
15 ADB. 2007. Special Evaluation Study on Long-Term Strategic Framework: Lessons from Implementation (2001–

2006). Manila. 
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(i) given that MfDR mainstreaming activities are still ongoing, for the assessment of MfDR 
results achievement component, focus mainly on evaluating actual outputs and 
outcomes, rather than likely impacts; and 

(ii) cover the key areas under the four MfDR levels, as shown in Table 2 below. Based on 
the reasons given, other areas will not be covered. 

 
Table 2: Coverage of MfDR Levels 

 
Levels Areas Covered Areas Not Covered and Reason 
Corporate Development Effectiveness Reports 

(DEfR) 
 

 
 
 

 

• The Private Sector DEfR — first report was 
only issued in late 2010 and, unlike the DEfR, 
uses only a partial balanced scorecard. 
• ADB policy and strategy results frameworks 
— normally covered by other dedicated 
evaluations. 
• Departmental and divisional results-based 
workplans  — still too early to evaluate them. 
 

Country/Regional Country Program and Strategy (CPS) 
results frameworks 
 

Results frameworks in regional CPSs  — 
these are usually simply an aggregation of the 
respective country CPSs in the region. 
 

Sector/Thematic CPS sector roadmaps CPS thematic roadmaps  — these are no 
longer recommended to be preapared by 
SPRU. 
 

Project/Program Project/program design and 
monitoring frameworks will be 
evaluated using data from existing 
reports 

Given that many studies on project/program  
DMFs have been undertaken by IED, COSO 
and other departments, the SES will not 
undertaken any new assessments on DMFs,  

Source: IED Evaluation Team. 
 
H. Schedule and Resource Requirements 
 
27. The Headquarters-based team, including the SES task manager (author of the evaluation 
approach paper), the evaluation officer, and the evaluation assistant, has already undertaken initial 
deskwork. In addition, the SES task manager has closely coordinated with the SPRU staff in the 
preparation of the evaluation approach paper.  
 
28. The SES will be carried out over February-August. Phase 1 will cover the period January-
March 2011 and will include preparation and approval of the EAP, preparation of a detailed work 
program in mid-February, commencement of data collection and survey work, and systematic desk 
review of MfDR mainstreaming activities. Phase 2 will cover the period April–August 2010 and will 
consist of completion of the data collection and survey work commenced during Phase 1, analysis of 
all of the available data, finalization of each of the study components, writing of the SES report, and 
incorporation of comments from each of the review stages. Specific activities in this phase will be 
influenced by the progress achieved in Phase 1. In case of poor survey response rate, additional 
survey work may be carried out and/or additional key informant interviews undertaken to supplement 
the existing survey results. 
 
29. The external consultant team will comprise a combination of two international consultants (one 
institutional specialist and one evaluation specialist) and one domestic consultant (ADB headquarters 
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consultant). Brief terms of reference (TOR) for the consultants’ work are provided in Attachment 6, 
and detailed TOR will be provided at recruitment. A detailed workplan will be finalized during Phase 1.  
 
30. The paper has been finalized taking into consideration the comments received on earlier 
versions.16

 

 Contingent on the Governments’ agreements on the proposed timing of field visits and 
consultations, as well as fast turnaround in receiving comments, the tentative schedule and principle 
milestones for the SES has been developed as follows: 

Approval of the evaluation approach paper  – III February 
Background analysis     – I – IV February 
Main field studies and interviews   – I March – II May 

 IED internal review     – II May 
 Interdepartmental circulation    – I June 
 Draft to editor      – III June 
 Meeting with concerned departments  – III July 
 Submission to Director General   – IV July 
 Development Effectiveness Committee Meeting – IV August 

Presentation at ADF Consultation Meeting  – December 
 
31. Knowledge Dissemination Plan. This EAP will be available to the public after the Director 
General, IED, approves it. The SES report will also be made publicly available after Director General’s 
approval. SES task manager will present study findings at an IED internal dissemination seminar and 
at the ADF consultation meeting scheduled for December 2011. 
 
