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A. Background 
 
1.  The country partnership strategy (CPS) is the primary document of the Asian Development 
Bank (ADB) that provides a basis for selecting and designing operations and advisory services at 
the country level. It summarizes important features of the country situation pertinent to the ADB 
program; provides some lessons of earlier operations; identifies needs and demands; sets out 
the resource envelope, selects sectors, areas, and themes to be supported; and includes a results 
framework for country goals to which ADB contributes. The CPS serves as a mechanism for 
accountability within ADB, and provides opportunities for dialogue with the country.1 
 
2. The CPS has undergone changes in content, processes, and results frameworks. 
In January 2010, ADB streamlined the CPS in response to a comprehensive review of the CPS 
process. The review found weaknesses in this process and recommended reforms to be 
implemented quickly. These reforms cover (i) a better alignment of the CPS with client needs; 
(ii) the establishment of an e-Knowledge repository for key CPS information, to be updated 
regularly as an integral part of continual dialogue and analytical work, and formulation of a more 
concise CPS document (10–15 pages); (iii) final review of the CPS through a Management 
Committee meeting; (iv) adoption of a peer review to replace the interdepartmental review; 
(v) implementation of the CPS through the an annual rolling country operations business plan 
(COBP); (vi) conduct of a CPS final review (to replace the earlier—less structured—CPS 
completion report); (vii) a streamlined results framework to show how ADB intends to contribute 
to a country’s development objectives in line with Strategy 2020; and (viii) simplification and 
streamlining of regional cooperation strategy processes by applying the same adjustments to CPS 
business processes.2 The new CPS was meant to be a crisper statement of the strategic 
partnership between ADB and its client country, improve CPS preparation to minimize costs, and 
make the process less time consuming.  
 
3. In the midterm review of Strategy 2020, ADB committed to deliver better value for money 
by optimizing the use of ADB resources; reforming its business processes; and monitoring 
outcomes through a more systematic application of results frameworks at the corporate, country, 
and project levels, among others.3 An assessment of CPSs prepared during 2010–2014, done by 
the Strategy, Policy and Review Department (SPD) in 2015, reiterated the need to strengthen 
CPS content and substance, improve background assessments and diagnostic work, and 
streamline the CPS business process (footnote 1). It also affirmed that the CPS final review 
validations and the country assistance program evaluations (CAPE) done by the Independent 
Evaluation Department (IED) are crucial for identifying evaluative lessons and shaping new CPS 
directions.  
                                                           
1 ADB. 2015. Reforming the Country Partnership Strategy. Manila. 
2 ADB. 2009.  Streamlining Country Partnership Strategies: A Quick Guide. Manila.  
3 ADB. 2014. Midterm Review of Strategy 2020. Meeting the Challenges of a Transforming Asia and Pacific. Manila. 
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4. The strategic directions on inclusive growth of the midterm review of Strategy 2020 
(footnote 3) underscore the need to analyze the differentiated access of lagging areas and regions 
to infrastructure projects and basic services; to carry out a holistic analysis of the key obstacles 
to inclusive economic growth in specific country contexts; and to highlight priority pathways to 
show how ADB will help address the constraints to inclusive growth. CPS support for IEG needs 
to be evaluated in the CPS final review, CAPE, and quality-at-entry assessment for the CPS. SPD 
updated its 2010 guidelines for CPS results frameworks in 2015, and IED updated its CAPE final 
review and CPS validation guidelines. Some key features of the changes are summarized in 
Appendix 1. 
 
