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Preface 
 
The Independent Evaluation Department’s 2012 Annual Evaluation Review (AER) draws 
attention to the strategic agenda and operational performance of the Asian Development 
Bank (ADB) in light of several challenges facing Asia and the Pacific. Some of these 
problems, such as poverty, food insecurity and financial stress, are not new to the region. 
But others, notably climate change and rising inequality, are departures from the past. 
Taken together, they point to the need not only for more resources for development 
efforts but also for much greater effectiveness in the use of these resources. 
 
This report addresses considerations about ADB both doing things right, be they in 
individual projects or country programs, and doing the right things, with respect to the 
directions taken in those projects or country programs. Project performance presents areas 
of strength and weakness. Project ratings in some fields such as transport continue to 
show success reflecting solid delivery of outputs. The main gap is in the achievement of 
development outcomes, with problems manifest in capacity development and the 
sustainability of results. 
 
ADB has had an overriding concern for increasing selectivity and focus since 2006. The 
guidance to focus on core operational areas has funneled the aggregate of numerous 
decisions at the country and corporate levels in one direction. While the core areas 
represent a potentially rich menu, there has been an unmistakable shift towards a 
predominance of infrastructure, with five-sixths of total project financing going to 
transport, energy, and water in 2011. This review cautions that furthering ADB’s goals of 
inclusive and sustainable growth in the region calls for attention to other core and non-
core areas as well.  Even if ADB is not a primary lender in some of these areas, results on 
the ground can be enhanced by ensuring vital linkages among related aspects—by an 
effort to connect the dots with the help of partners. 
 
An increasingly one-dimensional ADB will likely underperform on its broader goals, 
whereas one that is reasonably connected across related areas will likely deliver better on 
inclusive and sustainable development. ADB could shift in this respect, as the AER notes 
promising improvements of performance in agriculture, health and social protection.  But 
there are worries in other areas key to the Millennium Development Goals, such as 
declining performance in education and water supply and sanitation, which need to be 
reversed. 
 
This review stresses the need to be acutely cognizant about the uncertainties arising from 
exogenous shocks. Climate change, whose impacts will be excessively borne by the poor, 
threatens to derail development unless mitigation and adaptation are stepped up and 
mainstreamed. Financial shocks call for continued strengthening of country resilience. 
 
To generate operational impact, these concerns need to be built into ADB’s results 
framework. Considering that ADB is rapidly reaching the end of a staff expansion drive 
and the organization is about to revise its corporate results framework, the time to act on 
these fronts is now. 

 
Vinod Thomas 
Director General 
Independent Evaluation





 

Executive Summary 
 

 

 The speed and magnitude of economic transformation in Asia over the last 30 
years have been unprecedented, but there are huge challenges and risks. Even with a 
stable political environment, sound macroeconomic management, and supportive 
sector policies, development is not a linear process. External and internal shocks are 
frequent yet unpredictable features of the Asian scene. As the recent economic 
downturn shows again, Asia needs to be resilient in the face of recurrent crises. The 
economic crisis of 2008 and continuing uncertainty in the United States and Europe 
have slowed growth in Asia as a whole. The Asian Development Bank’s (ADB’s) Asian 
Development Outlook 2012 forecasts that growth in developing Asia will slow from 
9.1% in 2010 to 6.9% in 2012, whereas sustained, employment-intensive growth of  
7%–8% per annum is thought to be vital for realizing the vision of an Asia-Pacific 
region free of poverty. A recent Independent Evaluation Department (IED) paper points 
to the not insignificant risk of a major crisis in the Euro-zone over the next 12 months, 
and substantial spillover risks to Asia, although varied across countries. 

Besides economic crises, Asia is vulnerable to natural disasters, with escalating 
damage and significant loss of life as Asia’s population has grown in floodplains and 
coastal areas. The scientific evidence in the recent report from the Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change links greenhouse gases and human-made climate change with 
more intense rainfall and more extreme temperatures. So far, there has been inability 
to reach an international consensus on effective global collective action both to 
mitigate greenhouse gas emissions and other sources of global warming, and to adapt 
to the changes in weather patterns and water availability that are increasingly visible. 
Yet the absence of a global consensus in no way reduces the urgency of actions that 
Asia can and must take by itself. 

 
One further symptom of vulnerability is reflected in the recent escalation and 

volatility of world food prices. Food security has emerged as a major concern in the 
region, where hundreds of millions of poor people suffer from undernutrition, with 
children and women being the most vulnerable. High food prices have significantly 
reduced the real income of the poor and thereby constitute a major setback in Asia’s 
achievement of poverty reduction. Better management of the natural resource base—
forests, watersheds, rivers, and soils—is critical to sustaining food security and is 
inextricably linked with efforts to both adapt to and mitigate the impacts of climate 
change. Investment in agriculture has been a relatively low priority for both regional 
governments and the aid community for more than two decades, but the recent 
developments have prompted a major new focus on the sector. 

 
Rising inequalities in income and opportunity are further threats to Asia’s 

future. The steep decline in the worst of Asia’s poverty headcount has nonetheless 
been accompanied by greater inequality in incomes in Asia’s rapidly growing 
economies. Achieving the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) related to human 
development remains a huge challenge. MDG targets to raise primary school 
completion rates, ensure access to clean water and sanitation, and reduce child and 
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maternal morbidity and mortality remain off-track, but are critical in order to provide 
the poor with the human capital they will need if Asia’s growth is to be truly inclusive. 
 
The Work of Independent Evaluation 
 

In this context, the present report is part of the feedback from IED intended to 
contribute to creating a more relevant and effective ADB. IED’s Annual Evaluation 
Review (AER) summarizes key findings and lessons of evaluation studies recently and 
currently being carried out, analyzes trends in the performance of ADB operations, and 
summarizes the recommendations of recent evaluation reports and the status of 
actions taken by ADB Management in response. The AER also reflects, from an 
independent perspective, on the focus, effectiveness, and impact of ADB’s operations 
in rising to the challenges and risks, and furthering ADB’s vision of an Asia-Pacific 
region free of poverty. Through this, IED hopes that the AER contributes to 
understanding ADB’s strategic positioning in an Asia that is rapidly changing and 
vulnerable to a range of stresses and shocks.  
 

The report does not provide recommendations that IED asks Management to 
formally respond to. Rather, the report’s function is to generate discussion and feed 
into decision making by providing evaluative evidence, interpretations of trends, and 
lessons and suggestions for ADB’s improved effectiveness. The first chapter provides 
the context and main focus of IED’s work, i.e., evaluating whether ADB is doing the 
right things, and doing things right, at the sector, country, and higher levels. Chapter 2 
assesses ADB’s performance up to end-2011 in country programs, and sovereign and 
nonsovereign operations (NSOs)—here and there comparing with World Bank 
performance. Chapter 3 synthesizes IED’s recent findings regarding outputs and 
outcomes pursued by ADB, and highlights major lessons drawn. Chapter 4 discusses 
recommendations of independent evaluation and the follow-up given by ADB 
Management to these.  
 

This year and beyond, the AER will devote a chapter to a selected topic of 
strategic relevance to Asia and ADB. Given the interrelated concerns about food 
security and climate change, the 2011 issue will cover ADB’s work in agriculture and 
food security in Chapter 5. ADB’s recent operations in agriculture and rural 
development have been more successful than in the past. The special chapter will 
assess the reasons for this. Chapter 6, the last chapter, provides conclusions and draws 
some implications especially for ADB’s 2012 review of the corporate results framework, 
and IED’s ongoing program and strategic evaluations.  
 
Findings from Recent Evaluations  
 

Country evaluations. The success of country operations in the 2000s was 
often positively influenced by the good quality of ADB’s strategic positioning in sectors 
and thematic areas, and the relevance of the program to government priorities. The 
picture was, however, mixed for assessments of two other criteria of success: efficiency 
and effectiveness. And a high proportion of ADB's country program results were 
assessed less likely sustainable—a fourth criterion— which is a serious concern. Since 
the late 1990s, 30 country programs have been independently evaluated. Sixty-seven 
percent rated ADB’s work successful and 33% less than successful. (IED uses a four-
category scale: highly successful, successful, less than successful, and unsuccessful, i.e. 
two categories above the line for success and two below. Less than successful was so 
renamed from partly successful in 2012 for clarity.) Two evaluations completed in 2011 
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assessed the program in Uzbekistan successful and the one in Maldives less than 
successful. 

 
A key finding of the country evaluations done so far—and illustrated again in 

the Maldives evaluation—is that continuity of ADB engagement in key sectors, and 
focus, are two essential ingredients to attain a critical mass and achieve sustainable 
results. Equally important, complementary commitment to institutional capacity 
development, policy reform, and investment support is required to achieve lasting 
progress. When interventions are fragmented and spread across too many sectors, the 
outputs tend to be isolated, often cannot be sustained, and do not contribute to 
development outcomes or impacts. Another frequently drawn lesson is that in smaller 
countries with many development partners, strategic partnerships provide more 
coherent support and reduce transaction costs to ADB’s developing member countries 
(DMCs).  
 

Beginning in 2010, IED started to validate the new final reviews of completed 
country partnership strategies (CPSs) prepared by the regional departments, in lieu of 
starting up a full country assistance program evaluation (CAPE) for each completed CPS. 
IED will be selective in its employment of time-consuming and resource-intensive CAPEs. 
Validations in 2011 concurred with the final review ratings for Indonesia (successful), 
Kazakhstan (less than successful), Solomon Islands (successful), Sri Lanka (successful), 
and Timor-Leste (less than successful). The quality of these first final reviews has been 
generally satisfactory, given that this is a new instrument, and experience is gradually 
being built up. But improvement is warranted in the quality of the data collected, the 
analytical depth, and the clarity of recommendations. More attention to assessments of 
the results of individual sector programs would also be beneficial, as a preparation for 
strategic choices in the new CPS. 
 

Sovereign lending. Over the past decade, the proportion of  loan-funded 
projects above the cutoff for a successful rating remained essentially constant (66%) as 
compared with 1990–1999, while the proportion of unsuccessful projects (the fourth 
and lowest category) increased from 5% in 1990–1999 to 9% in 2000–2010. Notable 
during the past decade was the continued improvement in the performance of ADB’s 
policy-based program loans, which rose from 48% to 64% successful, essentially the 
same as for projects. The policy loan instrument is often useful in complementing 
project investments in the pursuit of policy reform and capacity development. The 
improvement in rating may have been, at least in part, due to greater openness of 
DMCs to embracing reforms and more experience with the modality by ADB, resulting 
in better formulation of reform programs. 
 

Project performance in many sectors of sovereign operations has improved over 
the years, but there were statistically significant declines during the past decade in 
education and water supply and other municipal services, both of which are core 
operational areas under ADB’s Strategy 2020. Education is critical to ADB’s strategic 
goal of inclusive growth and to the agenda of contributing to MDG achievement, and 
so is water supply and sanitation.  

 
Performance improved during the last decade in two of the three main 

“noncore” operational areas. Health and social protection performance was 
significantly better in the 2000s than in the earlier decade, although the portfolio has 
always been small. Performance in agriculture and natural resources (ANR) showed 
steady improvement over the past 3 decades. For 2000–2010, ANR performed on par 
with ADB operations overall. The AER’s special chapter on agriculture, which provides 
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more analysis of performance, is summarized below. The performance of 
another ”noncore area,” public sector management operations, remains below average, 
but it nevertheless experienced a statistically significant improvement during the 
decade. 

 
 Private sector operations. Only 24 NSOs have been independently evaluated 
since 2005, and a similarly small number of projects have been self-evaluated so far by 
the Private Sector Operations Department. The evaluated projects have performed 
similarly to sovereign projects, with 66% being considered successful or highly 
successful, 29% less than successful, and 4% unsuccessful. NSOs are evaluated against 
the criteria of (i) ADB additionality, (ii) ADB work quality, (iii) ADB investment 
profitability, and (iv) development impact and outcomes. ADB additionality is strong, 
with most projects being rated either satisfactory or excellent. ADB finance has either 
contributed to timely closure on projects during periods of capital scarcity, or was 
synergistic in encouraging partnerships with commercial lenders and private financiers.  
 

Seventy-five percent of the evaluations rated ADB work quality satisfactory. 
Although there has been improvement in this dimension over time, better product 
design, more rigorous demand and risk assessment, and better performance 
monitoring would all contribute to higher performance. The results are similar for the 
dimension of ADB investment profitability, where six equity investments showed 
returns that were lower than the expected minimums. Loans and guarantees 
consistently showed satisfactory profitability. Relatively, the lowest ratings (71% 
satisfactory) were in the dimension of development impact and outcomes. Among 
other issues, this reflects a recurring problem in private equity funds, in which target 
investments are poorly selected by fund managers (e.g., large enterprises as opposed to 
the intended small and medium firms).  
 
 Quality of project supervision. Over a third of project completion reports 
(PCRs) completed in 2011 and 2010 cited supervision problems. The problems included 
insufficient supervision by ADB missions and frequent changes of key staff. Based on 
PCR validation reports, the tenure of an ADB project officer for a given project averages 
only 1.9 years, and over the lifetime of a project, an average of 3.7 project officers have 
responsibility at one point or another. But the intensity of supervision may well matter 
more than the tenure of the supervisory staff. Statistical analysis did not find a 
significant correlation between length of staff tenure and project success. A 2008 
evaluation found that insufficient supervision (e.g., too few missions or field visits) 
occurred in almost three-quarters of less than successful and unsuccessful projects, as 
compared with just over one-third of the successful projects.  
 
Lessons on Outputs and Outcomes 
 
 The 2011 Special Evaluation Study on Managing for Development Results 
identified a disconnect between the delivery of outputs and the achievement of 
outcomes presented in ADB’s Development Effectiveness Review (DEfR). The output and 
outcome analysis was not based on the same dataset, and the overlap was limited.  
Nevertheless, the disconnect may also be about the nature of achievement of outcomes 
in ADB's portfolio in general as compared with the delivery of outputs in the portfolio. 
Outcomes are the key results. They not only require hard outputs, but also many 
complementary actions to ensure their appropriate use. In addition, Management 
reports only a few types of physical outputs of projects, whereas the intended 
outcomes and impacts depend on less frequently measured complementary outputs 
such as measures in service delivery, and softer outputs that ”connect the dots” 
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between hard infrastructure provision and final use by the poor. The latter outputs 
would include trained government staff, new policies, and cost recovery measures. 
Connecting the dots is crucial because, as this AER quantifies in Chapter 3, ADB’s 
physical contributions to most of Asia’s major infrastructure gaps are quite modest. 
ADB’s impact is enhanced by synergy effects from appropriately linked physical and 
nonphysical outputs of various nature, produced by several projects, often in various 
sectors or subsectors. ADB’s value addition to financing infrastructure comes mainly 
from the propagation of good practices, knowledge transfer and new technology, 
promotion of appropriate policy and institutional change, cofinancing, and 
improvement of local capacity.  
 

Evaluations at the country and sector levels suggest the following actions to 
improve the connectivity between outputs and outcomes: (i) analyzing linkages 
between various outputs needed to achieve the outcomes rigorously during the design 
stage, and making sure the outputs are all covered; (ii) actively managing the necessary 
complementary activities during implementation, including linking up with government 
and development partners working on related activities; (iii) better monitoring of the 
various types of outputs and their linkages, i.e., those outputs related to increasing the 
quantity, quality, efficiency, and sustainability of infrastructure and services; and  
(iv) better monitoring and measurement of emerging outcomes, both before and after 
project completion. 
 

Enablers of higher outcome achievement. Asia’s strong growth performance 
over several decades has been instrumental to the operational outcomes achieved in 
the region. Nonetheless, Asia is again and again challenged by economic crises and 
massive natural disasters that are a setback for the region and have a tangible impact 
on the development outcomes to which ADB contributes. Deeper analysis of the 
external and internal risks is needed in the design of ADB’s country operations. Beyond 
the need to better address risks, recent evaluations have accumulated a considerable 
body of evidence and key lessons on getting stronger results. Below, some measures 
are summarized that are needed to ensure that the physical outputs, particularly the 
infrastructure that ADB supports so strongly, translate into the envisioned development 
outcomes and impacts. 
 

 Complementary investments in different sectors can mutually reinforce 
achievement of desired higher outcomes, particularly in infrastructure, where 
ADB lending is so highly concentrated. Roads facilitate market linkages, which 
in turn stimulate economic activity. Anticipating the growth opportunities that 
will exist for the poor, and addressing the constraints they will face in terms of 
access, skills, and knowledge, will expedite the growth process and make it 
more inclusive. Agriculture and rural development provide excellent examples 
of where the need for such complementarities is particularly strong.  

 There is a need to continue strengthening results orientation at the corporate, 
country, sector, thematic, and project levels. Effective development cooperation 
requires a deliberate results orientation and better action planning.  

 More attention is needed for long-term capacity development. Improving 
capacity requires more systematic assessment of capacity issues in country 
strategies and project lending. Holistic approaches are needed that address the 
policy, institutional, legal, and regulatory environment of ADB interventions, 
including staff skills and incentives, and stable financial resources for operation 
and maintenance. 

 Higher quality risk assessment and risk management would address problems 
in the sustainability of the outputs and outcomes of many public sector 
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projects. The present assessments focus on financial management and 
procurement risks, but they may need to cover a wider range of technical, 
financial, social, political, and environmental risks that jeopardize sustainability. 
In addition, there is a need for greater postproject monitoring of outcomes, 
impacts, and sustainability. 

 ADB needs to focus more on climate change mitigation in the energy and 
transport sectors. The greenhouse gas implications of ADB investments need to 
be assessed, and low-carbon initiatives promoted. ADB also needs to expand 
considerably clean energy investments, particularly in renewable energy, 
methane capture, and energy efficiency. Outputs in these areas need to be 
stepped up considerably. 

 There is a need to increase country resilience to financial shocks. Improving 
ADB’s institutional readiness and targeting of responses will benefit from 
greater operational flexibility and timeliness of support, wider regional 
monitoring, more rigorous eligibility criteria, and better collaboration within 
ADB and with development partners. ADB’s trade finance program proved to 
be an excellent crisis response instrument by boosting market confidence and 
facilitating bank credit. Other innovative and better targeted approaches 
should be explored (e.g., a concessional window for Asian Development Fund 
(ADF)-only countries, precautionary financing, and support to social safety net 
programs). 

 
Recommendations and Management’s Follow-Up 
 
 The majority of recent evaluation recommendations have been accepted by 
ADB Management, and a significant share have been acted upon. To ensure focus and 
relevance, IED tries to limit the number of recommendations it makes per evaluation 
study. Management agreement with evaluation recommendations has increased during 
the last 2 years, from 89% in 2008–2009 to 98% in 2010–2011. Most of the agreed-
upon recommendations address Levels 2 and 3 of the ADB’s results framework 
(respectively, sector/thematic contributions and operational effectiveness). Recent 
validations of the completion of actions taken on agreed-upon recommendations show 
that 76% were fully or largely adopted in 2010 and again in 2011. However, there has 
been a noticeable drop in the share of actions considered fully adopted, with an 
increasing share of actions considered largely adopted. 
 
 Recommendations recently acted upon and largely adopted encompass a range 
of areas, including (i) strengthening country and sector programs; (ii) enhancing 
corporate operational plans for the finance and water sectors; (iii) improving the results 
frameworks of country and sector programs to strengthen their value as a 
management tool; (iv) strengthening capacity development initiatives and development 
partnerships in country strategies and operations in Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Lao 
People’s Democratic Republic, and the Pacific; (v) better approaches to governance in 
the Bangladesh and Nepal country strategies; (vi) major efforts to strengthen ADB’s 
resident missions; and (vii) improving project design and performance through better 
design and monitoring frameworks and wider use of project readiness filters. Actions 
taken are entirely decided by Management, and IED validates the reported progress of 
the actions, much less the alignment between the adopted recommendation and the 
action committed to. 
 
 Management’s efforts are encouraging, but there are crucial areas where the 
implementation of recommendations has been slow. Foremost among these is the 
need for more attention to government funding for operation and maintenance of 
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public infrastructure, the lack of which jeopardizes project sustainability and has been a 
persistent issue in many sectors for decades. Despite considerable policy dialogue, 
many ADB borrowers have been unable to satisfactorily respond. Similarly, efforts to 
systematically address capacity needs have been hampered by the lack of clear plans; 
results frameworks; and, most importantly, full commitment and ownership by 
government agencies.  
 
 There are also areas where IED and Management must improve the 
effectiveness and impact of evaluation recommendations. Sometimes, 
recommendations have been inadvertently general or ambiguous, making it difficult for 
the implementing departments to formulate implementation plans, targets, and time 
frames for action. Evaluation recommendations and the subsequent Management 
action plans also need to reflect and draw their financial and human resource 
implications for ADB and its member countries. IED is now engaging in an internal 
reform process to improve its impact on operations. 
 
Agriculture and Its Contribution to Food Security 
 

Agriculture and food security have taken on new global significance as a result 
of the food price crises of 2007 and 2010. In Asia, an estimated 500 million people are 
affected by poor nutrition, and millions more are potentially at risk. High food prices 
significantly reduce the real income of the poor, who often spend 50% or more of their 
income on food. A crucial feature of the price rise in 2007 was that it was not, as one 
might expect, due to widespread crop failure; indeed, total cereal production in 2007 
was the largest on record. 

 
Rather, the crisis reflected the cumulative impact of demand-side and supply-

side stresses on agriculture, including rapid growth of population and incomes; rapidly 
increasing use of cereals for feed and fuel; degradation and encroachment on water 
and land resources used for farming; and a slowdown in rice and wheat productivity 
growth in much of Asia, reflecting two decades of inadequate public investment in 
agricultural technology development and diffusion. These stresses were all 
compounded by a drawdown of world food grain stocks and autarkic policy responses 
in a number of major countries. The good news is that the international community 
responded with a steep increase in official development assistance to agriculture, 
following two decades of decline. 
 
 With the adoption of Strategy 2020 in 2008, ADB’s approach to agriculture was 
focused on investing in rural infrastructure (roads and irrigation) and rural finance in 
order to stimulate market-driven growth. This approach was to be complemented by 
partnerships with specialist development agencies and nongovernment organizations. 
ADB’s 2009 Operational Plan for Sustainable Food Security identified three dimensions 
of ADB’s response to the food price crisis: (i) productivity of water and land resources 
for food production; (ii) connectivity of food production to markets, services, and other 
sectors; and (iii) resilience to climate change and price volatility impacts.  
 

Management’s DEfR reflects the focus and composition of ADB’s financing 
across sectors. In recent years, there has been a rise in ADB’s financing for core 
operational areas, notably infrastructure, overshooting its 80% “target” by an ever 
increasing margin, reaching 96% in 2011. This trend, as per this evaluation, is not 
supported as being in the interest of development outcomes. The 2011 DEfR suggests 
that poverty and human development outcomes are mixed for ADB countries in the 
aggregate and poor for ADF countries in particular. The lack of a minimum presence in 
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many countries in key complementary areas such as health, agriculture, or forestry may 
well delay the achievement of wider outcomes including contributing to the non-
income MDGs. Recognition of these links and implied actions for better balance in 
ADB’s portfolio are called for. 

 
Agriculture per se was a second-tier priority, but ADB provided quick-disbursing 

financial support in 2008 to countries hit hard by higher food import costs. In 2009, 
ADB’s aggregate sector investment to support sustainable food security was estimated 
at $2.2 billion, mainly for irrigation and other rural infrastructure. At the same time, 
ADB’s Work Program and Budget Framework 2008–2010 envisioned only 5% of new 
lending for ANR. ANR loans dropped from an average of 27% of the total portfolio 
during 1981–1990 to just 7% in 2001–2011. 
 
 As compared with its investments in large-scale infrastructure such as roads 
and energy, agriculture has long been a problematic sector for ADB and other 
multilaterals. Success rates in post-evaluations have been relatively low. Hence, a major 
new finding is that the evaluation ratings of ADB’s operations in ANR have improved 
steadily during the past few decades, and now match the average of all other ADB 
sectors for 2001–2010. Lessons have been learned and applied in the design of ANR 
operations. ADB’s recent support for ANR does a better job of “connecting the dots” 
through greater community participation; private sector involvement; complementary 
inputs in infrastructure, support services, and capacity development; and, increasingly, 
a focus on market-driven value chains. This AER calls this the “agriculture plus” 
approach.  
 

In addition, ADB has largely withdrawn from forestry, fisheries, and agricultural 
policy reform. These areas are proving to be increasingly vital to inclusive and 
environmentally sustainable growth in the region. For example, investments in forest 
protection and biodiversity conservation are vital to rural and national development in 
the face of climate change. The same would be the case for coastal zone management, 
sustainable fisheries, and livelihoods. Success of projects in these areas was low in the 
past, but the question would now be how ADB can do better, and what kind of ADB 
involvement in these aspects, including partnerships with others, is essential for getting 
meaningful results on the ground.  
 

Finally, other ADB sectors incorporate subcomponents in rural areas that 
contribute to agricultural growth, such as transport, education, and private sector 
investment. Sustainability of the ANR investments remains a concern, however. The 
percentage of ANR projects approved after 2000 and classified at the completion stage 
as likely to be sustained is only 58%, as compared with 65% for ADB’s portfolio as a 
whole. Sound financial viability of investments, continuous political will, and robust 
maintenance systems are critical to sustaining project benefits. 
 
 Environmental and economic stresses on agriculture will intensify. Climate 
change presents perhaps the greatest threat to food security and socioeconomic 
progress in Asia. To be relevant, ADB must define and adequately resource its response 
to these challenges. In view of the recent improvement in ANR performance, ADB may 
want to accept the need for complementary components or projects inherent in the 
“agriculture plus” model that are supportive of sustainable development and build 
upon its recent successes and experience. A better performing ANR sector presents 
strong opportunities for sustainable, inclusive growth; private sector participation; and 
strategic partnerships at the global, regional, and country levels. 
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Implications for the Corporate Results Framework 
 

The assessment of results at the country and project levels and the examination 
of ADB’s role in that context provide implications for the corporate results framework, 
currently under review. The focus ADB is placing on this framework is vital and 
compares favorably with good practices elsewhere. The linking of the framework to the 
organization’s strategy, planning, and budget is welcome. The principal lacuna, 
however, is an inadequate linkage between operational and organizational 
effectiveness (Levels 3 and 4) and development outcomes (Levels 1 and 2), and 
insufficient means in ADB to monitor and evaluate the evolving outcomes, hence to 
follow up with actions for continued improvement.  
  

Within this overall setting, this report offers the following suggestions for the 
improvement of the new results framework, particularly its Levels 2 and 3 elaborated in 
Chapter 6. 
 

Strategic directions: 
 

 A target to induce more direct inclusive growth-oriented operations over 
time. 

 A target for ensuring continued financing of other than core operational 
areas. 

 
Development outcomes and their sustainability: 

 
 Targets to improve outcome tracking and achievement. 
 A target to maintain or increase client satisfaction with ADB’s operational 

services rendered by resident missions and headquarters, annually 
monitored. 

 Two targets concerning the sustainability of ADB operations: one to 
improve the quality-at-entry of sustainability-oriented measures, and 
another to better monitor the likely sustainability of the outputs and 
outcomes of completed operations. 

 A target to annually increase mitigation efforts relating to the carbon 
footprint of ADB’s work as well as adaptation efforts involving resilience 
and appropriateness of interventions with respect to climate change. 

 
ADB has provided almost $14 billion a year in loan and grant financing over the 

past 5 years and is expected to add perhaps another $14 billion a year in the next few 
years. The institution’s potential impact in the region, however, far exceeds the small 
percentage these numbers represent in the investments of the countries in the region, 
and in the requirement for continued rapid growth. As a reliable and long-standing 
player in development, ADB has a place at the table with the leadership in the countries 
and can be influential in the directions being taken. Recent Management reviews point 
to improvements in doing things better in the organization and at operational levels, 
although project outcomes and sustainability have yet to demonstrate the benefit of 
this.  
 