32. V. Tulasidhar (Advisor) and Suganya Hutaserani (Lead Professional Development Evaluation) 
will be the peer reviewers for this evaluation. 
 
Attachments: 

1. Overview on MfDR Agenda 
2. Diagram of ADB’s 2006 MfDR Action Plan 
3. Previous Evaluations 
4. Study Components 

 
 

                                                
16 An earlier version of the Paper was shared with SPRU staff and comments incorporated.  
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OVERVIEW OF MANAGING FOR DEVELOPMENT RESULTS (MfDR) AGENDA 
 
A. Emergence of MfDR Agenda and Main Principles 
 
1. In recent years, several issues were highlighted regarding the traditional manner of conducting 
developmental activities. One issue was that development assistance was too often delivered on a 
piece-meal basis and in general did not always respond to a given country’s priorities, development 
strategies and objectives. Another issue was that development efforts were often fragmented and 
unsustainable. Yet another issue concerned the perceived over-emphasis on the funding of inputs 
and activities through resource transfers, rather than on supporting the achievement of broader 
development results or outcomes.  
 
2. In response to these issues, the MfDR agenda has emerged as an alternative approach that 
focuses on using performance information to improve decision-making. MfDR is a management 
approach that involves using results information such as desired outputs, outcomes, and impact to 
guide development efforts toward clearly defined objectives. This involves using practical tools for 
strategic planning, risk management, progress monitoring, and outcome evaluation, such as the 
design and monitoring framework (DMF) at the project level, the country results framework and sector 
road map at the country level, and the results framework at the corporate level. It also focuses on 
making international development more effective1

 

 and results-oriented and follows the emerging 
international consensus on the importance of performance measurement in development.  

3. Broadly, MfDR enables informed decision-making by integrating results focus across mutually-
reinforcing core functions: (i) defining outcomes and outputs with measurable indicators and time-
bound targets, and agreeing on associated activities; (ii) allocating resources to agreed activities; (iii) 
implementing agreed activities and monitoring progress against targets; (iv) establishing responsibility 
and accountability for planned actions; (v) evaluating performance against targets; and (vi) using 
results information to determine actions and resource-use to improve performance. Considered 
integral to effective MfDR is regular reporting to key stakeholders to increase accountability and 
promote learning.2

 
  

4. Thus, instead of focusing on inputs and procedural compliance (project administration), MfDR 
stresses using intended results (outputs/outcomes/impacts) as the starting point, then constructing a 
‘results chain’ to guide measuring, monitoring, and reporting activities at the planning, implementation, 
and evaluation stages. MfDR also requires an organizational culture that is committed to learning and 
achieving outcomes for clients, along with a compatible incentive structure and set of business 
processes. Box 1 below provides a schematic illustration of the intended causal relationships among 
various elements of the results chain over time. 
 
5. Key MfDR principles form the basis for sound performance management. These principles 
are: (i) at all phases – from strategic planning through implementation to completion and beyond – 
focus the dialogue on results for partner countries, development agencies, and other stakeholders; (ii) 
align actual programming, monitoring, and evaluation activities with the agreed expected results; (iii) 
keep the results reporting system as simple, cost-effective, and user-friendly as possible; (iv) manage 

                                                
1 Development effectiveness, broadly defined,  means that countries and development agencies are better able to   achieve 

their collective development outcomes, and that they have the right tools at their disposal to measure progress toward 
those outcomes, report on them, and use the lessons learned to continuously improve performance.  