5. IED started evaluating country strategies and programs on a selective basis through 
CAPEs in 1998. Since 2006 the CAPEs are guided by guidelines, and these have been updated 
regularly, last in 2015.4 In 2006, IED began validating CPS final reviews (called CPS completion 
reports until 2009) prepared by operations departments. As part of the streamlined business 
processes introduced in 2010, IED validates all final reviews issued for completed CPSs if it did 
not plan a CAPE for the country program. The streamlined business processes mandated that 
before each new CPS was approved, the concerned operations department prepare a final 
review. From 2010 to 2017, ADB issued some 51 CPSs—generally these are valid for 4–5 years 
although it can take a year or longer before a new CPS is approved; the period in between being 
covered by either an interim CPS (or CPS update) or (in recent years) a COBP. IED has produced 
12 CAPEs and 23 CPS final review validations over the same period (Appendix 2), and several 
more are under preparation. This is deemed a good time for a synthesis of the findings and 
lessons of these products. 
 
B.  Purpose of the Paper and Scope of Work 
 
6. The purpose of the CPS evaluation synthesis is to provide a digest of the lessons learned 
on what works and what doesn’t in country partnerships, their strategies and programs. The main 
scope of this synthesis is to extract main useful experiences and lessons from the five main criteria 
assessments done for all 12 CAPEs and 23 CPS final review validations produced by IED 
between 2010–2017 regarding: (i) relevance, (ii) efficiency, (iii) effectiveness, (iv) sustainability, 
and (v) development impacts. Additional points of interest are (i) experiences with results 
frameworks, (ii) the role of CPSs in donor coordination, and (iii) the role of CPSs in helping 
government (aid) planning processes. The paper will furthermore synthesize the 
recommendations made by evaluations. This should provide valuable insights and lessons 
regarding the consistency of and variation in experiences gained with implementing ADB country 
partnerships over recent years. It will not only take stock of lessons but also see if there are any 
patterns from which evaluation and operations can learn. IED plans to repeat this type of synthesis 
every 2–3 years, to flag additional experiences and learning from the country partnership 
evaluations and validations done. The focus is on learning, not accountability.  
 
7. As part of the synthesis, the paper will consider the follow-through of ADB’s strategic 
agenda and drivers of change in its country operations. These are essentially issues that should 
be part of the evaluations’ relevance (for their appropriateness) and development impact 
assessments (for their results), but they deserve special attention in the synthesis for two reasons. 
One is that they have not always been given due attention in these two assessments as the 
attention to the agendas and drivers was less in earlier years and not well covered by earlier 
evaluation guidelines and results framework guidelines. The other is that the extent of the 

                                                           
4 In 2006, IED began validating CPS final reviews (called CPS completion reports until 2010), which are prepared by 
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application of corporate agendas and priorities in CPSs continues to be debated within ADB. 
Thus, the synthesis will aim to draw lessons from the attention to ADB’s strategic agendas and 
drivers of change in CPSs from 2010 onwards; analyze relevant country experiences as described 
in evaluations that illustrate how CPS exercises have contributed to results; and offer lessons on 
the application of ADB’s strategic agenda and drivers of change at the country level.  
 
8. The CPS evaluation synthesis seeks to answer the following questions:  
 

(i) What general experiences and lessons from country work of ADB can be discerned 
from a synthesis of evaluations, in the five areas: relevance, effectiveness, 
efficiency, sustainability, and impacts, and in terms of how CPSs have helped 
government (aid) planning processes and donor coordination?  

(ii) How important have CPSs been in determining ADB’s subsequent engagement 
with the country and in shaping its portfolio of operations? What roles have results 
frameworks played? How often have actual programs varied significantly from 
original intentions and why (change in context or poor planning)? How far has the 
CPS framework provided flexibility to adapt to changing contexts? 

(iii) To what extent do CPSs and their evaluations substantiate that ADB has increased 
the attention to its corporate priorities in client countries over the period assessed?  

(iv) Across CPSs, how has ADB supported the strategic agendas of inclusive growth, 
environmentally sustainable growth, and regional cooperation and integration? 
What interpretation has ADB made of the agendas in different country contexts?  

(v) Across CPSs, what lessons can be learned from ADB’s support for the drivers of 
change (private sector development and private sector operations, good 
governance and capacity development, gender equity, knowledge solutions, and 
partnerships)?  