The bigger question, however, concerns ADB’s role and impact in helping 
countries do the right things. The increasing focus on particular types of infrastructure 
has benefits in terms of addressing obvious gaps and constraints, but an excessive push 
in this respect foregoes opportunities to foster the vital goals of inclusion and 
sustainability integral to ADB’s mission. This report calls for the needed linkages to be 
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made, partnerships to be strengthened, and directions to be reviewed. In assessing 
directions, it will be of importance that the new challenges of the region, especially 
climate change and rising inequality, are factored in at the project and country levels to 
ensure that ADB support is proactive in finding new solutions rather than just 
continuing past practices, even where they corresponded to good project ratings.  
 
 
 
 



 

Management Response 
 

 

 On 17 June 2012, the Director General, Independent Evaluation Department, 
received the following response from the Managing Director General on behalf of 
Management, for the 2012 Annual Evaluation Review (IN.122-12): 
 
General Comments 
 

We appreciate this comprehensive report on the accomplishments of the 
Independent Evaluation Department (IED) in 2011. The report does not present formal 
recommendations, but provides findings and issues relevant to ADB operations. For 
example, the review provides useful insights into the implementation of Strategy 2020, 
in particular trends on non-core areas, and some remaining operational challenges, 
such as leveraging ADB's relatively small financing contributions to Asia Pacific's overall 
development financing needs, need to provide more effective support for capacity 
development and realizing project sustainability through policy areas such as 
operations and maintenance. We would like to provide the following comments on key 
findings and issues. 

Specific Comments 
 

Overall strategic direction and focus. Under Strategy 2020, ADB decided to 
be more selective and focused in its operations based on DMC needs, ADB’s 
comparative strengths and to ensure complementarity of efforts with other 
development partners. Strategy 2020 identified five core areas of operations 
(infrastructure, finance, education, environment and regional cooperation) where ADB 
operations are expected to increasingly concentrate, with an overall target of 80% of 
ADB operations in those core areas by 2012. The report notes that ADB has been 
overshooting this target in recent years, reaching 96% in 2011. The review cautions 
that furthering ADB’s goal of inclusive and sustainable growth in the region calls for 
greater attention to non-core areas as well. The review notes that even if ADB is not a 
primary lender in these areas, results on the ground can be enhanced through greater 
synergies and complementarities of projects in different sectors and through well 
coordinated partnership arrangements. We acknowledge the concern raised by IED. 
This point is important and has already been reflected in the President’s latest planning 
directions (2013-2015), which call for flexibility in responding to emerging needs of 
DMCs, and encourage a more positive view to investing in other areas of bank 
operations, such as agriculture, health, and disaster response (see para. 5 of the said 
document). However, we would be wary of specifying targets at this stage for the non-
core areas. Instead, we should continue to work within the parameters of Strategy 
2020, with the flexibility noted above. 

Climate change. It is encouraging to see that the AER highlights the threats 
posed by climate change to the region’s future and the need to address both its causes 
and impacts. The report puts a strong emphasis on the need to scale up mitigation 
efforts particularly in the energy and transport sectors. As described in para. 102, ADB 
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is rapidly increasing clean energy investments and has exceeded the $2 billion annual 
lending target ahead of schedule. We note and agree with AER's recommendations that 
within this growing program there is a need to expand assistance in demand side 
energy efficiency. The recommendation for increased mitigation efforts in the transport 
sector is understandable since the Sustainable Transport Initiative's operational plan 
was just launched in 2010. Still, there is significant progress in this area. In 2011, 
investment amounts for urban public transport and railways rose to 15% and 23% of 
the transport project portfolio, from a historical (2000-2009) level of 1% and 17%, 
respectively. In addition to mitigation, ADB also plans to further scale up its support on 
adaptation to help enhance the resilience of communities to the adverse impacts of 
climate change. 

Agriculture and Food Security. Under strategy 2020, ADB’s approach to 
agriculture is focused on investing in rural infrastructure (mostly transport, irrigation 
and water systems) and microfinance to stimulate market driven growth. These efforts 
are complemented by natural resources management and RCI activities, through 
partnerships with specialist development agencies and NGOs. ADB’s operations to 
address food security are guided by ADB’s operational plan for food security. The plan 
takes a multisector approach, noting that ADB’s core activities and other areas of 
operations (agriculture, health and disaster and emergency assistance) have 
significantly helped to ease food security constraints. In our view, ADB’s approach to 
agriculture and food security is consistent with the “agriculture plus” approach 
described in the report. We are pleased with the AER new findings that ADB’s 
operations in agriculture and natural resources operations have improved steadily in 
recent years and are now at par with other sectors. ADB will complement and build 
upon this evaluation with its upcoming assessment of the Operational Plan on Food 
Security, and its assessment of the agriculture and natural resources research policy. 

Assessment of ADB’s Operations. The report highlights the importance of 
synergistic effects between sectors and subsectors to reach the desired poverty 
reduction and inclusive growth impacts. The report also notes that multisector projects 
performed well in general, though this is mainly on account of the large number of 
crisis and emergency response operations. In our view, further analysis is needed before 
definite conclusions can be drawn on the performance of multisector projects. ADB's 
past experience with complex multi-sector projects (including agriculture and urban 
sector projects) has shown that overly complex designs can be problematic due to the 
high transaction costs of such projects and executing and implementing agencies 
capacity issues. Nevertheless, we recognize the importance of cross-sector synergies 
and complementarities, including complementarities with other development partners. 
In our view, those can be best addressed and enhanced at the country level, through 
sector assessments, strategies and roadmaps and the country partnership strategy. 

We note the continued improvement in the performance of ADB’s policy-based 
loans. Project performance in many sectors of sovereign operations has also improved, 
with the notable exception of education and water. The report notes that the decline in 
performance in these two sectors was largely due to increasing problems in one or two 
subsectors. In the case of education, the AER singles out the poor performance of 
technical education and vocational skills training (TVET) projects. Further analysis would 
be useful to understand why this is happening. ADB’s sector operations plan for 
education, approved in July 2010, provides a strong focus on this subsector. Under the 
plan, ADB committed to develop its corporate capacity in TVET, which will hopefully 
contribute to improved performance in this sub-sector. In the case of water, poor 
performance was highlighted in water supply and sanitation and urban sector projects 
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in particular. The relatively poor performance of the water sector has already been 
highlighted in recent DEfRs and has been an area of concerns for Management. Led by 
its Water Community of Practice and under ADB’s newly approved water operational 
plan, ADB has initiated a number of actions to improve performance in the sector. 

Lessons on Outputs and Outcomes. In principle, we agree with the actions 
recommended to improve outputs and outcomes. Management is already trying to 
address many of these issues, within the available budget and staff resources. 
Improving project outcomes has been a key priority for Management in recent years. 
The latest DEfR reported that the quality of recently completed operations (including 
their delivery of core sector outputs) remained below target in 2011, despite 
improvements over previous years. To rectify this, Management instructed all 
operations department through the President’s planning directions 2013-2015 to 
implement fully and expeditiously the corrective actions adopted in 2010-2011 and 
continue to provide attention to project implementation and supervision. 

Recommendations and Management’s Follow-Up. We note that the majority 
of recent evaluations recommendations have been acted upon. We will continue our 
efforts in areas that were found to be lagging, namely actions to improve project 
sustainability, capacity development and policy reforms. We welcome IED’s efforts to 
limit the number of recommendations and to make them more focused. Finally, we 
agree with the need to carefully reflect and analyze the financial and human resources 
implications of those recommendations, both for ADB and its member countries. 

Suggestions for the Review of Corporate Results Framework. The report 
makes six specific recommendations on the review of ADB’s results framework. We 
note that some of these suggestions are based on findings of earlier evaluations, while 
others are newly introduced in the AER. Management appreciates these suggestions 
and will carefully consider them in the context of the ongoing review and revision of 
ADB’s results framework. 

 

 

 





 

Chair’s Summary: 

Development Effectiveness 

Committee 
 

 

 The Development Effectiveness Committee considered the Independent 
Evaluation Department report, 2012 Annual Evaluation Review (IN.122-12), on 19 June 
2012. The following is the Chair’s summary of the Committee discussion: 
 
Introduction 
 

The Development Effectiveness Committee (DEC) welcomed the 2012 Annual 
Evaluation Review (AER) prepared by the Independent Evaluation Department (IED) and 
considered it a valuable and stimulating report covering a broad array of policy issues 
arising from evaluative evidence. The DEC supported the upcoming Board discussion of 
the report for the first time this year and indicated that the Board could decide whether 
future Board discussions of the AER would become the annual practice. Director 
General (DG), IED stated that the report did not include specific recommendations as 
some of the related reports already included key recommendations; this report was 
meant to be the basis for discussion and consensus building around issues of key 
interest to IED, the Board, and Management. He further announced a corrigendum 
regarding three errors in the report: (i) an erroneous statement about a minimum of 
80% of operations needing to fall within the five core operational areas (paragraph 11); 
(ii) a missing table A6.2 that was referred to, and (iii) a reference to IED studies in 2012 
that should have read “to feed into the review of the results framework and strategies, 
policies, and operational plans” (paragraph 193). 
 
Discussion Highlights 
 

“Connecting the dots.” DEC encouraged the concepts of enhancing 
complementarity in projects (“connecting the dots”) to improve outcomes, but asked 
whether the benefits outweighed the costs, and whether the Asian Development Bank 
(ADB) had sufficient expertise to fully exploit and address these in many areas. IED gave 
various examples where pursuing complementary activity around infrastructure 
provision turned or could have turned the sector outcomes into more effective 
development outcomes, and also suggested that ADB should pursue partnerships with 
development partners if ADB could not support the needed effort and expertise itself. 
IED was confident that benefits would outweigh costs and that ADB could build up 
requisite expertise to develop comparative advantage in time if a clear instruction to 
this effect was given. ADB had been responsive to corporate directions set. Some DEC 
members saw the issue of connecting the dots as linked to IED’s suggestion to pay 
more attention to addressing other areas besides the core operational areas. 
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ADB focus and comparative advantage. In relation to the finding that ADB’s 

financing for core operational areas in 2011 at 96% had overshot the 80% target of 
Strategy 2020, DEC agreed with IED’s view that the remaining 20% allocation for 
noncore areas has to be taken seriously. DEC also stated that in determining country 
focus and selectivity, both the country context and ADB’s comparative advantage 
should be taken into account. DG, SPD clarified that the balance between core and 
noncore focus is not rigid but that it would be more in the spirit of Strategy 2020 to 
balance the two areas with a small margin around this percentage, giving due 
attention to ADB’s comparative advantage and the need for adequate response to 
country demand for ADB support. 

 
Towards better development outcomes. In response to the query how ADB 

can be effective in countries where ADB investment is even less than 0.5% of country’s 
total investment, DG, IED noted that for public goods organizations like ADB, the bar 
for performance needed to be high and that it was hence necessary to strive for 
optimal development outcomes while also looking for opportunities to connect with 
other partners -inside and outside ADB-, particularly on ADB’s noncore operational 
areas. In cases where ADB’s investment is very small compared to countries’ 
investments, there would be an even more urgent need to connect with partners to 
create an opportunity to make a difference at the margin to bring in the intended 
benefits by engaging in policy discussion or keeping an extra eye on the linkages. This 
was also in line with ADB’s overarching goal and inclusive and environmentally 
sustainable growth agendas. Members supported the lessons on the need for 
improving sustainability and capacity development, and the need to make sufficient 
resources available in these areas. 

 
Exogenous shocks (financial, climate change). DEC questioned the AER’s 

focus on climate change mitigation to the neglect of lessons on adaptation, and urged 
IED to work out cost implications of mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions in 
developing member countries (DMC), as supported by IED. DG, IED responded that the 
specific reports on energy efficiency indicated that there are savings (rather than costs) 
in climate change initiatives. He also raised the point that costs of mitigation and 
adaptation varyby country and the costs of mitigation may not need to weigh as high 
in every country. DEC members commented that the AER section on country resilience 
to financial shocks had not taken into account (i) the mainstreaming of Countercyclical 
Support Facility (CSF) in 2011 and (ii) the recent agreement to establish under the ADF 
a dedicated funding mechanism, the Disaster Response Facility, on a pilot basis. 

 
Agriculture and Natural Resources, Food Security. DEC noted that ADB is 

improving its performance in agriculture and food security but asked IED to elaborate 
its methodology used, provide reasons for weak economic returns and continuing 
sustainability issues in the sector and whether this was a sector where ADB had a 
comparative advantage. IED responded that the methodology used to determine the 
set of projects addressing food security was affected by weak definition of such 
projects in ADB’s Operational Plan for Sustainable Food Security in Asia and the Pacific. 
IED indicated that it had worked in the spirit of the Plan. IED argued that economic 
returns of more recent projects had been improving, and some components of projects 
had been doing quite well. Sustainability ratings were also improving over time, and 
there was some evidence that lessons were being learned. The chapter had given 
suggestions on further improvements in the approach towards “agriculture plus” 
projects, and more focus on agricultural value chains, to further improve efficiency and 
sustainability in the sector. 
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Private Sector Operations, Private Equity Funds. DEC showed concern about 

the performance of private equity funds, and IED concurred with this concern and 
indicated that in three of the five private equity funds independently assessed, there 
had been changes in the investment strategy, which were not in line with the approved 
scope of the projects. IED suggested that such funds needed to be carefully monitored 
and major changes in investment strategy properly approved by ADB. Regarding the 
less than successful development impact of some private sector operations, IED stated 
it will study factors in more detail in the upcoming evaluation report on the 
development impact of private sector operations (contributions to inclusive and 
environmentally sustainable growth). 

 
Follow up on Recommendations to Management. DEC members noted IED’s 

validation of Management’s reporting of significant challenges in following up on 
recommendations for improvement of project sustainability, capacity development, and 
adoption of policy reforms, and that these issues had been frequently discussed in past 
DEC meetings. DEC members appreciated the challenges when there is lack of clarity in 
the recommendation, as well as in the targeting and timing of the actions, and noted 
that efforts at iterative improvements are taking place. DEC acknowledged the analysis 
presented in the AER on evaluation recommendations that Management had not 
agreed to (2008–2010), and the improvement in the level of agreement over the last 3 
years. 

 
DEC members expressed support for most of the suggestions offered on new 

targets for the corporate result framework by the AER. For two suggestions there was 
no consensus among DEC members: those on increased financing of noncore areas, 
and tracking of climate change mitigation and adaptation efforts. DEC members 
appreciated the timeliness of IED suggestions, which could feed into various important 
decision points of ADB. They suggested that IED could provide the Board with a 
memorandum depicting a matrix of lessons and suggestions (summarized from the 
report) that could feed into various Management reviews and upcoming policy 
decisions, such as the Review of the Results Framework, the Technical Assistance (TA) 
review, the review of the Operational Plan for Sustainable Food Security, the Second 
Governance and Anticorruption Action Plan (GACAP II), and the forthcoming Work 
Program and Budget Framework. 
 
Conclusions 
 

DEC commended IED for the 2012 Annual Evaluation Review, while some 
member noting some scope for improvement in presentation and timeliness, and 
looked forward to a discussion by the full Board. DEC emphasized the need for ADB to 
address the issue of sustainability of projects and capacity development. Members 
underscored the importance of improving project performance and appropriate 
supervision of projects. DEC hoped that IED’s scheduled review of decentralization 
would shed more light on how supervision could be improved. Members expressed 
concern with the poor performance of some private equity funds. 

 
The overall performance of ADB was a source of satisfaction. However, DEC 

sees scope for improvement in several areas. DEC urged IED to look at not only 
mitigation but also adaptation to climate change in DMCs, as well as the issue of costs 
of mitigating climate change. On the question of emphasis on core operational areas, 
while the 80% target does not constitute a ceiling to ADB’s engagement in the five 
core areas identified in Strategy 2020, ADB needs to consider the 20% allocation 
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remaining for noncore areas seriously. In addition, the sector composition of ADB’s 
program has to take into account country specific circumstances as well as comparative 
advantages of ADB. 

 
DEC recognized the importance of the message provided in the AER on 

“connecting the dots” and “doing the right things.” However, it looked forward to 
details in the form of more concrete examples from specific projects. Members 
emphasized that the idea was not to have a stand-alone nor a multisectoral approach, 
but rather, complementary interventions around core sectors through partnerships with 
other development stakeholders. Members noted that there was a close connection 
between the agriculture and natural resources sector and poverty reduction, and that 
food security has become a critical issue for Asia and the world. Interventions in the 
agriculture sector should also take into account country specific circumstances, ADB’s 
comparative strengths, and partnerships with other organizations. In this context, DEC 
welcomed the theme chapter on agriculture in ADB and its contribution to food 
security and hoped the findings would feed into the assessment of ADB’s food security 
operational plan later in the year. 

 
Members also emphasized that the AER provides IED with an opportunity to 

report on efforts to increase the relevance, efficiency and effectiveness of its work (such 
as conduct of self-evaluation and use of perception surveys), including a possible 
chapter on this in future annual evaluation reviews. 

 



 

CHAPTER 1 

Introduction 
 

 

 

 

1. The Independent Evaluation Department (IED) of the Asian Development Bank 
(ADB) prepares an Annual Evaluation Review (AER) to synthesize key findings and 
lessons of its recent studies, analyze trends in the performance of completed 
operations, and summarize the efforts of ADB Management to respond to IED’s 
recommendations. The AER also provides an opportunity to reflect, from IED’s 
independent perspective, on the overall focus, effectiveness, and impact of ADB’s 
operations in terms of furthering ADB’s overarching vision of an Asia-Pacific region free 
of poverty. In this AER and in the future, IED aims to pay attention to assessing ADB’s 
strategic positioning in an Asia that is both rapidly developing and yet still vulnerable 
to a range of internal stresses and exogenous shocks. In other words, in addition to 
doing things right, is ADB doing the right things to address the most pressing long-run 
challenges to inclusive and environmentally sustainable growth in Asia? 
 
A. Asia’s Changes 
 
2. The speed and magnitude of economic transformation in Asia over the last 30 
years are unprecedented in human history. On average, per capita gross domestic 
product (GDP) has grown by about 4%–5% annually since the late 1970s, fastest early 
on in the “tigers” of East and Southeast Asia, and accelerating more recently in much 
of South Asia. In recent years, the growth rate of developing Asia as a whole has been 
as high as 8% or more per year. The incidence of poverty headcount has declined from 
almost 75% in 1981 to an estimated 20% today. A population that was 
overwhelmingly rural and agrarian 30 years ago is now about 42% urban, and this 
percentage will reach more than 50% in the next decade. GDP, once as much as 40% 
agricultural in origin, is now heavily dominated by industry and services. Despite this, 
agriculture and other rural activities continue to employ a disproportionately large 
share of the labor force and a major share of the poor.  
 
3. But there are huge challenges and risks. Even with a stable political 
environment, sound macroeconomic management, and supportive sector policies, 
development is not a linear process. It is often fraught with fits and starts. Internal and 
external shocks are a frequent yet unpredictable feature of the Asian scene. As the 
recent economic downturn shows again, Asia needs to be resilient in the face of 
recurrent economic crises. The cyclical issues of the global economy, presently 
centering on weak recovery in the United States and uncertainty in Europe, have 
contributed to slower growth in Asia as a whole. Developing Asia grew at 5.9% in 2009, 
faster than any other region of the world, but nonetheless the slowest rate of growth 
in Asia for almost a decade.1  
 

                                                 
1 IED. 2011. Special Evaluation Study on Real-Time Evaluation of ADB’s Response to the Global Economic 

Crisis of 2008–2009. Manila: ADB. 
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4. ADB’s Asian Development Outlook 2012 forecasts that growth in developing 
Asia will slow from 9.1% in 2010 to 6.9% in 2012, before recovering to 7.3% in 2013.2 
A sustained, employment-intensive growth rate of 7% or higher per annum is thought 
to be a critical benchmark for realizing the longer-run vision of an Asia-Pacific region 
free of poverty. During Asia’s severe financial crisis of 1996–1997, and more recently 
during the downturn of 2008–2009, ADB provided quick-disbursing countercyclical 
support to Asia. This AER draws the lessons from IED’s 2011 evaluation of ADB’s most 
recent crisis response support. 
 
5. Rising inequalities in income and opportunity increasingly threaten the vision of 
an Asia-Pacific region free of poverty. Although great progress has been made in 
reducing extreme poverty and realizing gender balance in education, achieving all of 
the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) related to human development remains a 
huge challenge for the Asia-Pacific region and for ADB. The MDG targets for raising 
primary school completion rates, ensuring access to clean water and sanitation, and 
reducing child and maternal mortality remain off-track, but are critical in order to 
provide the poor with the human capital they will need if Asia’s growth is to be truly 
inclusive. In 2007 and again in 2012, ADB’s flagship economic publications have 
devoted major chapters to the rising inequality of incomes and opportunities in Asia, 
calling for macroeconomic and sector policies that will raise the employment and 
incomes of the poor, improve delivery of basic health care and education services, and 
strengthen social protection.3 In April 2012’s Planning Directions, the President of ADB 
noted his concerns about rising inequality and continuing high levels of poverty, and 
directed all staff to strengthen inclusive growth through all aspects of country 
operations.4 A recent issue of IED’s Learning Lessons stressed the vital role that links 
play in the patterns of inclusive development, involving complementary projects and 
programs in different areas, at different times, and the work of different players. 
Building synergies is key to improving the development effectiveness of ADB and other 
development partners.5 
 
6. Besides economic crises and inequality, Asia is frequently prone to natural 
disasters—earthquakes, flooding, typhoons, and drought—with significant loss of life 
and escalating damage as Asia’s population has grown. In the Philippines, for instance, 
casualties and damage from tropical cyclones are rising, with the largest damage in the 
recent past coming from tropical cyclones of lower intensity (than typhoons), but with 
much heavier rains. There is also evidence in the Philippines of rising temperatures and 
increasing trends in the frequency of extreme daily rainfall, though these trends are not 
uniform throughout the country. In Luzon, the largest and most populated island, 
there is evidence of more frequent daily rainfall events greater than 350 millimeters in 
recent years.6 ADB has, over many years, provided massive emergency funding (through 
portfolio restructuring and new emergency lending) for rehabilitation after natural 
disasters, as well as traditional project financing for flood control infrastructure. 
However, sustained, proactive effort is still needed to finance the routine maintenance 
of this infrastructure, make it more resilient, and develop a permanent capacity for 
disaster preparedness and management in ADB’s developing member countries (DMCs). 
Extreme natural events as well as continuous environmental degradation skew Asia’s 
social and economic progress, with the region’s poor being particularly vulnerable.7 
                                                 
2 ADB. 2012. Asian Development Outlook 2012. Manila. 
3 ADB. 2007. Key Indicators. Manila; and  ADB. 2012. Asian Development Outlook 2012. Manila. 
4 ADB. 2012. Planning Directions: Work Program and Budget Framework 2013–2015. Internal document. 
5 IED. 2012. Connecting the Dots for Greater Development Impact. Learning Lessons. April. Manila: ADB. 
6 Data taken from a forthcoming paper prepared in the context of IED’s 2012 Natural Disasters evaluation. 
7 IED recently initiated a special evaluation study of ADB’s support following natural disasters, due to be 

completed in September 2012.  
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7. Many believe that Asia’s most extreme weather events of recent years reflect 
global warming. A recent report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
stated that evidence suggests that climate change has led to changes in climate 
extremes such as heat waves, record high temperatures, and heavy precipitation in the 
past half century.8 By a range of estimates, climate change represents perhaps the 
greatest threat to sustainable growth and poverty reduction, with Asia arguably being 
the most vulnerable region to natural disasters, given its high population density, 
fragile mountain geography and active tectonics, low-lying coastal areas, and massive 
river systems in congested plains. A large part of Asia’s population also has high 
sensitivity to disasters due to poverty and limited adaptive capacity. So far, there has 
been inability to reach an international consensus on effective global collective action 
both to mitigate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and other sources of global warming, 
and to adapt to the changes in weather patterns and water availability that are 
increasingly visible. Yet the absence of a global consensus in no way reduces the 
urgency of actions that Asia can and must take by itself. 
 
8. One symptom of Asia’s vulnerability is reflected in the recent escalation and 
volatility of regional and world food prices. After more than two decades of sanguinity 
about Asia’s ability to feed itself, food security has emerged as a major concern in the 
international community. High food prices significantly reduce the real income of the 
poor, who often spend 50% or more of their income on food, and thereby constitute a 
major setback in Asia’s achievement in poverty reduction. In light of the recent global 
and regional concerns about food security and Asia’s vulnerability to climate change, 
this AER devotes its theme chapter this year to agriculture and food security. 
Agriculture is an area that, if well supported, can underlie inclusive and sustainable 
development in Asia, but that can also pose significant risks if neglected. Sound 
management of the natural resource base—forests, watersheds, river systems, and 
soils—is critical to sustain food security and is inextricably linked with efforts to both 
adapt to and mitigate the impacts of climate change. Investment in agriculture has 
been a relatively low priority for both regional governments and the aid community for 
more than two decades, so this AER explores—in Chapter 5—how ADB’s role has 
evolved in the changing context and whether ADB has been contributing to agricultural 
development and food security in the most relevant, efficient, and effective way. 
 
B. Annual Evaluation Review Themes and Structure 
 
9. The AER is intended to contribute to knowledge and debate on development in 
Asia by zooming in on ADB’s recent performance as an investor and catalyst. This 
report highlights some main findings of IED’s work program during 2011 and the 
recent past. Relevant to the foregoing discussion, IED’s major studies of 2011 included 
special evaluations of ADB’s response to the economic crisis of 2008–2009, Asian 
Development Fund (ADF) IX and X, performance of the ADB Institute, and ADB’s 
progress in managing for development results. At the regional level, there were studies 
of governance and transport in the Pacific. At the country level, IED completed 
evaluations of ADB’s country assistance programs in Maldives and Uzbekistan as well as 
validations of country strategy final reviews in Indonesia, Kazakhstan, Solomon Islands, 
Sri Lanka, and Timor-Leste. These studies illustrate the recurrent concerns about 
selectivity, focus, capacity development, and strategic partnerships that have been 
raised by IED in recent years. A listing of evaluations that IED produced in 2011 is in 
Appendix 1. 

                                                 
8 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. 2012. Special Report on Managing the Risks of Extreme 

Events and Disasters to Advance Climate Change Adaptation. (SREX). 28 March.  
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10. At the sector level, the AER assesses whether ADB is doing things right by 
presenting a synthesis of IED’s evaluations of ADB’s sovereign and nonsovereign 
investments across the major sectors. Although ADB focuses on infrastructure as a main 
Strategy 20209 core operational area and it should therefore not be a surprise that 
operations in the large transport sector continue to be ADB’s best performing, their 
performance is closely followed by “multi-sector” operations, which can include a mix 
of infrastructure and other sector components, and by operations in the health and 
social protection sector—a noncore operational area, although the number is much 
smaller here. There are in fact worrisome signs of possibly declining success in at least 
two of ADB’s core operational areas (water supply and sanitation, and education); and, 
on the other hand, encouraging signs of improvement in sectors that had previously 
been underperforming. The latter include agriculture and natural resources (ANR), in 
which recently evaluated projects have performed on par with the ADB-wide average. 
This improvement thus makes the AER’s detailed examination of agriculture and food 
security in Chapter 5 especially timely. 
 
11. The AER also offers observations on whether ADB is “doing the right things,” 
both in its country strategies and at the corporate level. ADB’s Strategy 2020 directed 
that 80% of the aggregate of future operations would need to fall within five core 
operational areas: infrastructure, environment, regional cooperation and integration, 
financial sector development, and education. Judged by its lending volume, ADB has 
overshot this benchmark at the end of 2011, with 96% of lending going to the core 
areas, and no letup in sight. ADB lending has become highly concentrated on physical 
infrastructure. The share of infrastructure projects in total loan value rose from about 
40% in 1995–2000 to 52% in 2001–2006 and 87% in 2011.10 In 2011, only 5% went to 
the core area of education.  
 