2  ADB MfDR website. Frequently Asked Questions. Available at: http://www.adb.org/MFDR/faqs.asp. 
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for, not by, results, by arranging resources to achieve outcomes;  and   (v) use results information for 
management learning and decision making, as well as for reporting and accountability.3

 
 

 
 

Box 1: The Results Chain and MfDR Agenda 
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
6. For ADB, the operational implications of these MfDR principles could be, in general,  
summarized in the following manner: (i) need to create results-based country assistance strategies in 
close dialogue with national governments, and sometimes other multilateral development banks 
(MDBs) to support country outcomes, harmonize and align programming procedures (including 
monitoring and reporting requirements) to reduce transaction costs for the partner country; (ii) need to 
design realistic country programming strategies in which progress toward outcomes can be assessed 
using performance information generated at the country level; and (iii) need to foster a learning culture 
within ADB to better support its developing member countries (DMCs) in their learning process.  
  
B. Historical Context of MfDR  
 
7. The advent of “aid fatigue,” a generalized perception among the public, government decision-
makers, and donors, that aid programs were not effective in attaining development objectives, paved 
the way for the “results revolution” in the international development arena. By 2000, there was 
growing pressure for institutional reform and a rethinking of the traditional way of doing development 
activities. The transition to results orientation was implicit in the millennium development goals 
(MDGs) adopted by 189 countries in 2000. The MDGs set clear targets for eradicating poverty and 
other sources of human deprivation.4

 
 

8. During the International Conference on Financing for Development in Monterrey, Mexico 
(2002), the need to measure results throughout the development process was highlighted, as well as 
the need to demonstrate that results were achieved. An agreement was also reached during the 

                                                
3 MfDR Principles in Action: Sourcebook on Emerging Good Practices. Available at: http://www.mfdr.org/ 

Sourcebook/1stEdition/4-MfDRPrinciples.pdf. 
4 ADB. 2006. An Introduction to Results Management: Principles, Implications and Applications. Manila. 

IMPLEMENTATION RESULTS 

Inputs  Activitie s  Outpu ts  Outcomes  Impact 

Financial, human, 
and material 
resources 

Tasks and 
actions 
undertaken to 
transform inputs 
to outputs 

Products and 
services 
produced 

Intermediate 
effects on 
clients 

Long-term 
improvement 
in society 

Focus of pre-MfDR Focus of MfDR 

MfDR Agenda Shift in Focus 

http://www.un.org/esa/ffd/�
http://www.un.org/esa/ffd/�
http://www.mfdr.org/%20Sourcebook/�
http://www.mfdr.org/%20Sourcebook/�
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International Roundtable on Better Measuring, Monitoring, and Managing for Development Results5

 

 
for development agencies to offer coordinated support for capacity-building and to harmonize 
approaches to results-measurement, monitoring and reporting. The importance for development 
agencies to develop results-focused corporate cultures and incentives was also discussed. 

9. At the Second International Roundtable on Managing for Development Results, in Marrakech, 
Morocco (2004), a set of core principles on how best to support partner countries’ efforts to manage 
for results was endorsed, including an agreement on a budgeted and time-bound action plan for 
improving baseline national and international statistics. During the Paris High-Level Forum on Aid 
Effectiveness (2005), the international community committed to specific action to further country 
ownership, harmonization, alignment, managing for development results, and mutual accountability 
for the use of aid.6 Third Roundtable on Managing for Development Results in  The Viet Nam (2007), 
focused on country-to-country learning, while the 2008 Third High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness 
in Ghana expressed the international community's commitment to further increase aid effectiveness. 
All these indicate the international community’s consensus and commitment for improving aid 
management and delivery and management in order to achieve improved effectiveness and results.   
 

                                                
5 The two-day International Roundtable took place on June 5-6, 2002 at the World Bank headquarters. The Roundtable was 

jointly sponsored by the multilateral development banks - the African Development Bank, Asian Development Bank, 
European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, Inter-American Development Bank, and World Bank - in 
collaboration with the Development Assistance Committee of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 
Development. It included representatives from borrowing and donor countries, the IMF, UN agencies, the EC, other 
international agencies, and civil society. 