(vi) What can ADB learn from the experiences of CPSs that have pursued these 
strategic agenda and drivers of change? What do the evaluations tell us in terms 
of key elements that help to advance these efforts? What challenges remain and 
why? 

 
9. In a recent paper, IED studied all CPSs and interim CPSs issued since 2008 on the topic 
of strategic agendas and drivers of change.5 It concluded that, while ADB’s main strategic 
agendas and drivers of change remain relevant going forward, they require more visible and 
effective application to ADB’s country programs. The database and the paper’s findings may be 
consulted, to help explore the evaluation questions further on this topic.  
 
10. Required Tasks. The CPS evaluation synthesis will call for the following tasks: (i) conduct 
a desk review of CAPEs and CPS final review validation reports, and their associated CPSs; 
(ii) build on other IED papers that may have reviewed efforts to promote ADB’s strategic agenda 
and drivers of change, including ADB and IED guidelines; (iii) prepare concise summaries of 
selected country examples; (iv) carry out analysis, report preparation, and incorporation of 
feedback from commenters, peer review, and interdepartmental review; and (v) finalize the CPS 
evaluation synthesis for publication.  
 
 
 
 

                                                           
5  IED. 2017. Knowledge, Finance, and the Quality of Growth: An Evaluative Perspective on Strategy 2030. Manila: 
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C. Resource Requirements, Schedule, and Dissemination 
 
11. An IED team comprising Walter Kolkma (Team Leader, Director), Srinivasan Palle 
Venkata (Co-team Leader, Evaluation Specialist), Ma. Juana Dimayuga (Senior Evaluation 
Officer), and Myrna Fortu (Associate Evaluation Analyst) will work on the proposed CPS 
evaluation synthesis. The team will be supported by short-term consultants (one international and 
three domestic).  
 
12. The CPS evaluation synthesis will be subject to a commenter review and a peer review. 
 
13. The indicative timeline for the preparation of this synthesis is shown below. 
 

Activity Schedule 

Approach paper approval August 2017  
1st Draft of the report August 2017 
One Stop Meeting in IED II September 2017 
Interdepartmental circulation II September 2017 
Incorporation of interdepartmental comments   I October 2017 
Editing I October 2017 
HOD meeting II October 2017 
Submission for DG approval  III October 2017 
DG approval and Advance Notice for Circulation   III October 2017 
Circulation to OSEC   III October 2017 
DEC discussion   10 November 2017 
After action meeting     III November 2017 
Dissemination and outreach    December 2017 

 

 

Appendixes: 1. ADB guidelines on inclusive economic growth and CPS results frameworks 
 2. List of country partnership and evaluation documents 
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ADB GUIDELINES ON INCLUSIVE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND CPS RESULTS 
FRAMEWORKS 

 
1. Asian Development Bank (ADB) Guidelines on Inclusive Economic Growth (IEG). 
Country Partnership Strategy (CPS) support for IEG needs to be evaluated in (i) the CPS final 
review, (ii) the country assistance program evaluation (CAPE), and (iii) quality at entry 
assessment. In the CPS final review, IEG is part of the assessment of the validity of the strategic 
focus, the appropriateness of resource allocation under the country operations business plans 
(COBPs), and the lessons learned. Support for a country’s IEG is based on the stated relevant 
strategic CPS directions and the identified priority pathways, the nature of operational assistance, 
the type of interventions put in place, and the expected or achieved results. Validation of the CPS 
final review by IED, based on self-evaluation provided by country teams, also includes an 
assessment of progress on IEG. 
 
2. The CAPE is required to include a systematic evaluation of ADB’s contribution to the 
country’s priority pathways to IEG. IED’s assessment is meant to inform the strategic direction, 
sector selectivity, and operational parameters of the new CPS to better support the country in 
achieving IEG. The quality at entry assessment of all approved CPSs, which is conducted every 
2 years, is also expected to make a review of IEG. Among other things, the quality at entry 
assessment looks into the conduct by the CPS of diagnostic studies, the CPS understanding of 
the national development strategy’s support for IEG and the contribution of other development 
partners; the demonstration of priority pathways linking IEG constraints to the selected sectors 
and areas of support; and the extent to which COBPs supported the country’s selected pathways 
to IEG. 
 