12. With such extreme concentration on infrastructure, only 4% of ADB’s resources 
were available to support secondary operational areas such as agriculture, public sector 
management, and health and social protection. Yet when viewed by its contribution to 
filling Asia’s huge infrastructure gaps, ADB is a modest player. This prompts the 
questions—explored in this AER—of whether ADB’s potential value addition is 
optimized by such a concentration, whether the focus on infrastructure diverts 
attention (and financing) away from the complementary investments needed to 
enhance overall project outcomes, and whether the intended development objectives 
of ADB-financed infrastructure are being fully realized. Of particular relevance to IED is 
the question of whether ADB’s potential value addition—through its diffusion of 
knowledge; best practices; safeguards; and encouragement of better quality, outcomes, 
and sustainability, to say nothing of ADB’s encouragement of greater private sector 
investment—is being properly incorporated in project design and monitoring systems, 
and reflected in project outcomes. 
 
13. The following chapter discusses the main features of IED’s assessment of ADB’s 
performance up to end-2011 for country programs, as well as for sovereign and 
nonsovereign operations (NSOs)—paying special attention to comparisons with World 
Bank performance. Chapter 3 analyzes outputs reported by ADB and their relation with 
outcomes, and highlights some of the prevailing lessons it has drawn. Chapter 4 

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

2020. Manila. 
10 This compares with 30% of World Bank lending during the fiscal years 2008–2010. Independent Evaluation 

Group. Annual Report 2011. Washington, DC: World Bank. ADB’s operations classified as infrastructure can 
include other components and can in fact comprise multisector projects with significant infrastructure 
provision. 
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discusses past evaluation recommendations and the follow-up given by ADB to these. 
Chapter 5 explores the contribution that ADB’s agriculture program can make to food 
security, from the perspective of changes in Asia’s context and in ADB’s operational 
effectiveness. Chapter 6, lastly, draws some implication of relevance particularly for 
ADB’s ongoing review of the results framework of its Strategy 2020, leading to six 
suggestions for new corporate targets for the years ahead. 

 

 



 

CHAPTER 2 

Assessment of ADB’s 

Operations 
 

 

 

 

14. IED assesses ADB’s operations from various perspectives—the country 
operations perspective and the sector operations perspective being the two most 
important. This chapter gives an annual update on country program performance and 
sector portfolio performance for sovereign and NSOs, while also reviewing the relative 
success of project and program interventions and multitranche financing facilities.11 
Special attention is given to the phenomenon of unsuccessful projects, and a brief 
analysis of their costs. The chapter ends with some observations on ADB project 
supervision and the relationship with project success. 
 
A. Country Performance 
 
15. At the country level, ADB’s operations cover a range of services from policy 
dialogue, knowledge product delivery, training and awareness raising, to investment 
projects in both the public and private sectors, and other types of loan- or grant-based 
support such as policy-based lending, multitranche financing, and technical assistance 
(TA). At this level, the country partnership strategy (CPS) is the most important guide 
for action, and country programs have been evaluated since 1998. 
 
16. By end 2011, IED had completed 26 country assistance program evaluations 
(CAPEs) and six CPS final review (CPSFR) validations. Sixty-seven percent of 30 country 
program evaluations with overall ratings12 were assessed successful and 33% less than 
successful. 13  Since 2010, the evaluation methodology has used six rating criteria: 
strategic positioning, relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, sustainability, and 
development impact. When looking back, important determinants of country program 
success have been the quality of ADB’s strategic positioning (good choice of sectors 
and themes, and aid harmonization) and the relevance of the program adopted (good 
matching with country binding constraints and government priorities). The scores on 
the effectiveness and efficiency of the programs were more varied, and a high 
proportion of ADB's country interventions were assessed, overall, less likely 
sustainable.14 Despite this latter assessment, sometimes the program overall was still 
rated successful on account of more positive assessments of other criteria.  
                                                 
11 The methodology that IED uses to rate the success of country and sector program performance, and 

project and program performance, is laid down in guidelines available at http://www.adb.org/site/ 
evaluation/methods-guidelines. 

12 Of the 32 country program assessments, all except two provided overall country performance ratings.  
13 As of 1 May 2012, IED changed the previous rating category of ”partly successful” to ”less than successful” 

to clarify that such a category indicates ”below the line” performance. In this report, all prior ratings 
preceded by the word ”partly” have been converted to the new designation of “less than.” 

14 Thirteen of the 32 country assessments had an overall rating on sustainability, of which about 9 were rated 
less likely sustainable (see Appendix 2 for details). 
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17. Several country program evaluations for some of ADB’s larger clients such as 
Bangladesh, Indonesia, and Philippines in their first round assessed the program less 
than successful. But their performance improved over time, as confirmed by second 
country evaluations for Bangladesh and Philippines, and a 2011 validation of the 
operations department’s final review of the Indonesia CPS 2006–2009. For Pakistan—
another big client with a less than successful rating (2006)—IED will begin a new CAPE 
at the end of 2012. Going forward, IED will focus on validations of final reviews of 
CPSs, and complement these by full CAPEs for countries with known significant 
challenges (in 2012, CAPEs will be completed for Afghanistan and Kyrgyz Republic). IED 
will also broaden the scope of the country evaluations, provide a wider analysis of 
country development and ADB’s role and potential, and lessen the focus on an overall 
success rating. In some country programs rated less than successful, several sectors 
were nonetheless performing well. But such nuances tended to receive less attention. 
Appendix 2 provides details of country program assessments, and their evolution over 
time. 

18. Experience in most recent country program evaluations was found to 
corroborate the validity of lessons learned in past CAPEs (summarized in AER 2008).15 
Below is a summary of these findings and lessons.  
 

(i) A long-term engagement in sectors is required to achieve lasting 
progress, with closely attuned programs for institutional capacity 
development, policy reform, and investment support. Conversely, when 
ADB assistance starts and stops or is confined to lending alone, the 
chances for success diminish considerably. CAPEs reported that country 
strategies with a clear long-term commitment to progress in a limited 
number of sectors and thematic areas, but coupled with close 
coordination and coordination arrangements with partners to achieve a 
high degree of complementarity, have had more coherence, realism, and 
a greater prospect for delivering development results. The Maldives CAPE 
showed that capacity development initiatives should be part of a long-
term process or they will simply result in capacity substitution. 

(ii) Focus and selectivity are needed to attain critical mass and achieve 
sustained results. These would facilitate building up synergies across 
areas and interventions and across time (continuity). The CAPEs found 
that ADB resources in the past often tended to be spread thinly across 
sectors, subsectors, and themes, constituting one-off interventions that 
do not build synergies with other activities. The 2011 Maldives evaluation 
reflected the need for sustained engagement in a sector and long term 
focus. Efforts to achieve multiple strategic goals and themes often 
paradoxically resulted in fragmented interventions, especially if they were 
made without due attention to the complementary work of others or 
with time gaps. In some instances, ADB involvement in a large number of 
sectors and subsectors contributed to small project size, allocation of a 
substantial share of project resources for project management, and a 
heavy coordination burden on central government agencies. At the 
project level, multiple strategic themes and goal congestion, and 
numerous small contracts to be administered run the risks of jeopardizing 
project performance. CAPEs report that, when interventions are 
fragmented and not connected, only isolated outputs are produced, they 
are often not sustained, and no contribution is made to a wider impact . 

                                                 
15 IED. 2008. Annual Evaluation Review: Lessons from a Decade of ADB Country Assistance Program 

Evaluations. Manila: ADB. 
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(iii) Strategic partnerships need to be developed or deepened with other 
development partners to provide more coherent assistance and reduce 
transaction costs to the DMCs. This is particularly the case in countries 
with a large number of partners (e.g., Cambodia and Lao People’s 
Democratic Republic [Lao PDR]), or where absorptive capacities are 
limited, and where a forum for aid coordination is weak or just evolving 
(e.g., Uzbekistan). Several CAPEs have reported that ADB actively 
participates in local aid coordination mechanisms through the resident 
missions and plays a leadership role in coordinating assistance to selected 
sectors. However, the degree to which strategic alliances and 
partnerships have been built has been mixed, and in the end it is the 
overall quality of aid coordination that matters rather than ADB-specific 
partnering.  

 
19. A number of issues with CPSs that were prevalent a few years back may well be 
on the way to being addressed by Management at this time. Early CAPEs invariably 
found that resident missions needed more staff and capacity. ADB’s staff was 
sometimes excessively stretched due to excessive diffusion of project activities across a 
wide range of sectors and themes and shortage of certain skills within ADB. The early 
CAPEs observed that ADB would be more effective in client responsiveness and service 
delivery if it delegated more responsibility and provided commensurate resources to its 
resident missions. They also noted that there was a need to streamline ADB policies, 
procedures, and practices to provide more efficient and responsive services.  
 
20. Findings reported in the Development Effectiveness Review (DEfR) 2011 16 
indicate that ADB may well be on the right track to follow up on these lessons and 
recommendations by adding more resident mission staff, by delegating more project 
administration to resident missions, and by more resident mission involvement in 
country programming and economic work. Nonetheless, IED has yet to corroborate 
their positive effect in its most recent CAPEs and CPSFR validations. While one regional 
department has commissioned a client satisfaction survey in a number of its client 
countries, ADB can do better in more regularly and systematically tracking what its 
clients think of its services.17 IED will initiate a special evaluation study (SES)  on ADB’s 
decentralization in 2013. 
 
21. Validations in 2011 concurred with the CPSFR ratings for Indonesia, Kazakhstan, 
Solomon Islands, Sri Lanka, and Timor-Leste. The purpose of the validations is to 
improve such future reviews as conducted by operations departments and to 
corroborate their findings internally and externally in an independent fashion. IED 
conducts a validation immediately after the completion of the CPSFR in cases when a 
CAPE is not conducted.18 Validations are based on (i) document review, (ii) a 2-week 
mission to the country, (iii) feedback from a small perception survey, and (iv) meetings 
with ADB staff. Ultimately, the validation of the Final Review—like the CAPE—informs 

                                                 
16 ADB. 2012. 2011 Development Effectiveness Review Report. Manila. Five issues of this annual report have 

been published since the 2007 Development Effectiveness Review Report. 
17 ADB commissions a perception survey every 3 years; this is not sufficient in IED’s view. Current ad hoc 

surveys of borrowers and clients usually included in the preparation process of new CPSs could be 
standardized, and some the findings reported for the benefit of corporate results management. 

18 Given IED’s limited resources and the likelihood of few major changes in country findings and 
recommendations over just a few years, CAPEs may cover two or three CPSs and span across 10 years (or 
more) of ADB operations. Further, validations based on quality CPS final reviews with supplementary self-
evaluations reduce the need for the preparation of full CAPEs. IED. 2010. Revised Guidelines for the 
Preparation of Country Assistance Program Evaluations. Manila (paras. 16–17, 24–25, and 27).  

Strategic 

partnerships 

need to be 

developed with 

other partners 



Assessment of ADB’s Operations 9 
 

 

the preparation of a new CPS.19 In 2011, there were validations of the successful ratings 
for recent programs in Indonesia, Solomon Islands, and Sri Lanka, and the less than 
successful ratings for programs in Kazakhstan and Timor-Leste. Lessons learned from 
the validation process coincide with those drawn from the CAPE process. Sector 
selectivity and strong aid coordination to achieve complementary programming have 
greatly influenced satisfactory results of ADB support (e.g., Indonesia and Sri Lanka). 
 
22. The quality of the Final Reviews has been generally satisfactory, given that this 
is a new instrument and experience must be built up with it slowly. IED considers that 
the use of a new format for the Final Review since 2010 has improved the basis for its 
validation. The operations departments have generally been able to provide candid self-
assessments of ADB support. Timor-Leste’s CPSFR, in particular, was candid, evidence-
based, coherent, and showed good understanding of the guidelines. The Solomon 
Island’s Final Review was reflective of the thorough internal and external consultation 
process and also had a good evidence-based assessment. The validations nevertheless 
pointed to areas for further improvements, particularly in the quality of the data 
collected and the analytical depth. More attention to overall assessments of sector 
programs would also be beneficial. 
 
B. Trends in Performance of Sovereign Operations  
 
23. Sovereign operations’ performance has remained sluggish. The performance 
did not experience significant improvements over time (Table 1).20 However, in terms of 
dollar amount approved and disbursed, performance was better. Experience indicates 
that better performance coincides with larger average loan size and disbursement 
during the last two decades (Appendix 3).21 Aggregate success ratings in the last few 
years have been influenced by IED’s validation process of project/program completion 
reports (PCRs), wherein over the last 4 years, 10% of PCRs’ successful ratings have been 
downgraded to less than successful (Appendix 4). 

24. A question of interest is how the ADB portfolio compares with the World 
Bank’s in the same region. Comparison with World Bank project ratings for countries in 
which ADB operates is now possible for the first time, given that the Independent 
Evaluation Group of the World Bank has recently made its entire data set on project 
ratings available to the public.22 A full comparison is nevertheless hampered by the use 
of different rating methodologies—for instance, the World Bank rates project outcomes 
separately from risk to outcomes (equivalent to ADB’s sustainability rating). Project 
outcomes are rated based on assessments of relevance, effectiveness, and efficiency, 
which are equally weighted. Excluding the sustainability subrating from the weighted 
success rating of ADB-supported projects, and applying equal weight to relevance, 

                                                 
19 ADB. 2010. Operations Manual. Country Partnership Strategy. Operations Manual. OM Section A2/BP 

(para. 5 and footnote 5). 
20 In contrast, the recent DEfR by ADB Management reported that the success rate of completed sovereign 

operations continued to increase gradually, with the 3-year average (2009–2011) success rate rising to 
68%. IED rates projects grouped by approval period, thus enabling the comparison of generations of 
design. ADB Management groups projects by project completion report year—enabling more focus on 
implementation and supervision factors. Historical success rates for both approval year and completion 
year are presented in Appendix 3. 

21 This phenomenon was also established for World Bank-supported projects in the region. For ADB sovereign 
operations, an ordered probit regression analysis was undertaken to identify the important factors 
influencing project success. The results show that project success is strongly and positively correlated with 
loan disbursement and disbursement rate. 

22 Independent Evaluation Group – World Bank Project Performance Ratings. Available at 
http://ieg.worldbankgroup.org/ratings. IED is also planning to make its entire project dataset on ratings 
available on the website this year. 
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effectiveness, and efficiency, would increase the success rate from 65% to 70% for 
projects approved between 2000 and 2009, and from 68% to 74% for projects 
approved between 1990 and 2009. The equivalent figures for World Bank-supported 
projects in the same DMCs are 80% for both periods. Given that in ADB only about a 
third of all operations approved over this period have been completed and rated, and 
that it is likely the same for the World Bank, this difference may well not be significant 
in statistical terms.  
 

Table 1: Level of Success of Sovereign Operations, by Period of Approval 
 

Approval 
Period 

Rated SOs 
(number) 

Proportion (%) Rated SOs 
($ million) 

Proportion (%) 
S LS US S LS US 

1968–1979 301 62 29 10 4,839 66 24 10
1980–1989 356 56 33 11 13,791 64 31 5
1990–1999 569 68 27 5 42,013 76 22 2
2000–2010 281 66 25 9 22,332 73 22 5
Total 1,507 63 28 8 82,975 73 24 4 

LS = less than successful, S = successful, SO= sovereign operation, US = unsuccessful. 
Notes: (a) To make the ratings comparable across the years, the ratings were grouped according to three 
categories: (i) successful (either highly successful [HS], generally successful [GS], or successful [S]); (ii) less 
than successful (was called partly successful in the past); and unsuccessful. The success rate is the percentage 
of successful sovereign operations over the total number of sovereign operations. 
(b) The results for 2000–2010 represent only 39% of total projects/programs approved; hence, success rates 
may change as more ongoing projects/programs approved in this period are completed and evaluated. 
(c) Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 
 
25. Performance by ADB’s top borrowers has been mixed. The People’s Republic of 
China (PRC) has so far been the best performer with an overall success rating of 88%. 
Indonesia, ADB’s biggest borrower to date, has pulled up its success rating to 80% for 
operations approved between 2000 and 2010 with the successful implementation of 
programs geared toward sustaining the gains from earlier reform and fiscal 
consolidation efforts. Projects in Bangladesh have also shown a constant improvement 
in their performance since the early 1970s. Pakistan continues to weigh down overall 
performance, as is well known from DEfR’s analysis, but there are recent signs of some 
improvement. In 2013, IED will conduct a CAPE for Pakistan. The India portfolio has 
seen rapid growth, particularly after 2005, and, as a result, only a small number of 
PCRs (only 12 of 76 projects approved during 2000–2010) are available at this time. 
Only 7 of 12 independent and self-evaluations available rated the projects successful. 
Careful monitoring of the ongoing portfolio is recommended. Indian projects with 
onlending components have suffered from low loan utilization as a result of 
inadequate project appraisal and the reluctance of potential sub-borrowers to comply 
with ADB requirements viewed as cumbersome, given the availability of alternative 
sources of financing. IED is conducting a validation of ADB’s Final Review of India’s last 
CPS in 2012. 

26. Comparing the performance of completed operations with the portfolio of the 
World Bank in the same countries, the World Bank’s Pakistan portfolio over 2000–2009 
has been rated much better, leading to questions whether there was a difference in 
approach.23  This is difficult to verify, as independent reviews of the World Bank’s 
implementation completion reports have so far not been made available on the website, 

                                                 
23 An internal independent validation in 2010 rated outcomes of the country program as a whole 

nevertheless as moderately unsatisfactory, in spite of good portfolio performance. 
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and neither have country program validation reports.24 The World Bank’s India portfolio 
is also rated better than that of ADB (as based on a small number of PCRs, however). 
The ADB portfolio was however rated better than the World Bank’s in Indonesia; for the 
other major Asian borrowers, the differences in relative performance were smaller. 
Appendix 3 provides details on trends by country and also pays attention to fragile 
countries and situations. 
 
27. The proportion of unsuccessful projects increased from 5% in 1990–1999 to 9% 
in 2000–2010, a worrying development. This year’s AER conducted a brief analysis into 
cost aspects of these unsuccessful projects. Most of the unsuccessful projects in the 
past two decades have been accompanied by significant cancellations of loan amounts, 
and almost a third of unsuccessful projects were in Pakistan. The AER considers that 
unsuccessful projects can be of three types: (i) projects cancelled prior to 
implementation of their core components, hence no outputs and no outcomes are 
achieved but loss of funds as a result of loan disbursement is minimal as well;  
(ii) projects that have started implementation but a large portion of the loan is 
cancelled prior to expected completion date so the outputs are below planning; and  
(iii) projects that are completed and all or a large portion of the loan (or grant) is 
disbursed, but the outputs produced have become irrelevant, unused by or 
inappropriate for the DMC, resulting in the non-achievement of desired outcomes 
(Table 2). 
 

Table 2: Unsuccessful Sovereign Operations by Category, 1990–2010 
 

Categorya 

Number of 
Unsuccessful 

SOs 

% of Total 
Unsuccessful 

SOs 

Amount Spent on 
Unsuccessful SOs 

($ million) 

Average Disbursement 
Rate 

(% of Approved Amount) 
1 7 12 19 7
2 30 54 668 33
3 19 34 1,101 81
Total 56 100 1,788 49 

SO = sovereign operation. 
a Category 1: projects cancelled prior to implementation of their core components; 2: projects that have 

been started but a large portion of the loan is cancelled prior to expected completion date; and  
3: projects that are completed. 

Note: The true amounts spent are probably double than those presented here, as many approved projects, 
particularly those approved after 2000, have not yet been completed and rated. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

 
28. The analysis of past patterns shows that two thirds of unsuccessful sovereign 
operations fall under the first or second category—projects started but the loan was 
cancelled prior to the project’s completion. The reasons for such cancellations include 
changes in DMC priorities or changes in the country’s operating environment that 
made the project assumptions incorrect and/or the project irrelevant. Some projects 
cancelled components or had early closure because of the availability of cheaper or less 
stringent sources of financing. This was particularly true for projects where 
development finance institutions with onlending components failed to carefully assess 
demand, availability of alternative sources of funds, and potentially adverse interest 
and exchange rate movements.  
 
29. Although these cancelled projects had poor results, the cancellations were 
generally appropriate. Only minor portions of the intended investments were disbursed 

                                                 
24 The World Bank has recently decided to make these documents public henceforth, but this applies only to 

the reviews started in fiscal year 2012. The reviews and validation reports completed prior to this fiscal 
year will be made available on the website after 5 years.  
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and thereby lost, so the countries were not burdened with extra debt (although there is 
an opportunity cost of preparing a loan to both the government and ADB).25 This 
cannot be said of the third category of projects (one-third of the total number of 
unsuccessful projects), which spent a considerable portion of the investment (81%), but 
were yet unsuccessful.26 It is of the essence that ADB identifies likely unsuccessful 
projects as soon as possible and cancels the loans. The analysis reinforces a finding 
from an SES that midterm reviews are a valuable tool in determining and addressing 
issues related to loan cancellations or non-achievement of outcomes.27 Given that many 
unsuccessful loans suffered from design flaws and implementation issues, ADB should 
continue to strengthen quality at entry as well as improve project implementation. 
 

1. Performance of Projects and Programs  
 
30. During ADB’s early years of operation, its support to DMCs concentrated on 
investment projects for irrigation, roads, water, sanitation, power, and other essential 
infrastructure. While ADB gained a comparative advantage in infrastructure through 
years of experience, lessons from implementation have shown that such projects are 
more successful if the policy and institutional environment is made more conducive. In 
1978, ADB introduced the program lending modality, initially to provide short-term 
input financing to DMCs in order to improve utilization of existing capacity in a sector. 
Over the years, the emphasis of program lending shifted from an input-financing 
orientation to a focus on improving the institutional and policy environment for 
enhanced sector efficiency, including many loans for agriculture from the 1980s to the 
mid-1990s. Program loans were used extensively in response to the 1997 Asian 
financial crisis and the global economic crisis of 2008–2009. More recently, they have 
been mainly used for public resource management and governance reforms. In general, 
ADB’s program lending has been flexible, allowing it to be responsive to the diverse 
needs of its DMCs. Since Strategy 2020, program lending is encouraged, especially 
within a sector context, to complement and strengthen project investment lending.  
 
31. Program lending. As of 2011, approved program loans amounted to $38.9 
billion, or about 23% of total ADB public sector lending, including major budget 
support lending in times of crisis such as in 1998 and 2009 (Figure 1).  
 

                                                 
25 The higher proportion of unsuccessful loans may reflect ADB’s increasing resort to canceling or terminating 

nonperforming loans as part of portfolio clean-up; it may also reflect more spring cleaning in the 2000s 
than in the 1990s. 

26 In contrast, disbursement rates for successful and less than successful projects are 88% and 82%, 
respectively. 

27 IED. 2008. Special Evaluation Study on the Midterm Review Process. Manila: ADB. 
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32. The demand for this instrument has increased through time, and program loan 
performance has been catching up with investment or project loans (Figure 2). The 
marked improvement in the performance of program loans may have been in part due 
to greater openness of DMCs to embracing reforms and more experience with the 
modality. In terms of policy-based lending products, program clusters have enjoyed 
higher success rates than standard program loans and have emerged as the more 
dominant modality in program lending in recent years.28  
 

 
 
33. The programmatic approach inherent in program clusters lends itself to single-
tranche operations where conditions are satisfied up-front. Another salient feature of 
the programmatic approach is the complete flexibility given to DMCs in implementing 
                                                 
28 The 2010 Review of Policy Based Lending reports that program clusters accounted for 86% of ADB’s total 

program lending by 2008. The review further states that 85% of loans packaged as program clusters since 
2000 were rated successful compared with only 64% of standard program loans (based on PCR ratings).  

Figure 2: Programs and Projects Rated Successful, 1991–2008 
(cumulative 5-year moving average) 

 

 
 

Source: Asian Development Bank database. 
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the program, which facilitates the implementation of country-owned reforms, resulting 
in higher success rates. The 2007 Special Evaluation Study on Policy-Based Lending 
identified the following reasons for the improvement in performance: improved sector 
analysis, better specification of assumptions in logical frameworks, stronger policy 
dialogue and government commitment, and better specification and timing of 
conditions for tranching.29 This is good news, as improvements in the institutional 
context are often needed for project investment to achieve its full potential.  
 
34. Project lending. ADB’s support to investment projects has also evolved over 
time. While an important focus is still the response to major infrastructure gaps and 
more needs to be done, ADB has adopted a broader approach to infrastructure 
investment. ADB is funding transport projects in support of enhanced regional 
cooperation in trade and tourism. Investments in energy are now geared towards 
promoting energy efficiency and supporting clean and renewable energy. In water, ADB 
is promoting integrated water resources management. Recognizing the private sector’s 
role in augmenting the supply of capital for infrastructure projects in the region, ADB is 
encouraging increased private sector engagement and public-private partnerships.  
 
35. The multitranche financing facility. In August 2005, the Board approved this 
as one of a set of new financing instruments and modalities. As compared with ADB’s 
usual loans, the multitranche financing facility (MFF) provides adaptive investments in 
sequenced tranches over a longer time frame. The MFF was to assure continued ADB 
support to key sectors, reduce repetitive business processes, cut the financial and 
nonfinancial costs of doing business, and open the way for more structured 
cofinancing. Since its introduction, the demand for the MFF increased from 29 
approvals amounting to $15 billion from 2005 to 2008 to 66 approvals amounting to 
$31 billion by the end of 2011. As of February 2012, 10 MFF tranches have been 
completed, of which four loans (comprising three MFF projects) have been self-
evaluated by operations departments (Box 1). The MFF is an instrument that can in 
principle promote selectivity and focus, reduce the risk of fragmented interventions, 
and facilitate the achievement of sector outcomes that are sustainable in the long term. 
IED has not yet been in a position to evaluate MFF tranches in terms of their 
advantages over older instruments such as sector loans, but an SES of the efficiency of 
the MFF modality is to be finalized in late 2012.  
 

                                                 
29 IED. 2007. Special Evaluation Study: Policy-Based Lending: Emerging Practices. Manila: ADB. 
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2. Performance by Sector 
 
36. Sector performance in sovereign operations seems to have mostly improved 
over the years (Table 3), but some caution is in order, given the small proportion that 
has been completed so far and rated. Only 281 of the 737 operations approved from 
2000 to 2010 have been completed and self-evaluated.30 When sample size is taken 
into account, improvements were significant at the 95% confidence level in ANR, health 
and social protection, and public sector management during 2000–2010 as compared 
with 1990–1999. None of these are core operational areas in Strategy 2020. On the 
other hand, education and water supply and other municipal services, areas designated 
as core, registered a statistically significant decline over the two periods, which is of 
concern. 
 
37. The improvement in the performance of ANR operations is further elaborated 
on in Chapter 5 of this AER. The improved performance in the health and social 
protection sectors followed the adoption of ADB’s policy for the health sector in 1999. 
Public sector management also experienced improvement in recent years, as associated 
mostly with successful performance of projects and programs providing support during 
the global economic crisis including post-crisis reforms. 
 
38. The decline in the performance of education sector projects and water and 
other municipal infrastructure services projects was due largely to increasing problems 
in one or two subsectors. In the education sector, poorer performance was particularly 
evident in technical education and vocational skills training projects.31 In water and 
other municipal infrastructure and services, poorer performance was found in water 

                                                 
30 Of the 281 operations, 125 were validated or evaluated by IED. Of 592 operations approved from 1990 to 

1999, 569 were evaluated and rated (and 8 were evaluated but not rated).  
31 In terms of amount disbursed, the decline in education sector performance was not as substantial. A more 

in-depth analysis of performance of the education sector and MDG progress may be provided in the next 
AER. 