6 Known as the Paris Declaration. 

http://www.mfdr.org/2nd_Roundtable.html�
http://www.mfdr.org/2nd_Roundtable.html�
http://www.aidharmonization.org/ah-overview/secondary-pages/Paris2005�
http://www.aidharmonization.org/ah-overview/secondary-pages/Paris2005�
http://www.mfdr.org/3rd_Roundtable.html�
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DIAGRAM OF ADB’S 2006 MANAGING FOR DEVELOPMENT RESULTS ACTION PLAN 

• Achievement of 
millennium 
development 
goals 

• Reduced poverty 
in DMCs 

Increased 
understanding 
and use of MfDR 
in developing 
member countries 
(DMCs) 

Institutionalized 
results reporting in 
ADB corporate 
management 
systems 

Increased 
institutional 
effectiveness 

Maintain 
effective results 
partnerships 
with other 
multilateral 
development 
banks 

Improved 
quality of 
country 
partnership 
strategies 

Improved 
results focus at 
project level 

Increased staff 
knowledge of 
MfDR 

Staff training 
plus improved 
internal 
communications 
on the results 
agenda 

Revised 
business 
processes for 
country 
partnership 
strategies 

• Better quality 
assurance 
mechanisms 

• Action Plan 
to improves 
performance 

Increased ADB 
contribution to 
support MfDR 
knowledge 
sharing and 
harmonization 
efforts through 
working groups 
and collective 
reporting  

• Dialogue with 
DMCs re their 
capacities 

• Learning events 
• MfDR TAs 
• MfDR 

cooperation 
fund 

• Facilitation of 
MfDR COP 

Pillar 1 Pillar 2 Pillar 3 

Note: Within the context of ADB’s broader reform agenda, including: strategic direction (MTS II); business planning 
(WPBF); knowledge management; HR management and staff incentives. 

Source: ADB. 2006. Managing for Development Results in ADB: Revised Action Plan (2006–2008). Manila.  
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PREVIOUS EVALUATIONS 
 
A. 2005 External Assessment1

 
 

1. In 2005, a private consulting firm was commissioned to undertake an independent evaluation 
of the Asian Development Bank’s (ADB) efforts to mainstream managing for development results 
(MfDR). Overall, the assessment found that significant progress was made in relation to what ADB set 
out to do more than a year before. ADB was able to initiate a wide set of institutional reforms aimed at 
modernizing and improving its performance as an MDB. There was a wide array of initiatives that 
were undertaken to improve its results orientation at the operational and nonoperational levels, many 
of which were brought together in ADB’s reform agenda, and included the Human Resource Strategy 
approved in 2004 and the subsequent introduction of a new performance management system (based 
on the Performance and Development Plan), the results-based country strategy and programs, 
among other things. 
 
2. Eleven recommendations were made which were organized around the following concerns: (a) 
strategic leadership and MfDR at the ADB; (b) organizing MfDR at the ADB; and (c) MfDR and the 
Results Management Unit of the Strategy and Policy Department (SPRU). The salient features were 
as follows: 
 

(i) ADB’s Senior Management team should help shape a strategy and business plan to guide 
ADB in its implementation of MfDR. It should develop processes that would show how ADB 
staff could be “champions” of this organizational change effort. It was also recommend that 
ADB’s Senior Management team should monitor both the content and process of the change 
effort in order to support bank-wide MfDR intiatives. It should assess options for bringing some 
of SPRU’s functions closer to the operations departments. ADB Operational VPs should also 
ensure that operations departments have the staff resources and expertise necessary to 
support developing member country capacity building for development effectiveness and that 
Resident Missions coordinate these efforts with the international agencies working in the 
respective countries. 

 
(ii) SPRU should ensure that MfDR forms part of ADB’s future strategy which should be 
results-based, with outcomes and the ability to monitor, evaluate, and link it to a broader 
development agenda. It should also provide the reporting and data management functions that 
could support and improve upon reporting on development effectiveness.  