3. CPS Results Frameworks. In 2010, ADB adopted guidelines for preparing results 
frameworks and for monitoring results at the country and sector levels. Since 2010, however, 
several sets of guidelines relevant to the CPS and COBP have been revised. In 2015, IED issued 
revised guidelines for preparing CAPEs and CPS final review validations.1 ADB revised the 
guidelines for project design and monitoring systems to distinguish the different levels of the 
results chain between direct project results and broader development results.  
 
4. Consequently, the CPS results frameworks were updated in 2015 to align with revisions 
to three sets of guidelines—on IEG in the CPS, the preparation of CAPEs and CPS final review 
validations, and design and monitoring frameworks—and with the project classification system.2 
The four major changes in the CPS results frameworks were (i) alignment with relevant policies, 
strategies, and updated guidelines; (ii) a focus on overall strategic results and synergies among 
priority sectors; (iii) framework simplification; and (iv) framework flexibility. The revised CPS 
results framework guidelines now focus on overall strategic results and synergies among priority 
sectors or themes, instead of individual or fragmented results, and allow the use of customized 
results monitoring and reporting tools appropriate to different country contexts. 
 

                                                           
1 IED. 2015. Guidelines for the Preparation of Country Assistance Program Evaluations and Country Partnership 

Strategy Final Review Validations. Manila: ADB. 
2 ADB. 2016. Revised Guidelines for Country Partnership Strategy Results Frameworks. Manila. 
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LIST OF COUNTRY PARTNERSHIP AND EVALUATION DOCUMENTS 
 

Table A2.1: Country Assistance Program Evaluations by Completion Year: 2010 Onwards 

Title 
Completion 

Year 

1. Country Assistance Program Evaluation for Bhutan 2010 

2. Country Assistance Program Evaluation for Lao People’s Democratic Republic: 
Sustainable Growth and Integration 

2010 

3. Country Assistance Program Evaluation for Uzbekistan 2011 

4. Country Assistance Program Evaluation for Maldives 2011 

5. Country Assistance Program Evaluation for Kyrgyz Republic: Evolving Transition 
to a Market Economy 

2012 

6. Country Assistance Program Evaluation for Afghanistan 2012 

7. Country Assistance Program Evaluation for Pakistan 2013 

8. Country Assistance Program Evaluation for Tajikistan 2014 

9. Country Assistance Program Evaluation for Papua New Guinea 2015 

10.  Country Assistance Program Evaluation for the People’s Republic of China 2015 

11.  Country Assistance Program Evaluation for Sri Lanka 2016 

12.  Country Assistance Program Evaluation for India 2017 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. Annual Evaluation Review (various years). Manila: Asian Development 
Bank. 

 

Table A2.2: Country Partnership Strategy Final Review Validation Reports by Completion Year 