Box 1: Multitranche Financing Facility 

Three projects under the multitranche financing facility (MFF)—the Rural Roads 
Sector II Investment Program in India, National Highway Development Sector 
Investment Program in Pakistan, and Gansu Heihe Rural Hydropower 
Development Investment Program in the People’s Republic of China—were 
recently completed and self-evaluated. Operations departments rated the first 
two projects as successful while they rated the latter as highly successful. 
However, it is too early to attribute the success of these projects to the MFF as 
an instrument. Nonetheless, the program completion report for the program in 
the People’s Republic of China recommends use of the MFF modality for 
similar projects in the future because of the smooth implementation of the 
MFF for this particular project. Problems encountered by the program loans in 
India and Pakistan are not unique to MFFs per se: design flaws, delays in 
implementation, weak executing agency capacity, lack of ownership, difficulty 
in complying with social safeguards, etc. However, the MFF was in part 
introduced to overcome these. The approach paper of an ongoing study by the 
Independent Evaluation Department notes that the MFF’s performance has 
been affected by many of the same causal factors that have constrained the 
performance of conventional loans. In certain sectors and country contexts, 
the MFF design did not appear to work as intended, and tranche projects are 
still affected by operational constraints. 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 
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supply and sanitation and urban sector development projects in particular, pointing to 
increasing complexities in these subsectors. 
 

Table 3: Performance of Sovereign Operations by Sector, 1968–2010 
 

  1968–1979  1980–1989   1990–1999  2000–2010a 

Sector 
Total 
No. 

Success 
Rate 
(%) 

 
Total 
No. 

Success 
Rate 
(%) 

 
Total 
No. 

Success 
Rate 
(%) 

 
Total 
No. 

Success 
Rate 
(%) 

Agriculture and 
Natural Resources 81 37 136 43 119 50 42 67 

Education 13 77 21 52 57 83 22 55 

Energy 53 79 54 80 79 80 19 68 

Finance 48 48 28 46 50 54 27 56 

Health and Social 
Protection 2 100 14 36 26 58 10 90 

Industry and Trade 20 70 12 67 18 56 16 50 

Multisector 1 100 13 69 29 76 34 76 

Public Sector 
Management 

 
16 44 33 55 

Transport and ICT 52 85 48 75 107 86 50 82 

Water and Other 
Municipal 
Infrastructure 
and Services 31 61 30 50 68 65 28 54 

Total 301 62 356 60 569 68 281 66 
ICT = information and communications technology, No. = number. 
a The results represent only 39% of total projects and programs approved during this period; hence, 

success rates may change as more projects/programs are evaluated. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

 
39. Of the sectors with no statistically significant change over the two periods 
noted, the multisector project category is of special interest here, given this AER’s 
interest in projects that cater to complementarities of outputs and actions in various 
sectors and subsectors. Multisector projects performed well in general and continued 
to do so in the last decade, however, mainly on account of the large number of crisis 
and emergency response operations. Of the 64 projects approved from 2000, 34 were 
completed and rated by 2011—19 of these were crisis and emergency response 
operations. Eighteen were successful, pointing to ADB’s good track record in this 
area.32 The level of success for other multisector operations was unfortunately much 
lower, which pulled down the overall average success rate for the sector to 76%.33 
Poorly performing projects generally had too many implementing agencies and/or 
locations. These were also sometimes affected by lack of government commitment and 
inadequate institutional capacities. Factors that worked well in some noncrisis-related 
multisector projects were their integration in existing institutional systems, 
complementary investments across sectors, and harmonization of external support 
(particularly in PRC, Lao PDR, and Viet Nam). These factors point to the avenues for 
improvements in multisector operations.  

                                                 
32 One example was the Earthquake and Tsunami Emergency Support Project in Indonesia. Contributing to 

project success were the extensive streamlining of implementation procedures and placement of an ADB 
field office to support implementation near the project. More description is at http://www2.adb.org/ 
Projects/ETESP/default.asp 

33 In terms of dollar amount disbursed, the sector improved its overall performance to 84% (Appendix 3, 
Figure A3.3). 
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40. The finding of good performance of multisector projects should not be held as 
at variance with 2011 DEfR observations that sector components “outside the main 
sector of the project” were less effective (footnote 16). Most of the less effective sector 
components were in projects not categorized as multisector. The project ratings show 
that projects fully designed as operating in multiple sectors for synergistic effects can 
work well, although, as mentioned, in practice success has been highest for multisector 
emergency response projects. More analysis of sector performance is presented in 
Appendix 3. 
 
C. Trends in Performance of Nonsovereign Operations  
 
41. Overview. Twenty-four NSOs have so far been independently evaluated, all 
between 2006 and 2011, using the new criteria for evaluating NSOs.34 They comprised 
11 infrastructure and 13 finance operations. The finance operations comprised seven 
investments in banks and other financial institutions and six investments in private 
equity funds (PEFs). This section provides the first overview of operational performance 
by IED; an SES of the development impact of private sector operations is being 
conducted in 2012. Appendix 5 provides details regarding recent independent 
validations of the operations departments’ extended annual review reports.  
 
42. Sixty-six percent were rated successful or highly successful, 29% less than 
successful, and 4% unsuccessful. This percentage is lower than that reported in the 
DEfR 2011, which pertains to a more recent period.35 Newer NSO projects were more 
often successful than older NSO projects.36 Projects approved until 2000 were more 
often rated less than successful or unsuccessful (43% of all), most being equity funds, 
which were adversely affected by regional and global shocks (such as the 1997 crisis 
and the bursting of the technology bubble in 2000) as well as political instability and 
social unrest in some of the project countries. Only 2 of the 10 evaluated operations 
approved from 2001 to 2006 had ratings below the success line. By sector, 
infrastructure projects fared much better than financial sector projects. All 
infrastructure projects had positive ratings as against only 57% of the investments in 
finance and 17% of the investments in equity funds.  
 
43. Component ratings. NSO projects are evaluated using four main criteria—
development impacts and outcomes, ADB investment profitability, ADB work quality, 
and ADB additionality. Figure 3 shows the aggregate picture for evaluations and 
validations conducted over 2006–2011.  
 
44. Development impacts and outcomes. This project subrating had the highest 
influence on the project’s overall rating—all 16 projects with positive ratings in this 
aspect also had positive overall ratings, while 7 of the 8 projects with negative ratings 
also had negative overall ratings. In five PEFs, the development objectives were not met 
because the fund managers did not stick to the investment objectives and plans for the 
funds as envisaged. For example, one fund was to invest in small and medium 

                                                 
34 The 24 evaluation reports consisted of 16 project performance evaluation reports and 8 extended annual 

review report validation reports. Prior to 2006, NSO projects were evaluated like sovereign projects, using 
the criteria of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability, and impact. Starting in 2006, the new 
criteria for evaluating NSO projects, which were intended to harmonize ADB’s practices with those of other 
Evaluation Cooperation Group members, consisted of development impacts and outcomes, ADB 
investment profitability, ADB work quality, and ADB additionality.  

35 The DEfR 2011 reported a success rate of 72% of 25 NSO projects evaluated from 2009 to 2011 and 
covering projects approved during 1994–2008.  

36 However, only 24% of the 101 projects approved from 1994 to 2006 have been evaluated, so the overall 
success rates per year and per period are only tentative. 
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enterprises in a particular country, but only 10 of its 15 sub-investments were in that 
country and the rest were in developed countries. And, more importantly, only one of 
the fund’s sub-investments was in a smaller enterprise, and the rest were in large 
companies. Similarly, two projects involving financial institutions were to onlend to 
small and medium enterprises but they ended up lending to larger borrowers. All 
infrastructure projects had positive ratings. Most of these projects were well designed 
and their development objectives were well defined—addressing shortages in power, 
natural gas, and urban water.  
 

 
 
45. Eight operations received negative ratings in business success because their 
financial internal rates of return or returns on invested capital were lower than their 
respective weighted average cost of capital—five PEFs, two financial institutions, and 
one infrastructure company. The poor financial performance of the funds was the 
result of unfavorable economic and political factors during project implementation as 
well as the poor performance of the fund managers. The two financial institutions, on 
the other hand, ran into problems with nonperforming loans that eventually affected 
their profitability. The lone infrastructure (transmission) project with a negative rating 
was affected by cost overruns and regulatory revisions to the tariff formula. 
  
46. The only subcriterion under development impact and outcomes under which all 
projects performed well was environmental, safety, health, and social performance. The 
projects materially complied with most key standards in host country laws and 
regulations and those set by ADB at approval. Five projects earned excellent ratings 
here, as they exceeded standards by demonstrating relevant new technologies and risk 
control standards. 
 

Figure 3: Component Ratings of Nonsovereign Operations, 2006–2011 
 

 
 

ADB = Asian Development Bank. 
Note: Sixteen nonsovereign operation projects were evaluated and eight  extended annual 
review reports were validated during 2006–2011. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department.  
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47. ADB investment profitability. Eighteen of 24 projects had positive ratings in 
this category but six had negative, because the financial internal rates of return of 
ADB’s equity investments in five PEFs and one power company were lower than the at-
approval minimum return expectations. In the case of investments in equity funds, 
ADB’s profitability is tied to the performance of the funds, because returns are limited 
to distributions made by the funds from earnings from their sub-investments. As 
mentioned earlier, these funds were adversely affected by various country, regional, 
and global shocks over the period. Five projects had excellent ratings as a result of 
above-average returns to ADB on its equity investments in two infrastructure 
companies and three financial institutions. 
 
48. The strong results were due to one or two of the following factors: high 
dividend yields; big capital gains from the sale of the shares through trade sale or 
exercise of put options; and/or substantial appreciation in share prices in the case of 
investments in companies whose shares were subsequently listed on stock exchanges. 
All 11 operations that involved purely loans and guarantees (i.e., no equity 
investments) were rated satisfactory. There were no repayment defaults and all margins 
and fees were within acceptable multiples of comparable ADB projects. 
 
49. ADB work quality. Again, 18 of 24 projects had positive ratings but 6 had 
negative. ADB performed poorly in screening, appraisal, and structuring of nine 
projects (38%), rating less than satisfactory in this area. Some of the ADB shortcomings 
were poor product design, inadequate risk assessment, overly optimistic demand 
estimates, and ambitious project objectives. IED noted a big improvement in this area 
over time. Seven of the nine projects that had negative ratings were approved from 
1994 to 2000, while only two were approved from 2001 to 2006.37  
 
50. Seven projects (29%) rated less than satisfactory in monitoring and supervision. 
The main weaknesses in this area were limited communication of ADB with the client, 
the lack of indicators to monitor performance, and the lack of actual monitoring of 
subloans and sub-investments to ensure that the original purposes of the projects were 
being pursued.  
 
51. ADB’s role and contribution was rated highly, with 7 excellent ratings, 13 
satisfactory ratings, and only 4 less than satisfactory ratings. There was a high degree 
of correlation between the ratings in this subcriterion of ADB work quality and the 
main criterion of ADB additionality. This suggests that there is some overlap in the 
definitions of the two indicators. 
 
52. ADB additionality. Independent evaluations and validations rated ADB 
additionality favorably. Twenty of the 24 evaluated projects had positive ratings in this 
category. ADB finance was seen as a necessary condition for the timely realization of 
the project, particularly during periods when credit and risk capital were hard to come 
by. There was often strong evidence that ADB participation in projects provided 
sufficient comfort to attract commercial lenders and private financiers. ADB likewise 
contributed to improved performance, especially towards the achievement of 
development objectives. In the few cases where ADB additionality was rated negatively, 

                                                 
37 In response to the draft AER report, the Private Sector Operations Department commented that it is 

continuing to improve project design, improve the quality of the design and monitoring frameworks, and 
enhance supervision and timing of exits. Furthermore, it is actively exploring opportunities for investment 
in the health, agribusiness, and education sectors and is committed to meeting its targets for investments 
in ADF countries. 
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ADB participation in the projects was deemed unnecessary because either ADB came in 
too late or it did not help catalyze investments from other sources.  
 
D. Quality of Project Supervision and Project Success 
 
53. IED reviewed all 75 public sector PCRs from 2011 with regard to problems 
reported concerning ADB supervision during implementation. IED also used data from 
the 2010 DEfR based on 87 PCRs from 2010 on the same issues (Appendix 6). In the 
2011 and 2010 PCRs, 37% indicated project supervision problems, including insufficient 
missions and supervision by ADB and the frequent turnover of ADB project officers. 
Other problems cited were inexperience in following procurement procedures, project 
officers not wishing to deviate from the earlier agreed-upon project administration 
manual, delays in responses regarding the approval of procurement contracts, and 
failure to promptly recognize and take action on executing agency problems. The DEfRs 
continue to report a decline in ADB’s internal administrative expenses per project since 
the 2004–2006 baseline years, in spite of the corporate target to maintain or increase 
the earlier ratios. The persistence of project supervision problems as reported in PCRs 
seems to confirm this as a red traffic light. Another factor of importance is the 
prevalence of staff changes and shortness of staff tenure in administering a specific 
project.  
 
54. IED has been recording data on staff tenure over the past 4 years in the course 
of preparing its PCR validation reports (PCVRs). These data can be used to investigate a 
possible linkage between staff tenure and project success (Appendix 7). Analysis of 169 
PCVRs shows that the average number of years spent by administrative staff on 
projects has remained very stable at a limited 1.9 years/project, ranging from 1.7 years 
in PCVRs issued in 2008 to 2.1 years in 2009.38 The relatively short stays on projects are 
reflected also in the large number of project officers over the lifetime of an approved 
project—3.7 on average. Sector differences are not large, but five validated health 
projects had many project officers and an average of 1.2 years on the job for each 
project officer. Differences for projects in different countries were also noted—with 
high averages for Afghanistan (4.5 project officers per completed project), Kazakhstan 
(4.4), Lao PDR (4.7), and Pakistan (4.0). On the other hand, the tenure period was more 
than 15% above the average in Sri Lanka and the small Pacific island countries.  
 
55. Is length of tenure of project officer, or the number of project officers per 
approved project, a significant factor in project success? One would generally expect so, 
and  8% of PCRs in 2010 and 2011 cited frequent staff turnover as a problem 
(Appendix 6, Table A6.2). But a statistical analysis did not establish a significant 
correlation between staff tenure and project success. The intensity of supervision, i.e., 
the net time spent by project officers on administering a project, may play a more 
significant role, but due to lack of use of time sheets in ADB, a relation with project 
success cannot be established. 
 
56. That the quality of ADB supervision can make a difference to the outcome of a 
project was corroborated in a more general way by a project performance evaluation 
conducted in 2008.39 That study reviewed 155 PCRs and assessed that insufficient ADB 
supervision had occurred in 73% of less than successful and unsuccessful projects, as 

                                                 
38 There was little difference also in years spent on project administration by resident mission staff and 

headquarters staff: 2.0 years for resident mission staff and 1.8 years for headquarters staff. The latter 
factor may be due in part to the frequent midterm delegation of projects from headquarters to resident 
missions.  

39 IED. 2008. Special Evaluation Study: Project Performance and the Project Cycle. Manila: ADB. 
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compared with just 35% of the successful projects. This AER confirms the strong 
correlation, based on 2010 and 2011 PCRs that reported one or more supervision-
related problems.40 While the main responsibility for successful implementation rests 
with the executing agency, ADB can provide guidance and allow for adjustments in 
scope and implementation arrangements when difficulties are encountered. The same 
challenges affect successful projects, but proactive efforts to resolve them eventually 
lead to successful project implementation. A recent World Bank research paper 
concludes—not surprisingly—that task manager quality itself has a significant effect on 
project success, equivalent to that of the country context.41 

57. In their responses to a draft of this AER, some operations departments argued 
that other factors may be equally or more significant than ADB project supervision, 
such as quality of contractors, consultants, and implementing agencies. Twenty-four 
percent of PCRs in 2010 and 2011 rated contractor performance in the project less than 
satisfactory or unsatisfactory, and 22% rated consultant performance less than 
satisfactory or unsatisfactory. IED’s study planned for 2013 on decentralization in ADB 
will include an investigation of whether and under what conditions delegation of 
projects has a significant relationship with project success. 

 

                                                 
40 Projects with reported supervision problems had a success rate of 52%, those without 86%, with a 

statistically significant correlation. Twelve percent of PCRs cited infrequent missions as a supervision 
problem. 

41 C. Denizer, D. Kaufman, A. Kraay. 2012. Good Countries or Good Projects? Macro and Micro Correlates of 
World Bank Project Performance. Policy Research Working Paper 5646. World Bank. A one-standard-
deviation improvement in task manager quality leads to an improvement in the project outcome rating of 
0.26 (on a six-point scale, or about 0.2 standard deviations of the outcome measure). In a slightly different 
calculation, the study concludes that task manager effects account for 32% of the variation in project 
outcomes. 



 

CHAPTER 3 

Findings and Lessons on 

Outputs and Outcomes 
 

 

 

 

58. Improved success of country and project operations ultimately depends on 
conveying the lessons learned by corporate strategists and managers to program and 
project designers and implementers both in ADB and on the client side. This chapter 
reviews some lessons frequently drawn by evaluation studies that should guide both 
strategy and operations. It begins with a section on the linkage of outputs and 
outcomes, as this is currently a subject of wider interest. 
 
A. Contribution of Key Project Outputs to Asia’s 

Infrastructure Assets 
 
59. This section starts with a review of the magnitude of key infrastructure outputs 
and a few other outputs that ADB has been helping to create or improve through the 
projects it supports, in order to assess the difference that they may or may not make to 
some of Asia’s main infrastructure assets, and notably to closing infrastructure gaps 
and filling investment needs. This then leads to a discussion of the need for 
complementary outputs and their recording in ADB’s development effectiveness 
monitoring, as well as their importance in enabling some crucial final regional and 
country development outcomes42 and impacts to materialize, such as poverty reduction, 
reduced inequality and disparities, and environmental sustainability. A longer version of 
this section with supporting base tables is in Supplementary Appendix A. 
 
60. ADB’s DEfRs have been recording aggregate physical outputs and beneficiary 
numbers over the past 5 years. This is an important step in documenting ADB’s 
contribution to development. But leaving it at a presentation of the numbers alone may 
not provide full insight into the difference that these quantities make to the overall 
infrastructure stock or to the population as a whole, in the absence of other 
benchmarks, and in the absence of direct links to sector outcomes.  
 
61. Significant numbers of outputs. ADB-supported projects, in the aggregate, 
programmed a large number of key infrastructure outputs in 2003–2010 to be realized 
over 2009–2016: 125,000 kilometers of roads to be built or upgraded; 6,500 kilometers 
of railways to be built or upgraded; 33,300 megawatts (equivalent) of energy 
generation capacity to be installed; 89,400 classrooms to be built or upgraded; and 3.9 
million hectares of land to be serviced by irrigation, drainage, or flood protection. 
Likewise, ADB-supported projects have been programmed to reach a large number of 

                                                 
42 In this chapter, the terms  development outcomes and impacts can both refer to broader socioeconomic 

developments. There is a continuum between sector outcomes, development outcomes, and impacts. The 
latter two are in fact often used interchangeably, and the former two in the social sectors. Reaching 
development outcomes, e.g., learning by school children, requires more than classrooms and teachers. 
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beneficiaries over this period: 475 million people to benefit from proximity of 
constructed/upgraded roads, 5.7 million households to be newly connected to 
electricity, 6.6 million additional households to be served with water supply, 13.1 
million additional households to be served with sanitation, 25.1 million students to 
benefit from school improvement programs and/or direct support, and 1.7 million 
teachers to be trained in-service or pre-service. 
 
62. To assess the difference these ADB-supported projects make, this AER presents 
a comparison of these figures with estimates of the total infrastructure assets and 
beneficiaries in Asia (Table 4), as per the best information available, drawn mostly from 
international sources.  
 

Table 4: Output and Beneficiary Coverage Programmed, 2003–2010 
(% of total Asian infrastructure assets and population) 

 

ADB Output Coverage Percent 

Road km in the Asia-Pacific region 1.2 
Railway km (in 21 countries with data) 3.6 
MW electricity generation capacity (in 9 countries with data) 2.3 
Classrooms built or upgraded (in 18 countries with data) 8.0 
Teachers trained (in 17 countries with data) 39.0 
Lands improved through irrigation, drainage, and flood management
(in 13 countries with data) 
 

4.0 

ADB Beneficiaries Coverage  
People in municipalities/administrative units covered by roads 11.0 
Road movement by people and goods (in 9 countries with data) 6.0 
Households additionally connected to electricity 1.4 
DMC population additionally covered by ADB water supply projects 0.9 
DMC population additionally covered by ADB sanitation projects 1.8 

Students gaining access to (improved) schools (in 20 countries with data) 21.0 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, DMC = developing member country, km = kilometer, MW = 
megawatt. 
Sources: Full references are in Supplementary Appendix A. World Road Statistics 2010 of the 
International Road Federation; World Development Indicators; Key Indicators (ADB), World Energy 
Outlook, UNESCAP Statistics Division. 

 
63. From the table it is clear that the contribution of ADB-supported projects looks 
less impressive this way. It is in fact usually limited to a small percentage of total 
infrastructure assets and potential beneficiaries. This should not be a surprise, given the 
size of the Asia-Pacific region. ADB-supported projects can be stretched only so far. 
However, the comparison raises some questions, since ADB’s justification for its 
strategic focus on infrastructure relies in large part on the presumed benefits of 
infrastructure provision.43  
 
64. Contribution to the infrastructure need. The AER also looked into the 
contribution the projects were programmed to make to filling Asia’s infrastructure gap. 
This was done in two ways—by (i) using certain benchmarks or comparing with known 

                                                 
43 ADB’s Strategy 2020 (footnote 9) lists the infrastructure gap as one of the nine leading challenges for the 

region: “An infrastructure deficit Is constraining market-led growth and access to social services in many 
countries.” It also states: “ADB investment in infrastructure is fundamental to achieving poverty reduction 
and inclusive growth, and can also contribute to environmentally sustainable growth and regional 
integration.” 
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gap information (Table 5), and (ii) using projections made by a recent ADB flagship 
study called Infrastructure for a Seamless Asia (Table 6). The outputs of ADB-supported 
infrastructure projects to be generated over 8 or so years from around 2010 to 2018 
are likely to fill between 1% and 9% as per infrastructure gap calculations and between 
1% and 7% of the investment need.  
 

Table 5: ADB-Supported Outputs and Asian Infrastructure Gap, 2003–2010 
 

ADB Outputs as % of Infrastructure Need or Gap Percent 

Road km needed to keep up with average GDP growth (5.7%)  2.6 

Road km needed to grow to West European road density  0.6 

Total MW of electricity capacity anticipated for 2013–2016  0.9 

People without improved water supply source  7.1 

People without sanitation  3.6 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, GDP = gross domestic product, km = kilometer, MW = megawatt. 
Sources: World Road Statistics 2010, International Road Federation, World Development Indicators 
(WDI), Key Indicators (ADB), World Energy Outlook (WEO), UNESCAP Statistics Division, Infrastructure 
for a Seamless Asia, OECD-DAC (for ODA figures), government websites (for other country figures). 
See also the Supplementary Appendix A for a fuller discussion: IED. 2012. The Difference Some Key 
ADB Project Outputs and Beneficiaries Make to Asia and the Pacific. Manila: ADB. 

 
Table 6: ADB-Supported Investments, 2003–2010, as Part of Investment Need 

 

Investments Percent 

Roads 3.0 

Railways (ADB portion) 7.5 

Electricity generation 1.3 

Water supply 3.3 

Sanitation 5.1 
ADB = Asian Development Bank. 
Source: Projected by ADB. 2009: Infrastructure for a Seamless Asia. Manila. 

 
65. The conclusion from this brief analysis is that ADB’s support for hard 
infrastructure outputs in the Asia-Pacific region is addressing only a limited portion of 
the infrastructure gap. ADB’s main infrastructure sectors of transport and energy (each 
responsible for one-third of annual financing for projects) are not excluded from this 
finding. In fact, the conclusion applies even more so to the two areas to which ADB 
dedicates most of its lending resources and where some would perhaps anticipate the 
biggest difference to be made. Provided (i) ADB’s clients indeed want more, (ii) they 
can absorb more, and (iii) ADB is in a position to deliver—all of which are by no means 
sure—then sanitation and water supply seem to be the areas where a significant rise in 
ADB’s resources and focus could be argued to make a bigger difference to filling the 
gap, while also contributing to fulfilling the MDGs in a more direct way.  
 
66. A more noticeable impact on the coverage of the infrastructure gap could be 
expected from a significant rise in funds for investment—a doubling at least would 
seem to be necessary for this to reach 10% of the gap (equivalent to the infrastructure 
investment the African Development Bank can be held to make in Africa on per capita 
basis).44 This may however be unlikely to happen, and such a rise in investment support 

                                                 
44 If ADB approved $10 billion for infrastructure in 2010, or $3 per capita per year, the African Development 
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might not easily be absorbed either, given project implementation capacities in many 
of ADB’s DMCs. It is more likely that ADB’s main impact of infrastructure provision is 
not an expanding coverage of and access to infrastructure and the secondary benefits 
from this, but the adoption of best practices in design and implementation of projects 
and programs, operations and maintenance (O&M), promotion of policy and regulatory 
reforms, and development of human and organizational capacity. Through 
infrastructure financing, best practices can also be spread in the areas of procurement, 
private sector involvement, good governance, gender concerns, and environmental and 
social safeguards. ADB’s infrastructure investments should perhaps be the vehicle for 
addressing such wider aims and promoting innovation and adoption of good practices 
beyond the projects supported. The criterion for investing in infrastructure in many 
DMCs should then be whether the projects will further the achievement of these wider 
aims. As was argued in the previous section, another aim of infrastructure 
improvement should be that this may be a necessary component in a larger initiative, 
also covering other components, to achieve poverty reduction and inclusive growth 
more directly. 
 
67. Other types of outputs. ADB produces more than physical infrastructure 
outputs, and these other outputs also need to be supported and monitored to ensure 
that the desired development outcomes and impacts emerge. Next to access and 
coverage, ADB generally aims to address quality, efficiency, and sustainability of the 
infrastructure outputs and services it helps deliver. The key output analysis that ADB 
conducts hence raises a question on methodology and choice of indicators in ADB’s 
results framework: does the current selection of key output indicators in ADB’s results 
framework form a sufficient basis to enable a linkage with sector and development 
outcome analysis? The present group measures only access increase and only a limited 
set, e.g., airports and seaports are not counted. More importantly, it does not measure 
outputs other than those that are access related, e.g., outputs related to quality, 
efficiency, and sustainability. The importance of these complementary outputs for the 
achievement of various development outcomes can be illustrated for the water supply 
sector (Table 7). 
 
68. Hard infrastructure needs to be complemented by various measures to realize 
the full benefits. ADB’s results framework and its DEfR count numbers only for the first 
two output indicators, which both deal with access to water, and they enable such 
outcomes as a greater coverage of water supply (an MDG indicator). But the table 
shows that other types of outputs allow many other types of outcomes to be 
generated, all required for drawing the full benefit that water supply enables when the 
requisite complementary measures are taken.  
 
69. It may well be too complicated to add to ADB results framework a significant 
number of other types of indicators other than those already there, which are related 
to access. Some can be considered, but for a comprehensive roundup of all, the space 
in the results framework and DEfR is too limited. For future analysis of the connect 
between outputs and outcomes, ADB may consider elaborating the guidelines for 
design and monitoring framework (DMF) indicators to assess more systematically the 
benefits of outputs related to improved quality, greater efficiency, and greater 
resilience. ADB is already pursuing the delivery of many complementary outputs, but at 
times it is not yet giving sufficient attention to their adequate analysis. Success in 
operationalizing and implementing the related measures that unleash the full potential 
of the outcomes may be targeted and monitored in regular sector and thematic self-
                                                 

capita per year. ADB. 2011. 2010 Development Effectiveness Review Report. Manila; African Development 
Bank. 2010 Annual Report. Tunis. p. 12. 
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assessments that ADB’s communities of practice are to produce as per ADB’s (now 
expired) knowledge action plan. 
 