 
(iii) SPRU should be restructured to better focus on the implementation, monitoring and 
reporting requirements associated with MfDR. It should lead a coordinated effort to develop an 
internal communications strategy on MfDR, involving the focal points and the Department of 
External Relations. It should coordinate with the capacity development network and the 
Human Resources Division to assess needs and develop a plan for improving the capabilities 
of ADB staff (including SPRU) in the technical and process skills required to implement MfDR. 
Also, SPRU should develop its own results-based planning, monitoring and reporting system. 

 
3. These recommendations were meant to support the institutionalization of MfDR within ADB.  It 
was used as an input for ADB’s 2006 Revised MfDR Action Plan. However, it was noted that a review 
of the preamble to the 2006 Revised Action Plan showed that, while several of the report’s 11 
recommendations were given implicit support (e.g., need for strategic leadership, staff incentives, and 
                                                
1 Universalia. 2005. Independent Assessment of Managing for Development Results at ADB. 25 November. Available at 
www.adb.org/Documents/Reports/Consultant/MfDR/Independent-Assessment-of-MfDR-at-ADB.pdf. 



16 Attachment 3 

 

change management), these same recommendations were not explicitly incorporated into the 2006 
Plan. 
 
B. 2007 Preliminary Assessment2

 
 

4. In 2007, the Independent Evaluation Department (IED) undertook an independent preliminary 
assessment of the ADB’s achievements in meeting its MfDR commitments. IED’s special evaluation 
study found that ADB’s progress and difficulties in implementing MfDR were generally comparable to 
those of other MDBs. ADB was able to modify a number of its policies, procedures, and tools to 
support staff and the organization as they work toward the full implementation of MfDR. However, the 
results of the staff survey and focus groups suggested that the engagement and commitment of ADB 
staff to MfDR were lagging behind ADB’s formulation of policies and procedures. 
 
5. The assessment report noted that international literature and experiences of other 
development institutions showed that the use of results by senior management, combined with staff 
incentives and active management of the change process, were the key building blocks for further 
advancing ADB’s MfDR agenda and developing a results-orientated organizational culture. ADB’s 
efforts to improve its own institutional performance was considered a key factor in better measuring, 
monitoring, and managing for development results.  
 
6. In seeking to mainstream MfDR, the evaluation recommended that ADB pursue a course of 
action similar to that described under Scenario 3, “Significantly Increased Effort.” This would entail 
requiring considerably more emphasis on changing established practice in order to achieve full 
implementation in a shorter time.  
 
7. ADB Management broadly agreed with the SES findings.  However, it noted that the ADB’s 
long-term strategic framework was currently being revised; the MfDR Action Plan (2006–2008) was to 
be reviewed; and a full evaluation of MfDR was yet to be conducted. Given these circumstances, ADB 
Management considered that Scenario 2: “Modestly Increasing Effort”, offered the most appropriate 
course of action at that time. It also agreed with the SES observation that this Scenario 2 was a 
pragmatic response within ADB’s administrative capacity and resource constraints.  
 

                                                
2  ADB. 2007. Brief Special Evaluation Study on Managing for Development Results in Asian Development Bank: A 

Preliminary Assessment. Manila. 
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STUDY COMPONENTS 
 

1. Literature review. A review will be undertaken of how similar evaluations have been 
undertaken in ADB and by other donors. Particular useful will be the Independent Evaluation 
Department’s (IED) previous 2007 special evaluation study that provides an initial assessment 
of ADB’s efforts in mainstreaming the managing for development results (MfDR) agenda. In 
addition, other similar corporate evaluations undertaken by IED will be reviewed, including the 
two Paris Declaration SESs and the Long-Term Strategic Framework SES. In addition, MfDR 
evaluations undertaken by development partners will also be reviewed. Finally, the study team 
will review the literature on corporate MfDR and results-based management approaches. 
 