Title 
Completion 

Year 

1. Indonesia: Country Strategy and Program, 2006–2009, Final Review Validation 2011 

2. Timor-Leste: Country Strategy, 2006–2010 Final Review Validation 2011 

3. Sri Lanka: Country Partnership Strategy, 2009–2011 Final Review Validation 2011 

4. Solomon Islands: Country Partnership Strategy, 2006–2010 Final Review 
Validation 

2011 

5. Kazakhstan: Country Strategy and Program, 2004–2006 Final Review Validation 2011 

6. Azerbaijan: Validation of the Final Review of Country Operations, 2000–2011 2012 

7. Armenia: Validation of the Final Review of Country Operations, 2006–2011 2012 

8. Thailand: Country Partnership Strategy, 2007–2011 Final Review Validation 2013 

9. Georgia: Validation of the Final Review of Country Operations, 2008–2012 2013 

10. India: Country Partnership Strategy, 2009–2012 Final Review Validation 2013 

11. Nepal: Country Partnership Strategy, 2010–2012 Final Review Validation 2013 

12. Bhutan: Country Partnership Strategy, 2010–2012 Final Review Validation 2013 

13. Cambodia: Country Partnership Strategy 2011–2013 Final Review Validation 2014 

14. Timor-Leste: Country Partnership Strategy, 2011–2015 Final Review Validation 2015 

15. Indonesia: Country Partnership Strategy, 2012–2014 Final Review Validation 2015 

16. Maldives: Country Partnership Strategy, 2007–2013 Final Review Validation 2015 

17. Bangladesh: Country Partnership Strategy, 2011–2015 Final Review Validation 2016 

18. Myanmar: Country Partnership Strategy, 2012–2014 Final Review Validation 2016 

19. Viet Nam: Country Partnership Strategy, 2012–2015 Final Review Validation 2016 

20. Lao PDR: Country Partnership Strategy, 2012–2016 Final Review Validation 2016 

21. Afghanistan: Country Partnership Strategy Final Review Validation, 2009–mid 
2015 

2017 

22. Kazakhstan: Country Partnership Strategy Final Review Validation, 2012–2016 2017 

23. Mongolia: Country Partnership Strategy Final Review Validation, 2012–2016 2017 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. Annual Evaluation Review (various years). Manila: Asian Development 
Bank. 
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Table A2.3: Country Partnership Strategies and Interim Country Partnership Strategies:  
2010 Onwards 

Title CPS Period  

1.    Nepal CPS  2010–2012 

2.    Kiribati CPS 2010–2014 

3.    Vanuatu CPS 2010–2014 

4.    Tajikistan CPS  2010–2014 

5.    Malaysia ICPS 2011–2012 

6. Cambodia CPS 2011–2013 

7. Papua New Guinea CPS  2011–2015 

8. Timor-Leste CPS  2011–2015 

9. Bangladesh CPS 2011–2015 

10. People’s Republic of China CPS  2011–2015 

11. Philippines CPS 2011–2016 

12. Maldives ICPS  2012–2013 

13. Bhutan ICPS 2012–2013 

14. Indonesia CPS  2012–2014 

15. Myanmar ICPS  2012–2014 

16. Viet Nam CPS  2012–2015 

17. Lao People’s Democratic Republic CPS  2012–2016 

18. Mongolia CPS  2012–2016 

19. Sri Lanka CPS 2012–2016 

20. Kazakhstan CPS  2012–2016 

21. Uzbekistan CPS  2012–2016 

22. Solomon Islands CPS 2012–2016 

23. Thailand CPS 2013–2016 

24. India CPS 2013–2017 

25. Nepal CPS 2013–2017 

26. Kyrgyz Republic CPS  2013–2017 

27. Maldives ICPS  2014–2015 

28. Afghanistan ICPS  2014–2015 

29. Pakistan ICPS 2014–2015 

30. Mongolia ICPS  2014–2016 

31. Bhutan CPS 2014–2018 

32. Cambodia CPS 2014–2018 

33. Armenia CPS  2014–2018 

34. Azerbaijan CPS  2014–2018 

35. Georgia CPS  2014–2018 

36. Fiji CPS  2014–2018 

37. Myanmar ICPS 2015–2016 

38. Sri Lanka ICPS 2015–2016 

39. Indonesia ICPS 2015 

40. Tajikistan ICPS 2015 

41. Pakistan CPS 2015–2019 

42. Maldives ICPS 2016 

43. Indonesia CPS  2016–2019 

44. Viet Nam CPS  2016–2020 

45. Bangladesh CPS 2016–2020 

46. People’s Republic of China CPS  2016–2020 

47. Tajikistan CPS  2016–2020 

48. Papua New Guinea CPS  2016–2020 

49. Timor-Leste CPS  2016–2020 

50. Mongolia CPS 2017–2020 

51. Myanmar CPS  2017–2021 
                           CPS = country partnership strategy, ICPS = interim country partnership strategy. 

Source: Asian Development Bank.  