Table 7: Outputs and Outcomes in the Water Supply Sector 
 

Type of Output Output Indicator Outcome 
Increased quantity 
of infrastructure 
assets and services 

Water pipe laid (km) 
 

Water treatment capacity added (m3/day) 
 

Additional households benefiting  
 

from improved water supply (number) 

A greater share of the 
population benefiting from 
the comfort of readily 
available water in the house 
for various purposes 

Improved quality of 
infrastructure and 
services 

Chlorinated nonturbid water distributed 
(m3/day) 
 

24-hr water distributed (m3/day) 

Reduction in diseases and 
higher life expectancy 
 

More productive and caring 
time available to household 

Improved efficiency 
of infrastructure 
and services 

Water distributed at tariff above cost 
price while also passing the test of 
affordability (m3) 
 

Reduction in nonrevenue water (m3) 

Self-sustainable water 
company reducing burden on 
national exchequer 
 

Higher availability and lower 
cost of water per unit for the 
household 

Improved resilience/ 
sustainability of 
infrastructure and 
services 

Water companies without subsidies 
(number or %) 
 

Water sources protected (number or %) 

Less taxation and better 
context for private sector 
development 
 

Greener and healthier 
environment 

km = kilometer, m3 = cubic meter. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 
 
70. IED suggests the following actions to improve the achievement of development 
outcomes:  
 

(i) analyzing better and planning linkages among main physical outputs, 
complementary measures, and outcomes during the design stage;  

(ii) linking the necessary complementary activities and outputs during 
implementation; 

(iii) collaborating with other development partners that are working on 
related activities; and  

(iv) post-implementation monitoring of outputs and outcomes at the 
project level. 

 
B. Enablers of Development Outcome Achievement  
 
71. This section provides a selection of key lessons IED has accumulated in recent 
years, notably the need to increase (i) complementarity of investments made to fully 
achieve the development objective, particularly infrastructure investment; (ii) results 
orientation; (iii) attention to capacity development at the country and sector levels;  
(iv) attention to the sustainability of project outputs and outcomes; (v) focus on climate 
change mitigation in energy and transport; and (vi) country resilience to financial 
shocks. 
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1. Need for a High Level of Complementarity of Investments and 
Partnership Arrangements 

 
72. Complementary projects in different sectors can mutually reinforce the 
achievement of desired development outcomes. This was argued in the previous 
section but it is reinforced here. It may be particularly the case for investments in 
infrastructure, if these are to achieve outcomes beyond economic growth, such as 
poverty reduction. An IED evaluation found that rural roads on their own were not a 
sufficient condition for reducing poverty. The poor were not able to take as much 
advantage of the opportunities from the newly constructed or rehabilitated rural road 
projects as the less poor.45 To reach the poor, rural roads need to be implemented in an 
environment in which well-targeted livelihood activities exist, such as agricultural 
extension, microcredit provision, and market construction.  
 
73. The effectiveness of health outcomes is compromised when there is lack of 
synergy among development interventions in water supply, sanitation and waste 
management, and hygiene.46 Land improvements that were a result of ADF support for 
irrigation systems, drainage, and flood management could have translated into higher 
agricultural productivity had progress been made on sector policy reforms determining 
economic incentives for production, and ensuring adequacy of maintenance funds and 
effective support for agricultural extension services, marketing, and rural credit.47  
 
74. Recent independent impact evaluations confirm that synergy between project 
interventions and policy measures can contribute to a greater impact on poverty, 
health, and environment. In Bhutan, rural electrification had a positive impact on the 
wellbeing of households but did not by itself enable new businesses to start or 
flourish. 48  Substantial complementary investments and measures would have been 
required to provide an enabling environment for enhancing economic opportunities 
through the use of electricity.  
 
75. A positive environmental impact due to use of electricity requires discouraging 
fuelwood consumption; increasing awareness of the environmental benefits of 
electrification; and parallel investments in access roads, market development, irrigation 
systems, skills development, and services. The evaluation recommended that the 
government link electricity with income-generating activities such as food processing, 
irrigation services, and eco-friendly micro and small enterprises. Similarly, an earlier 
impact evaluation of rural water supply and sanitation in Pakistan suggested that the 
government take into account sanitation concerns and wastewater and solid waste 
management issues when improving water supply for households, in order to fully 
realize its potential for positive health outcomes.49 
 
76. Experiences of other multilateral development banks confirm the positive 
effects of well-coordinated interventions in different sectors. 50  A good division of 
                                                 
45 IED. 2011. Sharpening the Operational Focus on Inclusive Growth. Learning Lessons. October. Manila: ADB; 

IED. 2006. When Do Rural Roads Benefit the Poor and How? Manila: ADB. 
46 IED. 2011. Attaining Health Outcomes through Synergies of Water Supply, Sanitation, and Hygiene. 

Learning Lessons. Manila: ADB. 
47 IED. 2011. Special Evaluation Study: The Asian Development Fund Operations: A Decade of Supporting 

Poverty Reduction in the Asia and Pacific Region. Manila: ADB. 
48 IED. 2010. Impact Evaluation Study: Assistance for Rural Electrification in Bhutan: Does Electrification 

Improve the Quality of Rural Life? Manila: ADB. 
49 IED. 2009. Impact Evaluation Study: Impact of Rural Water Supply and Sanitation in Punjab, Pakistan. 

Manila: ADB. 
50 IEG. 2011. Overlooked Links in the Results Chain. Evaluation Brief 14. pp. 8–10. Washington, DC: World 

Bank. 
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responsibilities among government and development partners for synergistic support 
to different sectors is preferable to parallel implementation of a series of complex 
multisector projects with a large number of noncore sector components. Evaluations of 
ADB experiences in partnering have pointed to mixed results so far. A 2007 evaluation 
found that there were some constraints to partnerships with other multilateral 
development banks, given ADB’s charter provisions, particularly in relation to 
procurement issues. 51  With the staffing level and skills mix at the time, resident 
missions would face a trade-off between partnering and harmonization and their 
growing in-country project supervision responsibilities. Lack of delegation powers at 
the resident missions was also seen as a problem in that it could hold back staff from 
quick responses to partnering opportunities. The 2010 Financing Partnership Facilities 
evaluation pointed to success with respect to such facilities in water, regional 
cooperation, and clean energy, but reported their coexistence with many related trust 
funds.52 These would benefit from integration in such facilities for reasons of efficiency. 
IED’s 2012 evaluation of the effectiveness of ADB’s support to the MDGs will also cover 
partnerships (MDG-8).  
 
77. Balancing infrastructure development with complementary investments and 
partnerships in education, health and social protection, environment, and ANR is crucial 
in achieving inclusive growth and arresting the widening inequality now witnessed in 
many countries. Moreover, reinforcing synergy of these investments with reforms in 
policies, administration, and governance can further enhance development results 
(footnote 47). Analysis of complementarities, partnerships, and possible synergistic 
effects needs to take place at the levels of country strategy and individual projects; 
evaluative evidence of missed opportunities suggests that ADB can improve in these 
areas. 
 

2. Need for More Results Orientation at Various Levels 
 
78. Effective development cooperation benefits from a deliberate results 
orientation. For ADB, this implies that a conscious effort is made at various levels, 
starting from the corporate level; then the levels of sector operational plans and 
country programming; and ending in the improved formulation, monitoring, and 
reporting of outputs and outcomes at the project level. An evaluation of ADB’s 
Managing for Development Results (MfDR) agenda last year53 concluded that ADB was 
well underway in applying a results-based approach at the corporate level, although 
improvements were still suggested, especially at the level of outcome analysis. At the 
lower levels, more improvements were viewed as needed. 
 
79. Corporate results framework. Results management generally has to start 
from the top. The corporate level is hence the right level from which to start 
mainstreaming results orientation in ADB. ADB’s Strategy 2020 is concrete and selective 
at the operational and organizational effectiveness levels, and ADB’s corporate results 
framework uses measurable indicators with baselines and targets to steer the 
organization at these overall levels. The way the current results framework is structured 
may, however, have led to a focus on some institutional targets to the detriment of 
others that are not specified, although they are part of ADB’s business and in the spirit 
of Strategy 2020. While there is a need to be selective, and while too many targets 
distract, those that are now in the framework seem in practice reinforced to a level 

                                                 
51 IED. 2007. Special Evaluation Study: The Asian Development Bank’s Approaches to Partnering and 

Harmonization: In the Context of the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness. Manila: ADB. 
52 IED. 2010. Special Evaluation Study: Financing Partnership Facilities. Manila: ADB. 
53 IED. 2011. Special Evaluation Study: Managing for Development Results. Manila: ADB. 
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where they tend to overshadow softer targets (or targets for softer sectors), which are 
left out for reasons of brevity. 
 
80. An example is the target of 80% financing for Strategy 2020 core operational 
areas by 2012. The DEfR 2011 reports a 96% achievement for the year 2011, after an 
achievement of 92% for 2010. This implies that other operational areas, e.g., 
agriculture, health, industry and trade, and public sector management, had dwindled 
to 4%, although the Strategy allowed up to 20% of business going into these areas. Yet 
Strategy 2020 also reserves significant space to accommodate country demand for 
sector support. 54  Tunnel vision is a well-known problem connected with results 
frameworks and needs to be kept in check as could be done, for example by putting in 
separate targets for areas currently at risk of atrophy (particularly health and social 
protection—or simply a target to aim for 20% of financing for other than core areas). 
Things that do not get measured may no longer get done. This then speaks against a 
too restrictive number of targets for a complex demand-responsive development 
institution like ADB. IED suggests to consider including separate ”growth targets” for 
financing of social protection, health, agriculture, and perhaps public sector 
management in the short run (perhaps with the specification that they apply only or 
especially to group A, B, or C countries). These targets need to be based on a baseline 
average of support provided in recent years, and individually and jointly come to a 
higher number and proportion in the near future (if so decided). 
 
81. The current outcome analysis in the DEfR can be improved if (i) more use is 
made of impact evaluations, several of which are now under way in regional 
departments; and (ii) PCRs more systematically report the results of special end-of-
project data collection on socioeconomic and other outcomes of projects and programs, 
where appropriate. To this end, projects may need to receive additional budget from 
special trust funds, if borrowers and executing agencies are unwilling or unable to 
finance and implement this.  
 
82. Sector and thematic operational plans. Although the overall assessment was 
positive, the MfDR evaluation concluded that the results orientation of several of ADB’s 
corporate sector/thematic plans is ambiguous. Since 2008, ADB has initiated 10 
corporate sector/thematic plans, of which seven have been finalized. The evaluation has 
noted that there appears to be substantial variation in their structures and purposes. 
Most have a long horizon of about 10 years and do not function as action plans with 
clear time-bound targets. Some do not identify where ADB needs to direct its resources 
in the short run, and to the exclusion of what; several do not state who is to do what 
by when. Most rather function as loose and inclusive frameworks, within which a wide 
range of sector/thematic operations can be designed and implemented. This would be 
more akin to guidance notes or handbooks. Many do not state the extent of growth or 
contraction of sector or thematic work that ADB foresees as needed.  
 
83. Specifying corporate growth or contraction in a sector may indeed be difficult, 
given that ADB also follows a country demand-driven model. But if country demand 
were the only determinant of ADB work, then the purpose of the corporate plan as a 
prescriptive document would be unclear. As the plans are not approved by the Board, 
their authority may also be an issue. Some have a results framework with detailed 
information, while others have a DMF structure. The latter is an instrument that fits a 
project more than a corporate sector strategy. Both the sector results framework and 
DMF often lack baseline data and quantified and time-bound targets. Many of the 
                                                 
54 Strategy 2020: “ADB believes that it can best work to eliminate poverty only when its strategic agenda 

coincides with DMCs’ expressed needs. Country responsiveness will be vital under Strategy 2020…” 
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sector operational plans do not include a clear commitment to report annual progress 
to Management (or indeed the Board). This does not conform to the MfDR approach 
and does not facilitate alignment with the overall corporate results framework.  
 
84. Closer review of the purposes and the contents of these plans would help steer 
ADB resources to the areas where they are most needed. Improving the monitoring and 
reporting of results might well be helped if an indicator were included in the revised 
corporate results framework to monitor the compliance with annual or biannual 
reporting to Management and the Board on the progress of the implementation of the 
plans,55 and short descriptions of progress made for each in an appendix of the DEfR.  
 
85. Country results frameworks and sector results frameworks. At the country 
level, ADB made progress through its approval of a new structure for the CPS 
document in 2010 and the attachment of a new format for the country results 
framework, which more clearly links ADB’s priority sectors and themes to government 
priorities and strategies and requires indicators that quantify the financial support 
foreseen. After 2 years of implementation, a review of this approach would be valuable 
in determining whether it delivered more satisfactory results. CAPEs and CPSFR 
validations have often argued that past results frameworks did not provide the 
necessary bases for evaluating the success of the programs. They either had 
inappropriate or unmonitorable indicators, or lacked baseline information or time-
bound targets in some or all areas.56  
 
86. IED has seen some improvement in recent final review submissions for 
completed CPSs, but its attempt to validate the operations departments’ assessments 
of its country program is sometimes constrained by the low quality of supporting 
information (para. 22). 
 
87. CAPEs and sector assistance program evaluations (SAPEs) have often registered 
implementation problems, and some executing agencies have pointed to ADB’s 
structure and processes as one factor. To improve in this area, country strategies could 
more deliberately target client satisfaction, and set standards for this in the country 
results framework. This would then also help the use and usefulness of these 
frameworks. The level of achievement could be assessed through a country client 
satisfaction survey, and reported in the final review. This should not imply much more 
additional work for country programming teams, as many already conduct such 
surveys—even if small in many cases. Systematizing these surveys, by including some 
standard questions on (i) strategic positioning and relevance, (ii) efficiency of resident 
missions and headquarters services, and (iii) quality of advice and supervision would 
have the benefit that the responses could then be aggregated for the benefit of annual 
corporate monitoring through the DEfR (with targets for client satisfaction in some 
areas set by the ADB results framework). Every year, perhaps a quarter of all ADB’s 
DMCs (6–8 or so) need a new CPS.57 Setting concrete client satisfaction targets, for 
example for project executing agencies, would bring the ADB results framework closer 
to the original balanced scorecard concept, in which customer satisfaction is one of the 
four perspectives. Annual corporate monitoring of satisfaction with ongoing service 

                                                 
55 Indicator: Annual progress reports submitted for each of the 13 sector and thematic operational plans (%). 
56 In response to a draft of this AER, several regional departments argued that they are now focusing on 

sector results frameworks as the previously missing link between country results frameworks and project 
design and monitoring frameworks. This should help CPS preparation and country portfolio reviews. 

57 The World Bank’s new results framework includes a composite indicator “Clients’ impression of Bank 
effectiveness” based on its country survey program, with mandatory surveys and some standard questions 
in the context of country assistance strategy preparation. World Bank. 2011. WB4R: World Bank for Results 
2011. Washington, DC. 
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delivery would help bridge the gap between levels 1 and 2 on the one hand, and 3 and 
4 on the other.  
 
88. Project design and monitoring frameworks. Despite the training that ADB 
provides and some improvement made in 2010, the quality of project DMFs remains 
mixed, as characterized by poorly formulated indicators, data sources, outputs, and 
outcomes.58 The DMFs guide the results to be achieved and the monitoring that needs 
to take place to establish the project’s outputs, outcomes, and impacts. Too few 
projects currently seem to have all the needed baseline data in DMFs, while many do 
not collect data on development outcomes at or after completion. 
 
89. For example, this AER found that only 37% of PCRs in agriculture and food 
security-related sectors reported having used special surveys to estimate the 
development outcomes achieved. This matches 2009 DEfR observations that only about 
40% of all PCRs rely on end-of-project socioeconomic surveys or equivalent secondary 
sources to report on poverty reduction and other impacts. Furthermore, given the 
limited cumulative impact of ADB’s physical infrastructure investments in closing Asia’s 
infrastructure gap, and their potentially greater impacts as demonstration and capacity 
development projects, there may be a good argument for ADB to take more measures 
for postproject monitoring and evaluation. This could then lead to better knowledge 
about the types of development outcomes that can be expected from such projects, 
and the conditions under which these can be maximized. As suggested earlier, this may 
benefit from a higher dedication of TA resources to individual projects, where outcome 
measurement through surveys can improve the knowledge base on the effects of 
program interventions. It may also require further stepping up of capacity development 
programs in national monitoring and evaluation systems.  
 
90. Including a target to this effect in ADB’s results framework may well provide a 
compelling incentive, e.g., a growing percentage of baseline and end-of-project 
development outcome surveys over the years. The Inter-American Development Bank’s 
2008 development effectiveness framework pays much attention to the evaluability 
scores of project proposals; ADB’s work to rate the quality of DMFs annually suggests 
that setting a corporate target to improve the quality annually would not imply much 
extra work and could provide a useful incentive where, so far, little progress has been 
made over the years.59  
 
91. Improving the results orientation at the level of projects also requires improving 
staff accountability in the preparation and monitoring of DMFs, and expanding staff 
training. Ultimately, efforts will need to be stepped up in the development of selected 
statistics and capacity development of executing agencies in MfDR. Some of this is 
already underway. 
 

3. Need for More Attention to Capacity Development  
 
92. Improving capacity in ADB requires more attention to systematically assessing 
capacity issues in a country before ADB approves lending, and consequently to 
addressing capacity constraints as part of lending and TA operations. Holistic 
                                                 
58 This is corroborated by checks undertaken by ADB, and reported in ADB. 2011. 2010 Annual Portfolio 

Performance Report. Manila. Outcomes and outputs were defined satisfactorily in less than 60% of all 
DMFs. 

59 If more convenient and straightforward, the DMF quality indicator could cover a countable aspect of a 
DMF, e.g. whether 50% or more of the indicators in a DMF at the outputs and outcomes levels have been 
assigned a baseline value and a target. The performance standard would be 80% of such DMFs meeting 
this criterion. 
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approaches are needed at the country and sector levels that address the policy 
environment of interventions, legal or regulatory powers, staff incentives, and stable 
financial resources. Weak institutional capacity has consistently constrained the 
effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability of ADB support. Too many of the capacity 
development efforts were relying on the provision of one-off TA.60  
 
93. Recent CAPEs have noted the following problems: (i) insufficient baseline 
assessments at all levels; (ii) a focus on improving technical skills at the individual level; 
(iii) much of the capacity development support being provided through advisory TA 
grants, without long-term continuity and an exit strategy; (iv) lack of performance 
indicators for measuring and monitoring capacity development; (v) lack of integration 
of project management units in which capacity development activities are located into 
the mainstream activities of executing agencies; (vi) late assignment of key counterpart 
staff; (vii) high counterpart staff turnover; (viii) lack of understanding of capacity 
development as a process; and (ix) political economy factors suppressing the capacities 
that have been developed. CAPEs report an overreliance on TA to generate sector and 
thematic knowledge, which has hampered the degree to which ADB staff are able to 
participate effectively in sector strategy formulation and policy dialogue. 
 
94. Evaluations completed in 2011 have confirmed the continuing challenges with 
capacity development for Pacific countries. Weak institutional capacity has influenced 
the poor performance in ADB’s governance support and made the implementation of 
transport programs more difficult.61 Many governance projects, covering public sector 
management operations as well as governance-related components in other operations, 
did not achieve the required outputs and outcomes. Similarly, weak institutions in the 
transport sector placed project effectiveness and sustainability in the Pacific at risk. ADB 
has provided substantial support to transport in the Pacific, and the road projects have 
reduced vehicle operating costs and travel time, provided better market access for 
farmers, increased job opportunities, and improved access to health and education 
facilities. But a recent SAPE (footnote 61) expressed concern regarding the 
sustainability of these outcomes due to poor technical capacity of the transport 
institutions involved, and inadequate maintenance funds. This is of concern, given that 
ADB has recently scaled up support for infrastructure development. 
 
95. In the Pacific, ADB should scale up capacity supplementation and facilitate skills 
transfer to local staff in the short term.62 In the long term, the build-up of skilled 
personnel should be supported through appropriate technical education to meet the 
skills demand of Pacific countries. Aid coordination and harmonization have a positive 
influence on Pacific DMCs’ capacity development and were found helpful in improving 
development effectiveness. Previous studies noted successful capacity development 
initiatives in partnership with other development partners wherein some countries were 
able to build up collective capacity to effect change.63 
 

                                                 
60 IED. 2011. Special Evaluation Study: Asian Development Fund Operations—A Decade of Supporting 

Poverty Reduction in the Asia and Pacific Region. Manila: ADB. 
61 IED. 2011. Sector Assistance Program Evaluation: Transport Sector in the Pacific Developing Member 

Countries (1995–2010). Manila: ADB; IED. 2011. Special Evaluation Study: Asian Development Bank's 
Support for Promoting Good Governance in Pacific Developing Member Countries. Manila: ADB. 

62 The Pacific Department has confirmed that it is currently undertaking capacity development through a mix 
of capacity substitution and skills transfer to ensure high quality project implementation and build 
sustainable institutions. 

63 ADB. 2007. Pacific Capacity Development Study. Consultant’s Report. Manila (TA 6245-REG, pp. 2 and 43); 
IED. 2008. Special Evaluation Study: Effectiveness of ADB’s Capacity Development Assistance—How to Get 
Institutions Right. Manila: ADB (para. 53, Box 20). 
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96. Despite country efforts to improve coordination through various agreements, 
more recent evaluations have noted that the growing influx of aid in the Pacific still 
runs the risk of poor coordination and fragmentation—hence requiring better 
coordination and capacity. On ADB’s end, this necessitates continued partnership 
building with both traditional and nontraditional ADB partners, strengthening 
collaboration within ADB (e.g., maximizing access to knowledge products), effective 
leveraging of ADB’s limited resources (e.g., joint diagnostics), and sharper focus on 
areas where it has clear comparative advantages (e.g., managing knowledge products 
to get the proper attention in the Pacific policy arena). The responsible department 
responded to a draft of this AER that many initiatives have already been taken in this 
regard, as also referenced in ADB’s Management response to an IED study on good 
governance in the Pacific (footnote 61).64 
 
97. The experiences of other development partners also support an integrated view 
of capacity development programs, linking training with activities directed at 
organizational and institutional change. A lesson from various World Bank 
development projects is that capacity development programs should be based on an 
adequate upfront assessment of capacity and incorporate ways to monitor and 
evaluate results. This requires taking into account political factors in addition to 
geographic and sector considerations. 65  Australian Agency for International 
Development (AusAID) likewise suggests ascertaining political factors in designing and 
carrying out capacity development programs. AusAID recognizes the need to nurture a 
culture of leadership at all levels of management as well as establishing internal 
incentives to enhance ownership and bring about effective and sustainable outcomes.66 
 

4. Need for Special Attention to the Sustainability of Project Outputs 
and Outcomes 

 
98. Evaluation studies have reflected the need to enhance the sustainability of ADB-
supported outcomes. Project effectiveness does not guarantee sustainability of 
outcomes. From 2001 to 2011, 20% of projects rated effective or better suffered from 
sustainability issues (based on PCR ratings). Poor sustainability ratings for investment 
projects are generally due to one or more such factors as a weak institutional and 
organizational environment, lack of political will to sustain, policy reversals, inadequate 
O&M policy, inadequate staff numbers, inadequately trained staff, inadequate 
procedures, lack of budget, and changing conditions (including natural disasters).67 All 
of these are not helped by the lack of exit plans of project implementation units,68 and 
insufficient postproject monitoring and other follow-up. 
 
99. ADB’s current Risk Assessment and Management Plan focuses on procurement, 
corruption, and public financial management risks, which are a subset of risks to 
sustainability. A good risk assessment should, in IED’s view, go beyond addressing 
governance concerns and be geared to ensuring the sustainability of project outcomes. 

                                                 
64 One such initiative is the Pacific Region Infrastructure Facility, of which PARD is a founding member. It is 

set up to improve coordination and harmonization between ADB, Australia, European Union, European 
Investment Bank, New Zealand, and the World Bank Group. 

65 World Bank Institute. 2006. Capacity Development Briefs. Linking Individual, Organizational and 
Institutional Capacity Building to Results. Washington, DC. Available: http://www.worldbank.org/capacity 

66 Australian Agency for International Development. AusAID’s Capacity Building—Lessons Learned. Available: 
www.ausaid.gov.au/business/pdf/Capacity_Building_Lessons_Learned.pdf 

67 IED. 2010. Special Evaluation Study: Post Completion Sustainability of Asian Development Bank-Assisted 
Project. Manila: ADB. 

68 Operations Evaluation Department. 2005. Special Evaluation Study: The Role of Project Implementation 
Units. Manila: ADB. 
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As per the good practice standards for evaluations, 69  a sustainability assessment 
considers several aspects of sustainability, as applicable: technical, financial, economic, 
social, political, and environmental. It also considers the degree of government 
ownership of and commitment to the project’s objectives; the ownership of other 
stakeholders (e.g., the private sector and civil society); and the degree of institutional 
support and the quality of governance. The risk and potential impact of natural 
resource and other disasters is also considered. Expanding the remit of the Risk 
Assessment and Management Plan to cover sustainability issues in full should be 
considered.70 
 
100. Identifying and mitigating country- and sector-specific risks to project 
sustainability should be started during country and sector support programming. This 
would benefit from assessments of public expenditures, revenues, and borrowing 
jointly with client governments and other development partners and stakeholders as 
part of the public financial management under country risk assessments, also taking 
into account policies and practices for pricing, cost recovery, and financing options and 
provisions. During project implementation, a tougher stance by ADB might also help, 
for instance, when loan covenants regarding increased road maintenance funding are 
not adhered to. 
 
101. A first step to improve sustainability is to gradually build up the experience 
with the sustainability of past ADB-supported investments. This could then inform 
sector assessments. IED has recommended that ADB undertake more postproject 
monitoring to deepen its understanding of outcomes and to assess better their 
sustainability. 71  ADB can learn from the issues discovered and also inform the 
government of these issues in order to start corrective action. The assessments could 
also update economic and financial analysis, and improve such analysis in the future. 
This would complement current initiatives to conduct impact evaluation in selected 
areas. Preferably the government should take a lead role in postproject monitoring, but 
if this cannot be done. then ADB should consider facilitating grant funding for this 
purpose through special trust funds, as with other development outcome data 
collection. 
 

5. Need for Focus on Climate Change Mitigation in Energy and 
Transport 

 
102. ADB needs to assess the GHG implications of its investments and interventions. 
ADB also needs to deepen GHG-efficient investments, particularly renewable energy, 
methane capture, and energy efficiency. Climate change is emerging as an important 
threat to economic development, environment, and public health. While this is a global 
challenge, most of the people vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate change live in 
the Asia-Pacific region. In addressing the impacts of climate change, ADB has engaged 
in initiatives that aim to reduce GHG emissions through its clean energy investments, 
energy efficiency improvements in industry and buildings, and carbon emission 
reduction in transport projects.72 Evaluation of these initiatives has indicated that ADB’s 

                                                 
69 Evaluation Cooperation Group. 2012. Good Practice Standards for the Evaluation of Public Sector 

Operations. Operational Procedure 21.1. February. Revised Edition. 
70 The implementation review of the Second Governance and Anticorruption Plan, planned for 2012 will 

hopefully contribute to a more comprehensive sustainability assessment. IED’s 2013 study on governance 
may also assess the plans in quality and effectiveness. 

71 At least one department has responded that it is already picking up on this by instituting “post-program 
monitoring frameworks” for single-tranche program loans. 