2. Progress review of MfDR mainstreaming. This component will have three parts, 
based on the 3 MfDR pillars. First, a general progress review of MfDR mainstreaming since its 
adoption will be undertaken. This will assess ADB’s institutional readiness in achieving results-
orientation. Specifically, an assessment will be made on how MfDR has affected ADB’s 
operational policies and strategies as a result of its mainstreaming, including any possible 
improvements in the internal business processes and environment. Second, improved 
operational support for MfDR capacity in DMCs will be assessed. Third, partnerships in regional 
and global fora on MfDR will also be assessed, focusing on continued knowledge sharing and 
common issues/challenges being faced by MDBs/aid agencies involved with MfDR. 
 
3. Assessment of MfDR results achievement. An assessment on the effectiveness of 
MfDR efforts in terms of achievements of desired results will be undertaken. This will assess the 
accomplishments of various MfDR Action Plans as these relate to the corporate, country, and 
sector levels. It will highlight the extent to which envisaged outputs and selected outcomes have 
been so far achieved, including the identification of constraints and weaknesses. It will also 
identify possible bottlenecks in mainstreaming MfDR, including possible value addition of MfDR 
initiatives.  
 
4. Institutional assessment. This component will assess the existing institutional 
arrangements and structures within ADB concerning MfDR, including the Results Management 
Unit in the Strategic Policy Department, the MfDR focal points in the regional departments, and 
the MfDR committee of practice. As part of this assessment, a detailed organizational analysis 
will be undertaken to assess MfDR as a “change management” approach, with a view to helping 
ADB to further improve its MfDR mainstreaming efforts, particularly at the corporate level. This 
component will be mainly based on interviews with ADB staff and other internal MfDR 
stakeholders. 
 
5. Comparator assessment. This component will identify the existing MfDR processes, 
structures and arrangements within the other multilateral development banks (MDBs)/aid 
agencies. The outputs of this comparator assessment will be a summary of other MDBs’/aid 
agencies’ activities and how they compare to ADB, as well as the performance of the MDBs/aid 
agencies and drawing up of relevant lessons. This component will include a desk review of 
other MDBs/agencies websites, selected interviews with key MDBs/aid agencies, and 
benchmarking using various publications (e.g., COMPAS, MOPAN, MDB Working Group on 
MfDR, and ADB Perception Surveys).  
 
6. Questionnaire surveys. Questionnaire surveys will be undertaken to ascertain 
perceptions of stakeholders on efforts to mainstream MfDR in ADB’s operations. Questionnaire 
surveys will be structured in terms of the IED’s main evaluation criteria of relevance, 
responsiveness and results-orientation of the MfDR mainstreaming efforts. Stakeholders 
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surveyed will include (i) ADB staff, both Headquarters-based and those in resident missions; (ii) 
Executive Directors on the ADB Board of Directors; and (iii) MfDR regional committee of 
practice members. Questionnaires will be tailored for each of these groups. To the extent 
possible, questionnaire surveys will be aligned with those of the 2007 preliminary MfDR 
assessment in order to allow a comparison of progress over time.  
 
7. Key informant interviews. Interviews with key informants will be undertaken to 
ascertain perceptions of stakeholders on efforts to mainstream MfDR in ADB’s operations. Key 
informant interviews will complement the questionnaire surveys and seek to gain more in-depth 
perceptions from the key stakeholders. Interviewees will include (i) staff in the Strategic Policy 
Department’s Results Management Unit, (ii) MfDR focal points in the regional departments, (iii) 
MfDR committee of practice members, (iv) other internal ADB MfDR stakeholders, and (v) 
external MfDR stakeholders in developing member countries. Selection of DMCs for possible 
field visits will be mainly based on the basis of frequency of ADB MfDR trainings undertaken in 
the country and opportunity to interview key MfDR stakeholders. 
 