72 ADB’s 2010 Sustainable Transport Initiative Operational Plan indicates awareness and growing activity in 
this area. 
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focus on GHG-efficient investments in the energy sector, specifically in power 
generation, has increased through time.73 Evaluation findings also noted, however, that 
support for energy-efficient improvements in industry and buildings has yet to expand. 
ADB’s limited support to industrial energy efficiency improvement was attributed, 
among other things, to ADB's lack of engagement and expertise in financing industrial 
projects and financial intermediaries thereto. Moreover, delimiting low carbon 
initiatives in power generation were the high cost of renewable energy, affordable cost 
of power generation from coal power plants, and highly accessible coal reserves. In the 
transport sector, findings illustrated that using an alternative project mix (e.g., 20% of 
ADB’s 2000–2009 expressway spending used in railway rehabilitation) could have 
resulted in lower carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions. Evaluation findings noted that 
increasing the road capacity does not lead to CO2 decreases or related reduction in fuel 
consumption, pollution, or congestion unless strong mitigation measures are taken.74 
 
103. More opportunities exist to support low carbon initiatives in the energy and 
transport sectors. For energy, increasing access to low energy cost from renewable 
energy, promoting efficient coal-based power generation technologies and exploring 
appropriate financing mechanisms for such technologies, and facilitating demand-side 
energy efficiency improvements are deemed important solutions in reducing GHG 
emissions in the sector. Specifically, reducing energy cost from renewable energy can 
be achieved by developing more appropriate technologies for the Asia-Pacific region, 
promoting regional manufacturing of renewable energy equipment, and making use of 
scale economies arising from increased penetration of renewable energy technologies 
in the region. Relative to promoting efficient coal-based power generation technologies, 
these may cover supercritical boilers, integrated gasification combined cycle power 
plants, and carbon capture and sequestration projects. 75  
 
104. Beyond institutional reform of energy sector entities, there is also a need for 
greater emphasis on policy and regulatory reforms to promote GHG efficiency (e.g., 
encouraging investments in district heating systems and coal bed methane recovery in 
the PRC and policy framework for renewable energy investments in Pakistan).76 On 
demand-side energy efficiency improvements, support can encompass promotion of 
commercial financing of investments in industry and buildings as well as improving 
government capacity for verification and enforcement of energy efficiency regulations 
(e.g., in building construction as well as in manufacturing and marketing energy-
efficient appliances).77 
 
105. By comparison, demand-side energy efficiency and policy-oriented projects 
seem to be underemphasized in the World Bank’s portfolio as well. While there were 
successful projects, internal World Bank incentives work against such projects, since 
they are often small in scale but demand more staff work and require continued client 
engagement. Evaluation findings noted a preference for investments in power 
generation, given the ease of implementing visible projects as compared with 
investments in efficiency that deal with behavior changes.78 On the other hand there is 

                                                 
73 A recent ADB report notes a significant shift in nonsovereign operations to green energy projects in recent 

years (ADB. 2012. 2011 Annual Portfolio Performance Report. Manila. In process.) 
74 IED. 2010. Evaluation Knowledge Brief: Reducing Carbon Emissions from Transport Projects. Manila: ADB. 
75 The regional departments are currently implementing new measures to address climate change and 

support low carbon initiatives. 
76 IED. 2009. Evaluation Knowledge Brief: Greenhouse Gas Implications of ADB’s Energy Sector Operations. 

Manila: ADB. 
77 IED. 2011. Evaluation Knowledge Brief: Review of Energy Efficiency Interventions. Manila: ADB. 
78 IEG. 2008. Climate Change and the World Bank Group-Phase 1: An Evaluation of World Bank Win-Win 

Energy Policy Reforms. Fast Track Brief. 27 August. Washington, DC: World Bank. 
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the demand-side problem of energy pricing in many DMCs. The viability of most energy 
efficiency interventions is directly related to the economic pricing of energy. In 
Bangladesh, policies to manage demand for natural gas and its wasteful use are 
bedeviled by poor pricing. Likewise, promoting demand-side management for 
petroleum products is difficult in Indonesia due to large subsidies. 
  
106. An integrated investment strategy in the transport sector allows more options 
to achieve CO2 reduction. Sustainable low-carbon transportation strategies require 
careful balancing of investments in different travel modes; policies to manage traffic, 
public transport services, and street space; appropriate pricing of mobility options; and 
coordination with urban development policies. Country experiences showed that a mix 
of investments in both demand- and supply-side strategies is more cost effective in 
producing both environmental and economic outcomes. Consequently, this raises the 
need for ADB to consider support for integrated approaches to urban planning and 
management and to ensure synergy of transportation, urban design, land use, and 
natural resource protection interventions—requiring capacity development within 
DMCs and ADB, funding of pilot programs, and partnerships with multidisciplinary 
teams of experts and decision makers (footnote 74).  
 

6. Need for Increasing Country Resilience to Financial Shocks  
 
107. A 2011 evaluation found that ADB was able to effectively mobilize resources in 
response to the global economic crisis in 2008–2009 (footnote 1). It effectively used its 
regular loan and TA products for crisis response purposes, improved DMCs’ access to 
trade finance by increasing funds under the trade finance program, and established the 
countercyclical support facility (CSF) for DMCs eligible for ordinary capital resources 
(OCR) borrowing, including countries eligible for both ADF and OCR financing. The 
evaluation however noted that ADB’s crisis response poses a tradeoff with its regular 
lending operations (i.e., increased crisis lending conversely reduces regular lending 
operations). The latter did not suffer, but this was due to the special circumstance that 
prevailed at the time, of a temporary growth in capital head room in ADB that matched 
the CSF repayment structure. 
 
108. In a crisis situation, making resources available to DMCs is of prime importance. 
Care should be taken to evenly distribute such resources. ADB was able to successfully 
mobilize substantial resources to help DMCs; however, the benefits of that support 
were unevenly distributed, while they were delivered after the crisis was averted and 
the countries were on their way to recovery. In other words, timeliness of the support 
was a problem. Lower disbursements and net resource transfers were made to 
countries severely affected by the crisis than those to moderately and least-affected 
countries.  
 
109. In hindsight, a more rigorous eligibility assessment could have improved the 
targeting of development assistance. The establishment of a concessional crisis-
response window for countries eligible only for ADF financing would have extended 
support to smaller and poorer countries greatly hit by the crisis. Moreover, had the CSF 
been offered with greater flexibility (in terms of loan size and tenor), the instrument 
would have been more effective in responding to the diverse needs and circumstances 
of crisis-affected DMCs. Consequently, a precautionary financing instrument could be a 
variant of CSF providing support to middle-income countries (e.g., contingent loan 
provided to Indonesia). Since the instrument is meant to provide a strong signal of 
confidence in the DMCs economy during crisis, its responsiveness centers on fast-track 
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loan processing and joint multidonor financing. CSF utilization for social safety net 
programs could also be an effective way of helping DMCs become resilient to crises.  
 
110. This, however, requires collaboration with other development partners in 
developing comprehensive programs, and having well-targeted social protection 
systems in the DMCs, taking into account country vulnerabilities, affordability, and 
administrative and political economy. The trade finance program has however been an 
excellent crisis-response instrument. While program disbursement is not comparable to 
the trade volume in the region and in corresponding DMCs, the trade finance program 
helped boost market confidence and lowered credit risk for local banks in DMCs (e.g., 
support provided to Viet Nam). 
 
111. Further improving ADB’s institutional readiness requires greater operational 
flexibility and timeliness of support, and better coordination and collaboration within 
ADB. The 2011 evaluation found that ADB was better prepared institutionally to 
respond to the recent crisis as compared with the 1997 Asian crisis. However, ADB 
could have more efficiently and effectively responded to the crisis had there been  
(i) greater operational flexibility and timely financing, (ii) an institutional arrangement 
wherein there is one nodal lead coordinating crisis-related responses, (iii) a better 
collaborative approach that would have allowed cross-departmental use of experienced 
and highly skilled staff to further improve the quality of products and processing time, 
and (iv) surveillance of more countries and regions to assess the vulnerability of 
DMCs.79 A recent IED paper on the implications of a possible Euro crisis for Asia and 
ADB recommends that the latter take stock of its overall crisis preparation and response 
strategy. Arguably the most resounding lesson of MDB support for DMCs in responding 
to the 2008–2009 crisis is seen as the importance of good preparation—especially in 
the design of effective safety net systems, for which increasing demand was seen by 
authorities, especially in emerging economies.80 
 
112. An assessment by the World Bank identified similar crucial factors for ensuring 
the effectiveness of crisis response.81 These highlighted the need for speed and quality 
of response; the value of preparedness and more effective early warning mechanisms; 
leveraging of resources within and among development partners; focus on results in 
monitoring, evaluation, and reporting; addressing fiduciary concerns as well as 
adhering to environmental and social safeguards; and giving sufficient attention to 
poverty and social safety nets as well as environment and climate change.  
 
113. An assessment of International Monetary Fund (IMF) surveillance over the 
period leading to the global financial and economic crisis indicated factors that have 
hindered IMF's ability to identify the mounting risks.82 These included a high degree of 
groupthink, intellectual capture, a general mindset that a major financial crisis in large 
advanced economies was unlikely, and inadequate analytical approaches. This was 
compounded by weak internal governance and political constraints. In enhancing the 
effectiveness of surveillance, a need was seen to clarify roles and responsibilities and to 
establish an accountability framework within the institution. One of the 
recommendations was for IMF to create a risk assessment unit that would report 
directly to Management. The report also recommended IMF to broaden the 
                                                 
79 The Southeast Asia Department is developing the CSF instrument for application in Indonesia as a 

precautionary risk management tool in light of the risks and early impacts of the Eurozone crisis. 
80 IED. 2012. The Implications of a Possible Euro Crisis for Asia and ADB: Lessons from Evaluation and Related 

Sources. Manila: ADB. In progress. 
81 World Bank. 2011. Lessons from Past Financial Crisis. Washington, DC. 
82 Independent Evaluation Office. 2011. IMF Performance in the Run-Up to the Financial and Economic Crisis 

(IMF Surveillance in 2004–2007). Washington, DC: IMF. 

The trade 

finance 

program has 

been an 

excellent crisis-

response 

instrument 

Further 

improving 

ADB’s readiness 

requires greater 

operational 

flexibility and 

timeliness of 

support 



38 2012 Annual Evaluation Review 
 

professional diversity of its staff, and to conduct regular IMF-wide self-assessments to 
look at the health and functioning of the organization. The report stopped short of 
recommending that IMF might need a bigger evaluation office than the small one it 
had. 

 



 

CHAPTER 4 

Evaluation 

Recommendations and 

Management’s Follow-Up 
 

 

 

 

114. There is a fine line between lessons and recommendations and, as this chapter 
will demonstrate, many lessons are also reflected in the recommendations that IED has 
given over the past years. The chapter groups these recommendations by their 
adoption level by Management, going from fully adopted to partly adopted, then to 
not adopted. It mainly takes stock of the recommendations that have been converted 
into Management actions and gives some early indications of what the follow-up has 
been so far for actions that were marked as due at end-2011. Actions planned to be 
completed in 2012 or later have not been taken into account in this chapter. As per the 
standing agreement, evaluation does not get involved in the formulation of the 
Management actions themselves, and has so far not reviewed their quality and 
appropriateness. This it may do in a later annual evaluation review feature. 
 
A. Overview of IED Recommendations and Compliance 
 
115. In its evaluations, IED attempts to develop relevant and actionable 
recommendations for ADB Management to consider in its efforts to improve the 
development effectiveness of ADB operations. The relevance of IED’s recommendations 
is reflected in the extent to which Management agrees with and subsequently 
implements them, recognizing that not all recommendations are necessarily 
implementable in the short-term. Although Management may not agree with some 
recommendations, they may yet be relevant in the context of emerging needs of the 
region or the institution—cases in point being IED’s proposals for more attention to 
sustainability and postproject monitoring. Since 2008, IED has maintained an electronic 
Management Action Record System (MARS) on the responses from Management, the 
status of agreed-upon action plans, and implementation progress.  
 
116. The MARS is a tracking system whose implementation status of the action plans 
is validated yearly by IED. Action plans and action completion target dates are self-
determined by the implementing or coordinating departments in ADB, promoting 
commitment for and ownership of implementation. All recommendations are entered 
into the MARS in three separate sections: (i) those agreed to by Management, (ii) those 
not agreed to by Management, and (iii) those to be acted on by the DMC. All 
evaluation recommendations agreed to by Management are tracked; those not agreed 
to by Management are not. The automated MARS gives ADB staff, Management, and 
the Board access to information on demand or in real time. This chapter considers the 
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recommendations as recorded and tracked in the MARS, the corresponding 
Management response, the status of action plans and the progress of their 
implementation, and IED validation of the implementation status of the action plans. 
Hence, IED validation of actions taken is not an assessment of achievements of outputs 
and outcomes resulting from these actions. 
 
117. Overall, the majority of IED’s recommendations (92% over 2008−2011) have 
been accepted by Management, and a significant share (73% over 2009−2011) of 
actions due have been largely acted upon. This chapter provides key highlights of IED’s 
monitoring of actions taken by Management, identifying areas where 
recommendations have been fully or largely adopted, and those areas where additional 
effort by Management is viewed to be needed. It also discusses the challenges 
Management has faced in responding to specific issues. Appendix 8 provides detailed 
data on evaluation recommendations and compliance. 
 
118. IED made a total of almost 300 recommendations in 70 studies from 2008 to 
2011. One hundred forty of those had actions that were due by end-2011, and those 
are validated here. In order to ensure focus and relevance, IED has made conscious 
efforts since 2010 to limit the number of evaluation recommendations. Accordingly, 
the average number of recommendations fell from 4.5 per study in 2008−2009 to 3.2 
in 2011. Recommendations have focused on strategic and higher level evaluations 
(CAPEs, SAPEs, and SESs). From 2010, tracking of recommendations comprised broader 
sector, thematic, and country-specific evaluations. In 2011, only 35 new 
recommendations were uploaded to the MARS for tracking (down from an annual 
average of 98 uploaded recommendations in 2008−2009). 
 
119. Management agreement with IED recommendations increased during the last 2 
years, from 89% in 2008–2009 to 98% in 2010–2011.83  The bulk of agreed-upon 
recommendations address Levels 2 and 3 of the ADB’s results framework (respectively, 
sector/thematic contributions to outcomes and operational effectiveness). Within these 
two levels, Management agreed to 91% of recommendations in 2008–2009 and 99% in 
2010–2011, acknowledging that IED recommendations are relevant and actionable. 
There has been slightly lower Management agreement to recommendations addressing 
Levels 1 and 4 (respectively, strategic contributions to poverty reduction and human 
development, and organizational effectiveness), where agreement was at about 85% 
for the entire 2008–2011 period.  
 
120. Recent IED validation of actions taken on agreed-upon recommendations 
shows that 76% were fully or largely adopted in 2010 and again in 2011. However, 
there has been a drop in the share of fully adopted recommendations, and an 
increased share of largely adopted recommendations, as evidenced in the self-
assessment by the implementing departments and in IED’s validations.84 As will be seen 
later, there have been problems of timing of the recommendation, reservations on 
details in spite of overall agreement, DMC constraints, and sometimes lack of clarity or 
quality in IED recommendations themselves. However, there has been convergence 
between the self-evaluations by operations departments and IED’s validation of the 

                                                 
83 The rate of Management acceptance and adoption of IED recommendations also needs to be viewed in the 

context of the findings of a recent IED perception survey (2011) carried out by Management, e.g., 
usefulness of recommendations in terms of relevance, suitability, and realism. 

84 Several challenges encountered are associated with (i) actions on recommendations that need a longer 
timeframe to implement; (ii) actions taken that still need to be self-assessed by the implementing 
departments; (iii) recommendations that require continuing actions with indefinite timeframes; (iv) 
completed actions, but with complementary sub-actions that still need to be done; and (v) insufficient 
evidence to support “fully-adopted” ratings. 
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compliance, which differed only slightly in 2011. This indicates that there is now a 
better shared understanding of the methodology for monitoring the implementation of 
actions on agreed-upon recommendations. 85 
 
B. Recommendations Acted Upon and Largely Adopted 
 
121. Recommendations that were acted upon and largely adopted address a range 
of ongoing concerns, including strengthening country and sector programs and 
processes, better approaches to governance, enhancing countercyclical support 
mechanisms, efforts to strengthen ADB resident missions, and improving project design 
and performance. 
 

1. Actions Integrated into Country Partnership Strategies, Country 
Operations Business Plans, and Sector Operations Plans 

 
122. Some strategic IED recommendations emphasized the need for well-focused 
country and sector programs complemented by efficient and effective operations. IED 
validates that for the past 3 years, Management has taken actions to encourage ADB 
CPSs86 to focus on key sectors87 and crucial areas concerning (i) policy and institutional 
reforms; (ii) harmonization and integration of development efforts; and  
(iii) strengthening of the effectiveness of and links between DMFs of projects, sector 
road maps, country results frameworks, and the ADB results framework. To amplify and 
sustain the significance of these actions, Management supplemented them with efforts 
to (i) strengthen institutional capacities through strategic and long-term capacity 
development, streamlining of government processes, provisions for effective 
governance, and efficient service delivery; and (ii) promote environmental sustainability 
through the institutionalization of safeguard mechanisms and management strategies 
in country operations. The recommendations and actions in the context of country 
work are described in more detail in Appendix 9. 
 

2. Actions to Enhance Countercyclical Support Mechanisms 
 
123. To enhance ADB’s capacity to provide contingency support during financial 
crisis, the SES on real-time evaluation of ADB’s response to the global economic crisis 
of 2008−2009 proposed the mainstreaming of a CSF, including a crisis-response 
window for ADF-only DMCs and strengthening of macroeconomic and financial sector 
surveillance, and surveillance capacity development in selected DMCs. Management 
mainstreamed the CSF through its inclusion in ADB’s new program lending policy and 
in the design of the CSF.88  
 

3. Actions to Strengthen ADB’s Resident Missions 
 
124. Beginning with the 2007 evaluation of the Resident Mission Policy and related 
operations, which called for the strengthening of existing resident missions to improve 
operational effectiveness and efficiency, subsequent recommendations (CAPEs, 
                                                 
85 IED used the following rating system: (i) an action plan that had been fully implemented was rated fully 

adopted; (ii) if the extent of implementation was greater than 67% but less than 100%, the action plan 
was rated largely adopted; (iii) if the extent of implementation was anywhere from 33% to 67%, the action 
plan was rated partly adopted; and (iv) if the extent of implementation was less than 33% or the 
recommendations were no longer relevant, the action plan was rated not adopted. In addition, if the spirit 
of the recommendation had not been satisfied, the rating could be downgraded. 

86 Bangladesh, Lao PDR, Cambodia, and Nepal. 
87 Such as finance, infrastructure, and water. 
88 ADB. 2011. R-paper. Review of ADB’s Policy-based Lending. Manila 
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Regional CAPEs, SAPEs, and SESs) have highlighted the need to strengthen ADB’s 
resident missions in order to reinforce their roles in sector operations at the country 
level, and to some extent, at the subregional level. To achieve this, IED recommended 
that resident missions must have the right mix of deployed expertise based on demand 
and needs, and must also have sharpened institutional and management capacities, 
complemented by opportunities to put them into practice. Management welcomed 
these recommendations and adopted demand-driven deployment of specialists and 
staff in resident missions in Cambodia, PRC, Lao PDR, Mongolia, and Viet Nam. 
Moreover, targeted capacity development exercises and gradual delegation of 
responsibilities have widened the resident missions’ capacities in performance and 
sector assessments and country programming.  
 

4. Actions to Improve Project Design and Performance 
 
125. Many evaluation recommendations 89  were agreed to by Management to 
improve project design and monitoring, including project implementation and 
supervision. These improvements included the strengthening of DMFs and 
mainstreaming of project readiness filters during project preparation. DMFs, which link 
sector, country, and ADB-wide results frameworks through monitorable indicators and 
time-bound targets, will improve the monitoring of ADB assistance during 
implementation and evaluability at completion. Likewise, the strengthening of DMFs 
was underpinned by initiatives, such as training sessions or clinics on DMF formulation, 
the integration of the DMF in eOperations, and the finalization of monitorable 
performance indicators for NSOs. ADB’s internal 2012 Quality-at-Entry Assessment of 
projects approved in 2010–2011 will allow a validation whether these initiatives have 
indeed yielded results.  
 
C. Recommendations Facing Significant Challenges in 

Implementation 
 
126. About one-quarter (33 of 140 due recommendations from 2009–2011) of 
action on agreed-upon recommendations have faced an array of challenges during 
their implementation. From 2009 to 2011, many recommendations that were partly 
adopted or whose follow-up actions were not satisfactorily implemented were 
associated with efforts to (i) improve project sustainability, (ii) promote capacity 
development,90 and (iii) adopt policy reforms. These challenges stemmed from financial 
viability issues, unsustainable or unreliable funding, wavering government support, 
unclear targets, and unrealistic timeframes for implementation. 
  

1. Inadequate Actions to Improve Project Sustainability 
 
127. Inadequate or unsustainable funding and questions on financial viability. 
Adequate financing to complement ADB resources must be available to meet evolving 
development needs that can, in turn, improve project sustainability. In the 3-year 
inventory of evaluation recommendations, key stumbling blocks to the adoption and 
implementation of some evaluation recommendations have been unsustainable 
funding (for nonrevenue-generating projects) or challenges to financial viability (for 
revenue-generating projects) brought about by difficulties in mobilizing cofinancing, 
                                                 
89 ADB. 2009. Annual Report on 2008 Portfolio Performance. Manila; ADB. 2008. Annual Report on 2007 

Portfolio Performance. Manila. 
90 IED places greater emphasis on capacity development to urge operations departments to incorporate it 

more centrally at the country, sector, and project levels, including use of results frameworks for this and 
better indicators. 
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resistance to tariff increases, and challenges to cost recovery. The SES on the 
postcompletion sustainability of ADB-assisted projects proposed to ADB to jointly 
address this challenge with client governments, and other development partners and 
stakeholders during country assistance programming.91 Working with client govern-
ments involves (i) assessing public expenditures, revenues, and borrowing, also taking 
into account policies and practices for pricing, cost recovery, and financing options and 
provisions; (ii) pursuing policy dialogue to draw increased attention to fiscal 
implications and financing provisions of projects; and (iii) discussion and identification 
of appropriate assistance modalities. This approach, for example, may be applied to 
secure government and development partner support and resolve the enduring 
challenge of inadequate funding for O&M. 
 
128. In the case of the Phnom Penh to Ho Chi Minh City Highway Project in the 
Greater Mekong Subregion (GMS), by the end of its completion timeframe, actions 
taken partially secured support for the recommended allocation of maintenance funds 
from Cambodia and other GMS countries, thereby necessitating continued policy 
dialogue with the concerned GMS countries. Nonetheless, it should be recognized that 
there have been parallel efforts over the years to strengthen O&M of road transport 
projects. Another example is the CAPE for Viet Nam, which recommended the 
strengthening of the government’s commitment to postcompletion sustainability of 
investments through policy dialogue coordinated with development partners, 
preparation of results-oriented project business plans, and establishment of 
mechanisms for O&M and tariff collection. Although good progress was registered on 
the proposed actions in Viet Nam, as was reported in the MARS, efforts to secure the 
desired  commitment from the government need to be sustained. 
 
129. Unrealistic implementation timeframes. Another hindrance to the adoption 
of evaluation recommendations on project sustainability relates to the setting of 
realistic timeframes for proposed actions, especially for recommendations involving 
two or more DMCs. For example, in the recommended establishment of cross-border 
agreements between Cambodia, Lao PDR, Thailand, and Viet Nam in two road 
transport projects in the GMS, suitable time frames that recognize the time needed to 
harmonize cross-border policies and procedures could have led to a better adoption of 
the recommended actions. 
 

2. Inadequate Actions on Capacity Development 
 
130. Since its inclusion in 2004 as an important component of ADB’s approach to 
MfDR and its elevation as a thematic priority for ADB lending and TA operations, 
capacity development has captured a sizable share (48% average for 2008–2010) of 
ADB’s total operational allocation.92 IED’s 2008 study on the Effectiveness of ADB’s 
Capacity Development Assistance categorized factors or drivers affecting capacity 
development interventions into two kinds: (i) design/quality-at-entry factors within and 
beyond ADB’s control; and (ii) implementation factors within and beyond ADB’s control. 
More explicitly, these factors encompass, among others, issues ranging from the 
presence of clear results frameworks to strong commitments and ownership by 
participating agencies and adequate financial resources for cooperation and 
harmonization with other development partners. Over the past 3 years, implementing 
departments have reported that recommendations on capacity development continue 
to encounter similar challenges that affected their adoption or implementation. 

                                                 
91 IED. 2010. Special Evaluation Study on Post-Completion Sustainability of Asian Development Bank-

Assisted Projects. Manila: ADB. 
92 ADB. 2011. Work Program and Budget Framework 2012–2014. Manila. 
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131. Design and quality-at-entry issues. Implementing departments reported in 
the MARS that partly adopted actions on recommendations are affected by the slow 
formulation of capacity development roadmaps at the country level. This, in turn, 
results in corresponding delays in the processing and implementation of capacity 
development TA and capacity development initiatives. Unclear targets without time-
bound actions on recommendations have also impacted on their implementation. 
 
132. Implementation issues. Lack of resources has significantly affected 
implementation of actions on capacity development, especially when the initiatives 
required follow-through or continuous capacity development support. In other 
instances, failure to secure closer strategic aid coordination and harmonization has 
been a constraint. 
 

3. Lack of Action on the Adoption of Policy Reforms 
 
133. In the 2001 SES on program lending, the success of policy reform initiatives 
was shown to depend on the adequacy of policy analysis, extent of government 
commitment, and suitability of the formulated policy framework and matrix.93 These 
issues were revisited and expanded under the 2007 SES on policy-based lending: 
emerging practices in supporting reforms in DMCs. This more recent study highlighted 
that effective implementation and desired results of policy reforms require a number of 
conditions to be met: (i) sufficiency of analysis and dialogue; (ii) consistency of reforms 
proposed by ADB with the government reform agenda and priorities; (iii) acceptability 
of reforms among decision makers and stakeholders; (iv) coherence of program design 
and policy matrices; (v) start-up readiness of policy programs; (vi) capacity of the 
implementing agency to effect reforms; and (vii) resource availability.94 
 
134. ADB departments/offices reported and IED validated that the recurrence of the 
above issues in partly adopted evaluation recommendations from 2009 to 2011 was 
associated with issues related to (i) inadequate support and/or ownership by 
governments, (ii) ineffective or insufficient policy dialogue, (iii) absence of a proactive 
stance in pushing for reforms, (iv) mismatch between actions taken vis-à-vis 
recommended policy reforms, (v) unclear policy reform targets, and (vi) insufficient/ 
unrealistic timeframes to achieve policy reform targets. 
 
D. Challenges in Formulating Recommendations and 

Agreed-upon Actions 
 
135. Ambiguous recommendations. In retrospect, this AER concludes that a 
certain level of ambiguity in a number of evaluation recommendations has at times 
complicated the implementation of actions. This stems from the open-ended 
(continuous) and generalized nature of some of the recommendations proposed by IED 
evaluators. In some situations, the recommendations are multitargeted, providing 
implementing departments with the opportunity to be selective. Lack of clarity in 
recommendations makes it difficult for evaluators and the implementing departments 
to reach agreement on the intent and spirit of the recommendations. Such issues can 
then lead to (i) proposed actions by implementing departments that are not supported 
by clear and measurable targets and indicators, and realistic timeframes; and  

                                                 
93 IED. 2001. Special Evaluation Study on Program Lending. Manila: ADB. 
94 IED. 2007. Special Evaluation Study on Policy-Based Lending: Emerging Practices in Supporting Reforms in 

Developing Member Countries. Manila: ADB. 
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(ii) suboptimal use of resources as the issues being addressed remain unresolved or are 
only partly resolved after actions have been taken. 
 
136. The SES on Private Equity Fund Operations95 proposed to strengthen country 
programming arrangements so there is better coordination within ADB at the country 
and sector levels when seeking to develop the nonbank financial sector for private 
sector development. The recommendation did not set a clear target and timeframe. 
While a target completion date was set by Management to comply with the MARS 
requirement, its proposed action is also open-ended, with no clear target. Subsequently, 
Management noted that the Private Sector Operations Department (PSOD) has 
participated in the CPS process for all large DMCs and several small ones, and intended 
to ensure that all PEF activities are undertaken in countries that have included PEF 
operations as a strategic priority in the CPS—an indication that the action is of a 
continuing nature.  
 
137. With increased cooperation with the regional departments and facilitated by an 
Operations Manual96 provision to integrate NSOs into CPSs and country operations 
business plans, Management considered the required action as fully adopted at the 
target completion date as recorded in the MARS. However, IED validation downgraded 
this self-evaluation rating to partly adopted, because the action taken was open-ended, 
and such action should be continuing. Hence, the ambiguity of the recommendation 
and the action taken in the context of targeting and timing represented a challenge.  
 
138. Resource implications. Adoption of some recommendations has been 
challenged by financial and human resource constraints when there are competing 
priorities vying for limited resources. The consequences of these constraints are 
typically completion delays or partial adoption of actions on recommendations, leading 
to sub-optimal results. 
 
139. An example comes from the 2008 SES on Evaluation of the Implementation of 
the Paris Declaration at the ADB, which recommended the need for better guidance 
and staff capacity development in this area. While Management agreed with the 
recommendation, it considered additional staff capacity development and training 
programs of lower priority, and would only implement actions when given additional 
resources under the General Capital Increase. By 2009, the end of the action’s 
completion target date, an awareness-raising program was developed. However, its 
implementation began only in 2010, when resources were allocated.97 
 
140. Over-optimism about implementation targets and timeframes. Over-
optimism at times characterizes the targets and timeframes envisioned by ADB 
Management to address IED recommendations. This can affect either the quality or 
timely adoption of recommendations. Recommendations on policy reform or cross-
border issues require high synchronization of targets and timeframes. One illustration is 
provided in the SAPE on the Transport Sector in Cambodia, which recommended the 
swift issuance of a transport policy that would facilitate sector efficiency and 
consistency with the overall economic and social concerns of the country. IED and 
Management should have agreed on a timeframe that more carefully considered the 
time needed to secure government buy-in. Recommendations involving two or more 

                                                 
95 IED. 2008. Special Evaluation Study on Private Equity Fund Operations. Manila: ADB. 
96 Revised Operations Manual Section D10/OP dated 14 June 2010. 
97 ADB has implemented a learning and development program for staff on Managing for Development 

Results, including Paris Declaration. This has been included in ADB’s annual training program since 2010 
and six courses were conducted in 2011. 
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countries, such as the establishment of cross-border agreements, provide an example 
where realistic timeframes for the harmonization of policies are critical. 
 
E. Recommendations Not Agreed To By Management 
 
141. From 2008–2010, Management did not agree to 22 evaluation 
recommendations, representing 8% of the total recommendations addressed to ADB. 
The most important ones, in IED’s view, are listed in Box 2. The reasons cited by 
Management for not agreeing to these recommendations covered issues related to the 
following: (i) the timing and decision to adopt the recommendation would depend on 
another entity or institution; (ii) existing operational modalities, mechanisms, systems, 
and/or strategies were deemed still sufficient to respond to the findings or issues raised 
in the evaluation; (iii) the resource implications of or constraints associated with 
implementing the recommendations were considered too serious; (iv) questions were 
raised regarding the validity and coherence of the recommendations with respect to 
the country contexts; (v) the need to maintain flexibility to respond to emerging critical 
concerns rather than pursuing interventions, strategies, or approaches that specifically 
addressed certain sectors/subsectors or areas; (vi) the deemed unfeasibility of the 
recommendation, given the geographical and political contexts and other underlying 
conditions; and (vii) the view that another approach or strategy was more 
appropriate.98 
 
142. IED has not made a general recommendation in the last years regarding the 
need for more attention from ADB to food security in Asia and to agricultural 
investment, but was positive about the continuing relevance of ADB’s involvement in 
agriculture in certain agriculture-centered countries in the two SAPEs conducted in this 
area over the period, one for Cambodia, and one for Nepal.99 IED also made several 
recommendations about the institution needing to keep engaged in agricultural 
research, in 2008.100 The evaluation made the following recommendations: (i) develop a 
strategy and an action plan for ANR research, (ii) support both short- and long-term 
research, (iii) restore the level of ANR research funding (to at least $5 million per year in 
real terms), and (iv) promote effective and wider utilization of ANR research products. 
Management agreed to finalize an Agriculture and Rural Development Plan and then 
develop a long-term strategy for ANR research in 2009. However, ADB completed only 
preliminary actions and shifted focus to a Food Security Operational Plan, which was 
completed end 2009. The other recommendations were not agreed to, as their 
acceptance could be tackled only after the earlier plans were approved (Box 2). ADB has 
not so far approved another ANR research TA as recommended, but did invest 
significantly in TA regarding food and nutrition security.101 The next chapter will explore 
the larger subject of ADB’s role in agriculture and food security further. 

                                                 
98 IED. 2011. 2011 Annual Evaluation Review. Manila: ADB. 
99 IED. 2009. Sector Assistance Program Evaluation: Agriculture and Natural Resources Sector in Nepal. 

Manila: ADB; IED. 2009. Sector Assistance Program Evaluation: Agriculture and Natural Resources Sector 
in Cambodia. Manila: ADB. 

100 IED. 2008. Special Evaluation Study: Policy Implementation and Impact of Agriculture and Natural 
Resources Research. Manila: ADB. 

101 ADB. 2010. Strategic Research for Sustainable Food and Nutrition Security in Asia. Manila. (TA 7648). 
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Box 2: Recommendations Not Agreed To By Management 
 
Management did not agree to several evaluation recommendations due to concerns about 
their effects on Asian Development Bank (ADB) operations and institutional arrangements:  
(i) strategy and policy making (5), (ii) sector and theme operations (7), (iii) corporate 
operations (8), and (iv) human resources management (2). At the country level, Management 
disagreed with recommendations to (i) focus country assistance to a small or limited number 
of subsectors in Mongolia; (ii) focus sector and thematic assistance in Mongolia on areas that 
could help address constraints to sustained economic growth; (iii) expand Asian Development 
Bank (ADB) support to urban development and employment-generation initiatives in Bhutan;  
(iv) gradually delegate technical assistance administration to the Viet Nam government; and 
(v) further clarify the role and responsibility of the ADB country office in the Philippines. 
 
At the sector/theme level, Management disagreed with recommendations to (i) explore 
subregional cooperation in capital market development in Mongolia; (ii) formulate an ADB-
wide strategy to enhance partnership with the private sector; (iii) support agriculture and 
natural resources (ANR) research on short- and long-term issues including the development of 
a knowledge management system; (iv) effect a gradual shift in ADB's role in Mongolia from a 
primary source of concessionary finance towards a source of knowledge and catalytic 
financing; (v) strengthen policy dialogue and aid coordination support in sectors with long-
standing policy deficiencies in Mongolia; and (vi) designate an ADB focal point for 
implementation of the Paris Declaration.  
 
Disagreements by Management also marked concerns over recommendations that called for 
(i) a review or revision of monitoring and evaluation systems and processes on postproject 
completion, midterm reviews, and private equity fund operations; (ii) a budgetary review of 
existing or new funding or allocation for ANR research, National Poverty Reduction Strategies and 
Poverty Reduction Cooperation Fund, and project supervision; (iii) consideration of alternative and 
innovative assistance modalities to improve sector policies, institutions, and asset 
management systems; and (iv) a review of bidding arrangements for the transport sector in 
Viet Nam. Further, organization-related recommendations that were not agreed to by 
Management include the review of incentive mechanisms for implementing ADB's 
commitment to Paris Declaration principles, and adjustments in staff recruitment to 
emphasize capacity development experience. On the former, Management believed that 
constraints to meet the Paris Declaration pillars relate to resources rather than staff 
incentives. Management did not agree with the second recommendation but would consider 
actions on specific cases to ensure sector staff capacity in assessing capacity development 
needs and designing capacity development components. 
 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 
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143. Food security102 issues are of global and regional significance in the light of the 
food price crises of 2007 and 2010. Food security is a continuing concern in Asia, as it 
is linked to major development challenges such as population growth, migration, and 
climate change103 risks. The World Economic Forum’s Global Risks 2011 report104 found 
that food and water shortages are major global societal risks.105 Food security was 
placed at a higher level of risk than terrorism, among others. Food security is linked to 
water and energy security in a complex relationship with the competing pressures of 
population growth and environmental concerns (Figure 4). All of these risks are closely 
related to ADB's core operational areas (infrastructure, finance, education, 
environment, and regional cooperation).  
 
144. Climate change, which may be reflected in greater numbers of extreme 
weather events and longer term effects on agriculture, directly affects food security, in 
all its dimensions: food availability, accessibility, utilization, and food systems stability. 
The impacts of climate change, sea level rise, droughts, heat waves, floods, typhoons, 
and rainfall variation could push another 600 million people into malnutrition by 
2080.106 For Asia, a recent ADB and International Food Policy Research Institute study 
examining the likely impacts of climate change on agriculture and food security in the 
Asia-Pacific region projected relative declines in irrigated rice yields of 14%–20% and 
irrigated wheat yields of 32%–44% by 2050 due to climate change.107 The study also 
projects a decrease in cultivable areas of most staple crops, leading to large decreases 
in production when combined with yield impacts. Loss of highly productive rice 
cultivation areas to sea-level rise is among the greatest risks, with Bangladesh and Viet 
Nam among the countries most extensively affected. 
 

                                                 
102 FAO. 2009. Declaration of the World Summit on Food Security. Rome. “Food security exists when all 

people, at all times, have physical, social and economic access to sufficient, safe and nutritious food to 
meet their dietary needs and food preferences for an active and healthy life.” 

103 UNFCCC Climate Change: (1994, Article 1 definition) 
 "Climate change" means a change of climate which is attributed directly or indirectly to human activity 

that alters the composition of the global atmosphere and which is in addition to natural climate variability 
observed over comparable time periods. Available: http://unfccc.int/files/documentation/text/html/ 
list_search.php? what=keywords &val=&valan=a&anf=84&id=10 

104 World Economic Forum. 2011. Global Risks 2011. 6th ed.Geneva. 
105 Global risks were classified into economic, environmental, geopolitical, societal, and technological. 
106 UNDP. 2008. Fighting Climate Change—Human Solidarity in a Divided World. New York. 
107 International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) and ADB (2009): Building Climate Resilience in the 

Agriculture and Food Sector of Asia and the Pacific. Manila. 

Food security is 

linked to water 

and energy 

security 

Climate change 

could push 

another 600 

million people 

into 

malnutrition 



Agriculture in ADB and Its Contribution to Food Security 49 
 

 

 
 
145. Food security is also intricately linked with agricultural productivity, which is 
not a core operational area. Food security includes sufficient supply of food, 
distribution, storage, pricing, economic access, nutritional quality, and food hygiene, 
among others.108 This chapter specifically examines ADB’s response to food security 
issues in relation to agricultural productivity, its performance in agricultural 
investments, and the most effective approaches to addressing food security that could 
be prioritized in line with Strategy 2020. 
 
146. In Asia, the number of people affected by poor nutrition has fallen over the 
past few decades; nevertheless, the Asia-Pacific region still contains the greatest 
number of people suffering from malnutrition in the world. An estimated 500 million 
Asians still suffer from malnutrition. Sixty percent of children in South Asia are 
estimated to be deficient in micronutrients. Stunting of children runs at more than 40% 
in 10 countries globally, including Bangladesh, India, and Pakistan. Furthermore, 
malnutrition is considered to be the largest contributor to the global disease burden, 
killing an estimated 3.5 million people annually, predominantly children in developing 
countries.109  
 
147. Food prices are rising, volatile, and expected to remain high globally and in 
Asia. Recent data raise serious concern about the impact of rising food prices on the 
poor.110 Soaring food prices are estimated to have driven an additional 130 million–155 

                                                 
108 This IED study was conducted between December 2011 and February 2012. The methodology was  

(i) review of secondary information on food security, (ii) study of ADB strategic and operational 
documents, and (iii) synopsis of updated evaluation data. It did not involve any primary data 
investigation. Further background to food security and more detailed analyses are available in an IED 
working paper, from which this chapter was drawn.  

109 UNFCCC. 2009. Climate Change, Food Insecurity, and Hunger Key Messages for UNFCCC Negotiators, 
Submitted by WFP, FAO, IFRC and OXFAM, as well as WHO, WVI, CARE, CARITAS and Save the Children. 

110 IFPRI. 2011 October. Global Hunger Index: The Challenge of Hunger: Taming Price Spikes and Excessive 
Food Price Volatility, Concern Worldwide and Welthungerhilfe. Washington, DC: Dublin. 

Figure 4: Critical Global Risk—The Food-Water-Energy Nexus 
 

 
 

Source: World Economic Forum. 2011. Global Risks 2011. 6th ed. Geneva. 
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million people into extreme poverty.111 Despite Asia’s rapid economic growth, most of 
Asia is still highly vulnerable to further food price increases.112 Since 2000, some Asian 
countries—particularly Afghanistan, Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, Mongolia, 
Nepal, Sri Lanka, Tajikistan, and Timor-Leste—have been frequently named as food 
deficient, meaning that significant numbers of people remain significantly food 
insecure. Many poor people in Asia already spend large shares of their household 
income on food. Surges in food prices leave them unable to pay for the full level of 
nutrition, health care, housing, education, and other goods and services they need. 
More recent evidence indicates that food prices are on an upward trend in real terms 
and are prone to future volatility and spikes.113 The increasing interlinks of food, feed, 
and fuel prices further contribute to the volatility. Furthermore, as prices rise, the 
access by the poor to good quality food in terms of hygiene and nutritional value is 
affected, leading to health and employment challenges. Consequently, there is a 
general call for longer term remedial action to be taken by development agencies in 
collaboration with the private sector.114  
 
148. Improving food security requires a fundamental focus on agriculture. There are 
many facets of the changing context of food security, including improving supply, 
price, quality, nutritional content, and availability. But food supply is the obvious 
starting point in analyzing food production. In 2007 alone, the number of 
undernourished people in the world was estimated to have risen by about 75 million to 
923 million.115 Unless there are adequate raw food stocks to feed this growing number 
of people, sufficient food cannot be distributed, processed, and traded116 in the areas 
where it is most required. Sufficient food provision involves major economic investment 
in food production as well as in distribution networks, markets and finance.117 Many 
initiatives are already underway in response to the food security crisis in terms of trade, 
finance, storage, distribution, improving nutritional content of food, market 
effectiveness, and improved natural resource management. However, the gaps and 
challenges in food production require a serious and sustained focus on improved food 
production systems, volumes, and quality.  

 
149. After a long lapse, there is renewed international attention to agriculture. 
Global official development assistance to agriculture increased in the 1980s but 
decreased during the 1990s and early 2000s. There were many reasons for the decline 
including the success in raising agricultural productivity, greater focus on 
industrialization and rural financing, greater involvement of the private sector in 
agriculture, and challenges in implementing successful agriculture projects in 
comparison with other sectors. However, in response to the food security crisis since 
2007, there has been a noticeable increase in international efforts to reinvest in 
agriculture (Figure 5). During the 2007–2008 food crisis, international response shifted 
to financing short-term emergency support that moved existing food stocks to deficient 

                                                 
111 Global Committee on World Food Security. 2008. Thirty-fourth Session Rome, 14–17 October 2008, 

Agenda Item II. Assessment of the World Food Security and Nutrition Situation, Paragraph 22. 
112 IMF Development Committee. 2011. FAOSTAT for net cereals import as a share of consumption and USDA 

for food share of household expenditure. Rome. 
113 World Bank. 2011. Responding to Global Food Price Volatility and its Impact on Food Security. Joint 

Ministerial Committee of the Boards of Governors of the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund. 
April 2011. Washington, DC. 

114 FAO. 2009. Responding to the food crisis: synthesis of medium-term measures proposed in inter-agency 
assessments. Rome. 

115 World Bank. 2009. Economic Prospects, Commodities at the Crossroads. Washington, DC. 
116 World Bank, FAO GEF, WHO, UNESCO, UNEP. 2009. International Assessment of Agricultural Knowledge, 

Science and Technology for Development. Agriculture at the Crossroads. Washington, DC.  
117 ADB. November 2011. Regional Cooperation for Food Security: The Case of Emergency Rice Reserves in 

the ASEAN Plus Three. Manila. 
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areas. Since then, there are indications of more prolonged and strategic investment in 
agriculture to address food security issues. There has also been a series of multi-agency 
initiatives to optimize investment in food security.118 
 

 
 
150. Public investment in agriculture as a share of aggregate national public 
investment in all developing countries dropped steadily over the last four decades from 
8.5% (1980) to 8.1% (1990), 6% (2000), and 4.5% in 2009 (footnote 107), reflecting 
the increasing focus of policy makers on other sectors. More recently, however, a study 
of national strategies across Asia119  showed that there is a shift in national focus 
towards greater investment in agriculture, as the impact of the food price crisis caused 
concern about food security to reemerge. 
 
A. ADB’s Response to the Food Crisis 
 
151. Since the food price crisis took on regional dimensions in 2007, ADB has 
demonstrated a commitment to regional food security initiatives. Strategy 2020 
acknowledged that “population growth, pressure on natural resources, competing 
food crop use, and the effects of extreme weather and climate change, increase risks to 
future food security.” Although agriculture is not a core operational area in Strategy 
2020, by 2008 ADB had recognized that there was a need for an organizational 
response to the concerns about food security. An ADB Operational Plan for Sustainable 
Food Security in Asia and the Pacific (OPSFS) was formulated in 2009. The OPSFS 

                                                 
118 In 2008, a Comprehensive Framework of Action was developed by the United Nations’ Secretary-General’s 

High Level Task Force involving the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO), the 
World Bank, IMF and other partners taking an integrated policy and investment approach for agriculture, 
health and nutrition, climate change, and natural resource management. Various instruments introduced 
include the Global Food Crisis Response Program (GFRP) and the Global Agriculture and Food Security 
Program (GAFSP). ADB does not sit on the Committee on Food Security (CFS) Advisory Group with FAO, 
International Fund for Agricultural Development  the World Bank, among others, but has a supervisory 
role in the GAFSP investments and did host an Investment Forum for Food Security for Asia and the Pacific 
in line with the CFS and GAFSP approach. 

119 Preparation of this paper incorporated a case study assessment of selected DMC national strategies 
(Afghanistan, Azerbaijan, Bhutan, Cambodia, PRC, India, Indonesia, Pakistan, Papua New Guinea, Sri 
Lanka, Uzbekistan, and Viet Nam). Eight of the 12 countries in the case study that have carried out a 
national strategic review since 2006 made specific mention of the importance of food supply and access 
for the poor.  

Figure 5: Official Development Assistance to Agriculture, 1967–2010 
 

 
Source: Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development dataset 2010 (accessed February 2012). 
Available: http://www.oecd.org/document/0,3746,en_2649_201185_46462759_1_1_1_1,00.html 
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explicitly noted that ADB recognized sustainable food security as a “crucial element” of 
its long-term strategic framework.120  
 
152. To more effectively address food security in its core operations, it is important 
for ADB to define its strategy and monitor its food security investments. The OPSFS 
provides an excellent foundation. 121  It notes the complexity of the challenges in 
addressing food security for rural and urban populations. It recommends that a 
multisector approach to food security needs to be mainstreamed within ADB 
operations. It notes that the impact and contribution of ADB’s core operations towards 
sustainable food security are largely unrecognized. It also highlights the need to 
develop inclusive food and agriculture value chains to significantly enhance food 
security.  
 
153. The OPSFS targets three dimensions of food security: (i) productivity related to 
water and land resources for agriculture production; (ii) connectivity of food 
production to markets, services, and other sectors; and (iii) resilience to climate change 
and price volatility impacts. Aside from irrigation, direct investment in agricultural 
productivity is not a core operational area for ADB, due in part to the poor 
performance of supply-driven agriculture projects in the past. But ANR investments also 
cover sustainable land use, marketing, rural roads, and rural finance. In addition, other 
ADB sectors incorporate subcomponents in rural areas that contribute to improving 
agricultural productivity, such as environment, transport, electrification, education, and 
private sector investments. To reflect the shift from agricultural production to more 
wide-ranging, integrated investments in food security, the rest of this chapter refers to 
“agriculture plus” investments.122 Appendix 10, Figure A10 depicts how agriculture 
plus investments relate to ADB’s food security initiatives, and Box 3 provides examples 
of projects.  
 
154. The ADB Work Program 
and Budget Framework (WPBF) 
for 2009–2011 incorporated an 
assessment of ADB’s investment 
in initiatives that are defined as 
contributing to food security. The 
distribution of sector investments 
to support the food crisis 
response was estimated to be 
$2.2 billion in 2009.123 This is an 
increase compared with the 
annual commitment of $2 billion. 
The allocation of the investments 
by sector is shown in Figure 6.  
 

                                                 
120 ADB. 2009. Operational Plan for Sustainable Food Security in Asia and the Pacific, 2009. Manila.  
121 ADB’s Regional Sustainable Development Department is responsible for reporting on the implementation 

of the Operational Plan for Sustainable Food Security in Asia and the Pacific, 2009. As part of this, it is 
currently (i) reviewing the metrics for food security-related investments, which will also recommend the 
monitoring system for these investments; and (ii) assessing the progress of the OPSFS. 

122 This also distinguishes such multifaceted investments from the current, broader ADB “multisector” 
investment classification. See ADB. 2009. Revised Project Classification System. Manila. 

123 The investment in food security investments is estimated by the ADB Agriculture and Rural Development 
Food Security Unit on the basis of all agriculture and agriculture subsector, rural development, and 
thematic investments related to food security, tracked since 2010. 

Figure 6: Distribution of Food Security 
Initiatives by Sector, 2009–2011 
(Volume of Loans and Grants) 

 

 

 
Source: Asian Development Bank database. 
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155. The investments were mainly in water and irrigation (43%), aligning with the 
water dimension of the food-water-energy nexus. Rural infrastructure (roads, 
electrification, and markets) amounted to 30% of the investments. The remaining 27% 
was in agriculture. The financing included special targeted packages of food security 
assistance for Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Cambodia, Kyrgyz Republic, Mongolia, and 
Pakistan in response to country requests. Such packages included seed-fertilizer-
extension packages for rice and other staples, food for work, and social safety net 
provisions. In 2010, ADB hosted a regional investment forum on food security and was 
a signatory, with the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) 
and the International Fund for Agriculture Development (IFAD), to an Asia and the 
Pacific Regional Food Security Partnership Framework. The partnership is consistent 
with the United Nations Comprehensive Framework of Action and focuses on the 
specific needs of the Asia-Pacific region. 
 

 
 
156. ADB investment in ANR has declined significantly over time in relative terms. 
From its founding in 1966, ADB had a strong emphasis on agriculture until the 1980s, 
with ANR investments comprising more that 20% of the total loan portfolio. From the 
late 1980s, ADB investment showed a substantial decline in ANR (Figure 7). The 
proportion of ANR loans dropped from an average of 27% of the total portfolio during 

Box 3: “Agriculture Plus” Investments 
 

Cambodia. In Tonle Sap in Cambodia, more than 50% of households suffered from food 
insecurity in 2008. The Tonle Sap Poverty Reduction and Smallholder Development Project 
has been designed to address food insecurity for about 2.5 million people. Rural 
infrastructure investments in rural roads, markets, village-level storage, on-farm irrigation, 
and water supply and sanitation will help improve productivity, strengthen market links, 
reduce the risk of waterborne diseases, and improve product quality after harvest. Higher 
agricultural productivity will be achieved through introduction of high-quality seeds, 
appropriately managed land, fertilizers, water, and better crop management. Improved 
agency services will assist in improving market access and crop diversification. This will 
achieve higher market prices with reduced risk of food poisoning resulting from better post-
harvest phytosanitary management. Rural financial services will facilitate private rural 
investment. The results indicate an economic internal rate of return of 44%–55% and benefit-
cost ratios of 1.5–1.6. The project also made substantial contributions to household-level 
food availability, stability, and quality, as well as contributing to higher household income. 
 
Pakistan. Rural poverty in the project province was highest in the districts of Dera Ghazi 
Khan and Bahawalpur. The project was designed to increase rural incomes and employment, 
particularly for the poorest rural populations in (i) the rain-fed plains, (ii) rain-fed hills, and 
(iii) canal-irrigated areas. Rural infrastructure investments in irrigation and rural roads 
contributed to increasing production and reducing transport costs. The provision of doorstep 
credit facilities has made it economically possible for farmers to grow high-value crops, buy 
better-quality inputs, and sell outputs on their own terms. This improves local food 
production, improving household nutrition in the targeted communities and the urban areas 
that the area supplies, as well as generating household income that contributes to food 
diversification. The project’s investment in nonfarm community schemes and social services 
such as drinking water, street paving, sanitation, and community facilities has helped 
improve living standards. The project’s operations are likely to be sustainable due to strong 
ownership from the community and government. 
 
 
Sources: ADB. 2008. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors Report on a 
Proposed Loan and Asian Development Fund Grant to the Kingdom of Cambodia for the Tonle Sap 
Poverty Reduction and Smallholder Development Project. Manila; and ADB. 2007. Completion Report: 
The Dera Ghazi Khan Rural Development. Manila. 
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1981–1990 to 11% during 1991–2000 and 7% in 2001–2011. The change in emphasis 
was related to the rapid increase in investment in other sectors, while absolute 
investment in ANR remained at static levels. Following the launch of Strategy 2020, the 
ADB WPBF 2008–2010124 set a target of only 5% for investment in ANR for 2008–2010. 
In 2009, ADB investments in ANR comprised just over 3% of ADB’s total annual 
lending. However, in 2010 and 2011, ADB investment in the ANR sector climbed to 6% 
and 8%, respectively, most of it being in the core operational areas of irrigation and 
water resource management. 
 

 
 
157. At the subsector level, agricultural production and markets; and irrigation, 
drainage, and flood protection have dominated ADB investment over the years, 
averaging 26% and 31% of total investment, respectively (Figure 8). 
 

 
 

                                                 
124 ADB. 2008. Work Program and Budget Framework 2009–2011. page 2. Manila. 

Figure 8: Shares of Agriculture and Natural Resources Lending 
by Subsector, 1968–2011 

 

Source: Asian Development Bank data, 1968 – 2011. 
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ADB = Asian Development Bank, ANR = agriculture and natural resources. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

1,992 6,503 6,089 5,885 8,093 
24,169 

54,411 

85,686 

25%
27%

11%

7%

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

0

20,000

40,000

60,000

80,000

100,000

1968–1980 1981–1990 1991–2000 2001–2011

A
m

o
u

n
t 

(U
S$

 M
ill

io
n)

Approval Year

ANR Loans Total Loans % Share of ANR Loans to Total Loans

In 2010 and 

2011, ADB 

investment in 

the ANR sector 

climbed to 6% 

and 8%, 

respectively 



Agriculture in ADB and Its Contribution to Food Security 55 
 

 

158. While ANR investment is declining overall, agriculture and rural sector 
development, and water-based natural resources management loans have grown. 
Agriculture and rural sector development investment tripled from 1981–1990 to 1991–
2000, while water-based natural resources management lending increased significantly 
from $7 million in 1981–1990 to $577 million in 1991–2000, and $1.34 billion during 
2001–2011. The share of land-based natural resources management remained constant 
through the years at 8%. 
 
159. ADB’s financing of ANR-related country and regional TA has followed a pattern 
similar to that of ADB project investments. The number of ANR TA and regional TA 
operations increased in the late 1980s but tailed off over the 1990s to 2011. Following 
the first food crisis in 2007, the allocation of funds to ANR TA and regional TA 
increased to the highest levels ever,125 and there was a corresponding dip in other 
sectors, demonstrating renewed interest in ANR. Further, the recent distribution of ANR 
TA and regional TA by sector and subsector indicates substantial increases in such 
investments for ANR, energy, water resources, and multisector projects, reflecting a 
shift towards global interest in the food-water-energy nexus. Two evaluations126 of 
ADB’s investment in ANR research confirmed the benefits of this support, but noted 
that ADB has not sustained the annual $5 million ANR research funding target set in 
ADB’s 1995 Policy on Agricultural Research. 127  However, recent large regional TA 
operations are in line with this commitment.128 
 
B. Performance of ADB’s Agriculture and Natural Resources 

Operations 
 
160. The performance of ANR sector projects and programs shows an increasing 
trend from 1968 to 2010 (Figure 9). Performance in ANR was low in the early years, 
with only 36% of projects being successful in 1968–1980 and 41% in 1981–1991, 
compared with 61% and 55% for all sectors, respectively. However, performance in 
ANR projects and programs improved substantially in the 1990s, with success rates 
increasing to 56%, and eventually caught up with ADB’s overall success rate of around 
67% in 2001–2010. While ANR has shown a steady increase in the percentage of 
successful projects completed, other sectors have not shown the same rate of 
improvement. The increasing success rate in the ANR sector was also influenced, 
particularly in the last 10 years, by (i) less concentration on the lower performing ANR 
subsectors of fisheries, forestry, and livestock; (ii) the reduction in the number of poorly 
performing ANR policy-based program loans; and (iii) increasing the focus on market-
oriented, demand-driven designs. The greater success of ANR projects is a significant 
finding, since the lower than average performance was one reason for the shift away 
from agriculture in Strategy 2020. 
 
 
 

                                                 
125 In 2011, the investment in ANR TA and regional TA reached $70,997,445 compared with a previous 

maximum level of $49,050,900 in 2005. 
126 IED. 2000. Special Evaluation Study on Policy Implementation and Impact of Agriculture and Natural 

Resources Research. Manila; IED. 2008. Special Evaluation Study on Policy Implementation and Impact of 
Agriculture and Natural Resources Research. Manila: ADB. 

127 ADB. 1995. The Bank’s Policy on Agriculture and Natural Resources Research. Manila. 
128 In 2010, ADB approved two TA activities totaling $6 million concerning, respectively, ANR research and 

the operational plan on food security. These were ADB. 2010. Addressing the Pre- and Postharvest 
Challenges of the Rice Supply Chain. Manila, TA 7493, approved for $2 million; and ADB. 2010. Strategic 
Research for Sustainable Food and Nutrition Security in Asia. Manila, approved for $4 million. In 2011, 
however, TA approvals related to ANR research reached only $2.9 million. 
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161. Several evaluations have assessed the reasons for poor performance of ANR 
projects in the past, 129  identifying consistent lessons (Table 8). Factors repeatedly 
contributing to poor project performance included (i) inadequate project design or 
quality at entry, given the complexity of ANR projects; (ii) projects failing to reflect 
varying local conditions, indicating lack of in-depth preparation and community 
participation; (iii) complex structures and inadequate capacities in project agencies; and 
(iv) lack of timely corrective measures during implementation. In addition, until the 
mid-2000s, declining commodity prices, natural disasters, and political instability 
contributed to project failure or poor project performance.  
 
162. The encouraging news is that lessons have been learned and applied. The 
improvement in ANR sector performance indicates that there has been better project 
design, contextual responsiveness, and implementation in more recent projects. 
Evaluations in 1998 and 2010 reached consistent findings on the composition of 
successful ANR projects.130 Both studies cited the following key ingredients for success: 
(i) strong executive agency ownership; (ii) extensive farmer and community 
involvement; (iii) ability to address complex problems in a flexible and timely manner 
during implementation; and (iv) more effective TA, particularly in the areas of research, 
capacity development, and appropriate project preparation better linked to the needs 
of the subsector(s), local geography, communities, and institutions. As mentioned 
above, more projects were undertaken in the subsectors with more successful track 
records. 
 

                                                 
129 IED. 1994. Sector Synthesis of Evaluation Findings in the Forestry Sector; Manila: ADB; IED. 1995. Sector 

Synthesis of Evaluation Findings in the Irrigation and Rural Development Sector. Manila: ADB; IED. 1996. 
Sector Synthesis of Post-Evaluation Findings in the Industrial Crops and Agro-industry Sector. Manila: ADB; 
IED. 1998. Special Evaluation Study: Factors Affecting Project Performance in the Agriculture and Social 
Sectors. Manila: ADB; IED. 1998. Sector Synthesis of Evaluation Findings in the Fisheries Sector. Manila: 
ADB; IED. 2005. Annual Evaluation Review 2005. Manila: ADB; IED. 2006. Annual Evaluation Review 2006. 
Manila: ADB.  

130 IED. 1998. Special Evaluation Study: Factors Affecting Project Performance in the Agriculture and Social 
Sectors. Manila: ADB; IED. 2010. Performance of ADB Assistance to Agriculture and Natural Resources—
Evidence from Post-Completion Evaluations. Manila: ADB. 

Figure 9: Performance of Agriculture and Natural Resources Sector 
vs. All Sectors, by Approval Year, 1968–2010  

 

 

 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 
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Table 8: Lessons Learned—ANR Sector Performance, 1995–2011 
 

  
Evidence 1995–2000 2001–2005 

2006–2007 2008 2009 2010 

2011 
1st Food 

Crisis 
Strategy 

2020 

SFS 
Operation 

Plan 
2nd Food 

Crisis 

Evaluative 
Evidence 
Studies, 
Evaluations, 
and 
Syntheses 
by Related 
Topic 

ANR 
Research 
Impact 

Forest and 
Water 

Pathways 
Out of 
Poverty 

 
Public 
Sector 

Reforms 

Water Policy 
and Related 
Operations

 

Crop and 
Fisheries 

Aquaculture 
Study 

Fisheries 
Policy  

Rural 
Roads 

ANR 
Performance

Agricul-
ture and 

Food 
Security 

ANR 
Performance 

ANR 
Participation 

Rural 
Roads Impact of 

ANR 
Research 

Irrigation 
and 

Drainage 
 

Value Chain 
Develop-

ment GEF 
Projects 

 
 
 
 
 
Evaluation 
Findings 

 ANR project performance poor 
 Improved design is the key to 

increase performance 
 More focus on agricultural 

profitability solutions, i.e., 
integrated policies, institutional 
and market linkages (value chain), 
and sustainable farming 

 ANR research performance is high; 
needs more focus on adaptive 
research 

ANR 
research is 
effective 
but lacks 
practical 
application 

 ANR project performance 
improving 

 Improved designs are the key to 
increase performance further 

 More focus on integrated 
solutions, i.e., integrated policies, 
institutional and market linkages 
(value chains), and sustainable 
farming 

 Lack of agricultural research and 
knowledge transfer mechanisms 
are a funding gap 

ANR = agriculture and natural resources, GEF = Global Environment Facility. 
Sources: Independent Evaluation Department evaluations and studies, 1995–2011. 
 
163. The 2006 AER concluded that some agriculture projects have had good poverty 
reduction impact, albeit with low efficiency. A 2010 evaluation131 also found that ANR 
projects were relevant and effective. However, efficiency in agricultural investments was 
often low (only 30% of projects achieved an economic internal rate of return (EIRR) of 
12% or more), despite positive impacts on agriculture productivity, farm income, and 
poverty reduction. Lower efficiency is often due to project delays and extensions, which 
increase project cost and hence lower cost efficiency and eventually the EIRR. The 
apparent contradiction between low efficiency and high impact is related to poor 
performance in specific activities, such as rural finance, that pull down the overall 
rating. It was recommended that agriculture interventions need to be more market-
oriented through support to physical and institutional links to markets and 
agribusiness, and in supporting sustainable agriculture. Linking improved and more 
sustainable natural resource use and higher agriculture productivity to improved 
storage and distribution networks and stronger markets builds the agricultural value 
chain and contributes to higher efficiency. These recommendations reflected the 
growing international focus on demand-driven agricultural value chains in investments 
to improve food security and, more broadly, promote sound natural resource 
management and rural development.  
 
164. Successful ANR projects are multifaceted and build on complementarities,132 
but they themselves are not necessarily multisectoral. In essence, ADB’s more recent 
                                                 
131 IED. 2010. Sector Synthesis: Performance of ADB Assistance to Agriculture and Natural Resources—

Evidence from Post-Completion Evaluations. Manila: ADB. 
132 This is consistent with the findings of the draft 2011 Annual Report on Portfolio Performance regarding 

ANR project performance. This report found that ANR projects seem more successful when targeting 
complex systems than simpler service delivery and asset delivery projects, and agriculture projects perform 
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support incorporates a far greater mixture of community participation, private sector 
involvement and institution building to enable markets to function efficiently. 
Improved flexibility in implementation allows decentralized responses to the diverse 
needs of the rural poor and builds relevant partnerships among government, the 
private sector, and civil society. Similarly, natural resource projects increasingly 
recognize the need to build the economic and social resilience of communities, 
particularly in the light of climate change. Continuing investment is needed to transfer 
knowledge and improved ANR technology to rural communities. All of the lessons 
described in Table 8 combine to demonstrate that successful ANR investment is 
multifaceted. Straightforward investments in infrastructure, rural finance, and 
agriculture-specific activities are valid and can be successful, but the evaluations show 
that ANR-related investments can perform better through integrated and flexible 
project designs and implementation arrangements. This finding aligns with the 
identification of the food-water-energy nexus as a critical investment area for ADB and 
for successful outcomes in strengthening food security. 
 
165. Performance in most ANR subsectors has also improved over time (Table 9).133 
All projects in the irrigation, drainage and flood protection; natural resources 
management, and livestock subsectors were evaluated as successful in the latest 
decade. 134  Performance in fisheries and agriculture and rural sector development 
improved significantly over the period. These improvements appear to be related to 
more integrated and responsive project designs. For instance, the number of forestry-
only investments has greatly declined, but community-based forestry, watershed 
management, and commercial forestry are being successfully incorporated into the 
design of natural resource investments. Fishery investments appropriately incorporate 
coastal protection, rural roads, and market infrastructure. In other words, ANR project 
designs are ”connecting the dots” in “agriculture plus” investments. 
 
166. The subsector comprising agricultural production and marketing is the 
exception to the above pattern of improvement. The performance of these projects is 
well below average and declined significantly from 2001 onward. This is partly due to 
several poorly performing projects in crisis-affected countries (e.g., Sri Lanka) or in 
countries that were subject to a portfolio spring cleaning exercise. However, evaluation 
shows that these investments can be strengthened with a greater focus on developing 
agricultural value chains, direct engagement with the private sector, and the 
development of public-private partnerships. An evaluation of agricultural value 
chains135  also highlights the increasing focus within ANR investments on commer-
cialization and markets and the need for more targeted support for such initiatives. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
better when there is a critical mass of agriculture projects in a country over a long period (greater than 10 
years). 

133 Subsector analysis is complicated by ADB’s reclassification of projects in 2004 and 2009. This has led to 
the same projects being classified into different sectors at different times. 

134 Although the success rate for the livestock and land-based natural resources management subsectors for 
2001–2010 is 100%, there was only one approved project for each of these subsectors during this period. 
Thus, performance is improving due to the (i) move away (but not entirely) from low-performing sectors, 
and (ii) the increase in performance of the investments in those subsector activities that are continuing. 

135 IED. Forthcoming 2012. Special Evaluation Study: Support for Agricultural Value Chains Development for 
Inclusive Growth. Manila: ADB. 
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 Table 9: Success Rates of ANR Programs and Projects Approved in 
1968–2010 by Subsectora 

(percent) 
 

Subsector 1968–1980 1981–1990 1991–2000 2001–2010 Trend 
Agriculture and Natural 

Resources 36 42 56 67 
Agricultural Production and 

Marketing 38 30 63 40 
Agriculture and Rural Sector 

Development 33 50 59 67 
Fishery 22 44 13 50 
Forestry 50 46 36 – 
Irrigation, Drainage, and Flood 

Protection 48 62 60 100 
Land-based Natural Resources 

Management 57 31 54 100 
Livestock 0 29 100 100 
Water-based Natural 

Resources Management 33 – 67 100 
 = constant,  = decreasing, = increasing, – = no observations for the period. 
a Ratings are based on the most recent evaluative evidence from project completion reports, validation 

reports, and project/program performance evaluation reports. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

 
167. There are, however, risks to performance in the subsectors most vulnerable to 
environmental degradation and the potential impacts of climate change. For example, 
forestry contributes to land stabilization and climate change mitigation. In particular, 
fisheries and forestry projects had low performance ratings (33% and 50%, respectively 
[Table 10]). But fisheries, forestry, and livestock also had the smallest ADB investments, 
and these ratings may not be representative of what is possible at this stage of 
knowledge and experience. In fact, there have been no new stand-alone livestock and 
fisheries investments since 2007, although some components from these subsectors 
have been incorporated in recently approved projects, for example in coastal resources 
and watershed management, where a primary focus has been on environmental 
improvement. ADB does have a forestry policy (1995) and in 2003 planned to update 
the policy to include a greater focus on community-based forestry management. The 
ADB fisheries policy has been removed from active operation and was recommended 
for retirement in 2006 by an IED SES136 due to its limited relevance and effectiveness. 
Nonetheless, forestry, fisheries, and livestock are critical components of farming 
systems and therefore vital to food security, rural poverty reduction, and 
environmentally sustainable growth. ADB should explore the scope for successfully 
integrating these subsectors in “agriculture plus” investments that enhance resilience 
to extreme weather and climate change.  
 
168. To further investigate the success of “agriculture plus” investments, this AER 
undertook a broader analysis of more recent projects related to food security. A cohort 
of 125 completed projects for 2005–2011 was identified (Appendix 10, Table A10) from 
both ANR and other sectors that contribute to agricultural productivity. These include 
projects in which the rural or agriculture component is 20% or more of the total 
amount, or where outputs were determined to directly affect agricultural production, 
e.g., projects with a rural development or agriculture component, microfinance projects 
covering banks with a rural or agriculture sector focus, or coastal protection projects 
that included fish catch increases. 

                                                 
136 IED. 2006. Special Evaluation Study on ADB's Fisheries Policy. Manila: ADB. 
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169. Table 10 shows that this cohort of projects has achieved a success rating of 
65%. This closely corresponds to the average rate (67%) for all ADB sectors, and for the 
ANR sector for the period 2001–2010 (Figure 9). Apart from sectors where the number 
of projects was small, the highest performance was for agriculture and rural sector 
development (71% success) and water-based natural resource management (79%). 
These both require complex project designs, yet the results are above average 
compared with ADB’s overall loan portfolio. 
 

Table 10: Performance Rating of “Agriculture Plus” Projects 
Completed in 2005–2011 

 

Sector/Subsector Total 
HS/S LS US 
(%) (%) (%)

Agriculture and Natural Resources 93 65 24 12
Agricultural Production and Marketing 23 61 22 17
Agriculture and Rural Sector 

Development 
14 71 14 14

Fishery 3 33 67 0
Forestry 6 50 33 17
Irrigation, Drainage, and Flood 

Protection 
20 60 35 5

Land-Based Natural Resources 
Management 

10 60 30 10

Livestock 3 100 0 0
Water-Based Natural Resources 

Management 
14 79 7 14

Finance 9 33 44 22
Multisector 9 100 0 0
Transport and ICT 12 67 33 0
Water and Other Municipal Infrastructure 

and Services 
2 100 0 0

  Total 125 66 24 10 
HS = highly successful, ICT = information and communications technology, LS = less than 
successful, S = successful, US = unsuccessful. 
Note: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

 
170. The analysis demonstrates that ADB contributes to positive outcomes in food 
security through a range of sectors. An important lesson is that pursuing 
complementarities through “agriculture plus” is a key element of successful agricultural 
investment. In addition, project designs must address the needs, constraints, and 
opportunities of diverse rural communities. Farmer participation and ownership by 
local executing agencies are essential, with due attention to capacity development. 
Investments in irrigation, rural roads, rural power supply, and rural finance all 
contribute to agricultural productivity, but in order to gain the maximum benefits, 
there should also be investment in farms, farmers, and farming. This signifies that, 
while ADB may be reluctant to invest within the narrow scope of agriculture, 
investment in “agriculture plus” yields better performance by bringing complementary 
on-farm investment together with investment in infrastructure, finance, private sector 
involvement, and capacity development. 
 

1. Relevance, Effectiveness, Efficiency, and Sustainability of 
“Agriculture Plus” 

 
171. Table 11 investigates the “agriculture plus” cohort further to assess the 
determinants of performance along the dimensions of relevance, effectiveness, 
efficiency, and sustainability. In addition to ANR investments, the table includes food 
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production-related investments in other sectors that have been assessed according to 
the ADB sector classification. Performance in terms of relevance is rated high at 85%, 
while effectiveness and efficiency are both rated at 69%. All sectors demonstrate 
satisfactory levels of relevance and effectiveness apart from rural finance-related 
investments. Efficiency ratings suggest that the low efficiency issues that were 
previously evident in the ANR sector are being addressed. The increase appears to stem 
from efforts to address previous weaknesses by building stronger market links, 
increasing the participation of farmers in infrastructure investments so that facility use 
is higher, the value of production is increased, and greater financial and economic 
benefits are generated. 

 
Table 11: Individual Criteria Rating of “Agriculture Plus” Projects 

Completed in 2005–2011 
 

Sector 

Total 
Number of 

Projects 

Relevant 
and Highly 
Relevant 

Effective 
and Highly 
Effective 

Efficient 
and Highly 

Efficient 

Likely and 
Most Likely 
Sustainable 

% % % % 
Agriculture and Natural 

Resources 93 84 68 70 47 
Finance 9 56 33 22 44 
Multisector 9 100 100 100 75 
Transport and ICT 12 100 75 73 45 
Water and Other Municipal 

Infrastructure and Services 2 100 100 100 100 
 Total 125 85 69 69 49 

ICT = information and communications technology. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 
 
172. Sustainability is a serious concern, however. The percentage of the above 
projects classified as likely or most likely to be sustained was only 49%. This is a low 
percentage compared with most other sectors. The ANR component may well be 
increasing, given that the subsample of 27 completed ANR projects begun after 2001 
had a sustainability rating of 58%. Sustainability in “agriculture plus” investments is 
more complicated due to the larger number of components and hence the greater 
uncertainty that benefits will be sustained as compared with projects that primarily 
build physical assets and have clear cost recovery schemes. Agriculture and rural 
development investments are typically not revenue generating, so sustainability is 
dependent on factors such as community ownership and mobilization in O&M, access 
to inputs (water, seed, credit, etc.) and behavioral changes (e.g., adoption of new 
agronomic practices), as well as external factors like the weather or changes in the 
market. In most projects, some components performed well and were likely to be 
sustained, while others were less likely, affecting the overall sustainability rating. In 
projects that were judged as sustainable, market orientation, sound financial viability of 
investments, continuity in political will, and robust maintenance systems were critical in 
the evaluation. 
 

2. Comparison with Other Development Partners 
 
173. Keeping in mind the difficulties of comparing across institutions, ADB’s 
performance nevertheless compares well with that of other multilateral organizations. 
The performance of 27 African Development Bank agriculture loans (including 
irrigation) was assessed in 2007, and a success rating of 60% was established.137 IFAD, 
                                                 
137 African Development Bank. 2010. Improving Effectiveness in Agriculture and Rural Development in Africa: 

Lessons Learnt from Evaluations. Page 9. Tunis. Among the 27 project evaluations, only 6 were 
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which focuses exclusively on agriculture and rural development, assessed 83% of its 
worldwide portfolio to be satisfactory.138 The World Bank’s Independent Evaluation 
Group concluded that 79% of the outcomes of the World Bank’s agriculture and rural 
development projects approved from 2001 to 2010 were satisfactory,139 equivalent to 
the average across all sectors of the World Bank. Furthermore, agriculture and rural 
development projects with satisfactory outcomes increased from 48% in fiscal years 
2000–2002 to 62% in 2003–2005 and to 73% in 2006–2008, similar to ADB’s 
improving ANR success ratings.  
 
174. To further compare ADB and the World Bank, the sustainability score was 
excluded from the ADB ratings, as it is not a dimension used in World Bank 
evaluations.140 The resulting ADB success rate rises to 77%, or quite comparable to that 
of the World Bank. Other organizations, such as IFAD, have also found that 
sustainability is the lowest rated dimension and requires continued attention for 
improvement. 
 

3. Regional Cooperation and Partnerships 
 
175. ADB has demonstrated the capacity to lead cooperative action on food security. 
In recent years, various ADB studies of food price effects and food security have shown 
the level of knowledge and cooperation that ADB achieved. ADB’s Food for All 
publication (2011) 141  was generated from the deliberation of the more than 400 
participants from 30 countries that were drawn together by ADB in association with 
FAO and IFAD with the aims to (i) scale up and replicate food security investments in 
the Asia-Pacific region; (ii) promote and support country-driven food security strategies; 
(iii) promote greater collaboration and partnership among governments, the private 
sector, international development agencies, civil society organizations, and others; and 
(iv) share innovations and good practices for rapid replication and expansion. In that 
publication, ADB affirms that it “seeks to provide better understanding of food security 
and the opportunities for realizing it through multisector and partnership approaches” 
and “facilitate the sharing of knowledge, innovations, good practices, and lessons on 
investing” in food for all. 
 
176. Improving effectiveness by moving towards an “agriculture plus” approach 
does not necessarily imply that all contributing activities need to be part of the ADB 
investment. Stronger and more purposeful partnerships based on institutional 
comparative advantage are needed. The spirit of partnership and collaboration at the 
management level that have facilitated knowledge-sharing events needs to manifest in 
incentives for partnerships in the field, including greater cofinancing. To date there 
have been no new cofinanced projects under the partnership framework among ADB, 
IFAD, and FAO. 
 
 
 

                                                 
independently evaluated (three PPERs and three project evaluations from sector reviews) and the rest were 
validated PCRs. 

138 IFAD. 2011. Annual Report of Results and Impact 2010. Rome. IFAD and African Development Bank use a 
mean of ratings for relevance, effectiveness, and efficiency. 

139 Evaluation ratings database of the World Bank’s Independent Evaluation Group. 
140 In the World Bank, project outcomes are rated based on a composite score of relevance, effectiveness, 

and efficiency ratings, while in ADB the project/program rating is a weighted average of scores for 
relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability. 

141 ADB. 2011. Food for All: Investing in Food Security in Asia and the Pacific—Issues, Innovations, and 
Practices. Manila. 
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C. Conclusions 
 
177. ADB contributes to stabilizing food availability, access, and affordability but 
more can be achieved. ADB already provides strong support to food security, develops 
distribution channels, and assists in market efficiency. In this respect, the strategies 
employed are relevant and are becoming more effective. The performance of ANR has 
improved steadily and is now on par with the core operational sectors. Given its 
mandate to reduce poverty, ADB should be encouraged about the potential to enhance 
its organizational response to the critical regional and global concerns about food 
security, rural poverty, growing inequality, environmental degradation, and the 
looming stresses of climate change. ADB’s strategic approach to food security needs to 
be more clearly articulated to maintain consistency with Strategy 2020 while at the 
same time rising to meet the new challenges. 
 
178. Evaluations show that ADB has learned and applied many lessons in ANR. 
Investment in production is required, but the most effective designs also incorporate 
complementarities and linkages to rural roads and other infrastructure, natural 
resource management, farm and rural support services, agribusiness, and market-
driven value chains where the private sector takes center stage. There has been a shift 
in project designs to integrate agricultural production with access to water and markets, 
consistent with the global focus on the food-water-energy nexus and on the benefits of 
value chain approaches. The recent food security-related project and program 
investments have made a solid contribution to stabilizing food supplies and prices in 
Asia. Improved project performance in agriculture has arisen through better design and 
more flexible implementation arrangements, as well as the “agriculture plus” approach. 
Agricultural research support continues to perform well, but continuity of funding is of 
concern.  
 
179. The question remains if the recent ADB initiatives have been sufficient at both 
the strategic and operational levels to address the magnitude of the challenges facing 
Asia.  The recent research shows that global food security issues will not quickly abate. 
Asia is vulnerable to further food price shocks. The evaluations suggest that ADB can 
justifiably consider increasing its efforts by (i) maintaining and, where appropriate, 
increasing investments in food production initiatives within the broad financing 
priorities of Strategy 2020; (ii) capitalizing on the effectiveness of agricultural research 
by improving focus and by dissemination of successful research findings; and (iii) taking 
advantage of emerging opportunities to engage the private sector, integrate food 
security and climate change initiatives, and give increased attention to emerging issues 
of food safety and quality. 
 
180. To reiterate a recurrent theme of this AER, the multifaceted nature of 
“agriculture plus” could provide major opportunities for strategic and purposeful 
partnerships and coordinated investments with other development agencies in order to 
extend more coherent assistance, which would be particularly pertinent in the Asian 
countries that are the most food insecure. Further suggestions are provided as food for 
thought in Supplementary Appendix B, which contains a more elaborate version of this 
chapter and is available on the IED website as a background paper.  
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CHAPTER 6 

Conclusions and Implications 
 

 

 

 

181. Lack of food security is one of several challenges that the Asia-Pacific region 
confronts, others being widespread poverty, rising inequality, internal conflict and 
instability, corruption and governance issues, external financial shocks, environmental 
degradation, climate change, and increasing frequency of natural disasters. ADB has to 
navigate a path that builds on the opportunities presented by Asia’s rapid economic 
development but that also deals with the challenges in a way that is effective and 
useful to its DMCs and partners. With Strategy 2020, ADB has set a well-defined 
agenda that, as this report argues, can also be constraining if there is an overzealous 
response to its highlights with inadequate attention or linkages to the most crucial 
concerns facing the region.  
 
182. The operational focus on infrastructure provision, financial sector development, 
education, environment, and regional cooperation gives clear directions, but most of 
the opportunities and challenges to Asia’s socioeconomic development require keeping 
in view the interlinkages necessary to get greater impact. That means connecting the 
dots in the different country and sector contexts, implying holistic planning and 
coordination exercises and looking again into the relevance and improved performance 
of some “non-core” sectors such as agriculture, health and social protection. It also 
means linking up with partners to complement each other’s work, perceptive 
monitoring of ongoing operations to maximize outputs and their linkages, and 
optimizing the use of outputs by beneficiaries so that development outcomes are 
achieved as well. It also means that windows of opportunity must be creatively 
employed, as and when they arise, whether in a crisis, at the time of important policy 
breakthroughs, or simply at the start of a new government.  
 
183. The role of IED is to help ensure ADB’s accountability in delivering results and in 
providing lessons and recommendations for improvements. For the majority of 
projects, IED looks at the results a few years after they are completed. In CAPEs and 
SESs it also looks at the ongoing portfolio and the pipeline. A focus on accountability 
for funds spent is required, but lessons and recommendations are of concrete use to 
future action. The frequency with which some of them are drawn from various 
evaluations implies that they have wider generality and should have implications for 
ADB’s strategic directions. This AER draws attention especially to the need for 
supporting complementary activities and outputs to achieve development outcomes; 
the necessity for results orientation at various levels (activities, outputs, and outcomes); 
and the need to consider the sustainability of project outputs and outcomes, and 
capacity development initiatives.  
 
184. Newer lessons deal with emerging challenges. Climate-related natural disasters 
are threatening to become a game changer in the Asia-Pacific region. Unless this 
danger is factored into development programs, development effectiveness will likely be 
heavily compromised. This threat mandates a focus on climate change mitigation in 
transport and energy investments as a critical and mainstream activity. Equally, 
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financial shocks can unfold in ways that put development effectiveness at risk. Building 
country resilience to financial shocks is therefore an ongoing need. This report also calls 
for modifications in ADB’s approach to support agricultural development and food 
security more effectively. Additional focus is needed on “agriculture plus” activities, 
which address  complementarities and linkages for better development outcomes. 
Beyond the connections between agricultural productivity, value chain and market 
development and linkages to natural resource management are also required. 
 
185. For these lessons to make a difference, analytical work needs to be done, 
together with follow through during implementation. Although the MARS shows 
generally good results, with actions taken on many recommendations, in some crucial 
areas mentioned above (sustainability and capacity development, in particular) the 
follow-up is not convincing. IED also has reservations regarding the quality of some of 
the actions.  
 
186. These areas of concern can be seen within the context of the ongoing review of 
ADB’s results framework. The original framework has in large part run its course, as 
many targets lapse in 2012. The need for setting new targets to be met by 2015 or 
2016 is an opportunity for improving the results orientation in ADB, a lesson cited this 
year. IED regards this year’s review of the results framework as an opportunity to 
further operationalize Strategy 2020. This AER makes several suggestions in Chapter 3, 
some of which are pulled together below. Flagged below are six areas of particular 
importance for actions going forward.  
 
187. First, in view of ADB’s overarching concern for inclusive growth, it is important 
to include an indicator in the results framework to monitor this aspect. The 
categorization of ADB operations could reflect (i) employment effect, (ii) targeting of 
the poor or non-income MDGs or poor areas, and (iii) social protection. Thresholds can 
be set for the qualification of operations as ”inclusive growth oriented.” As a baseline, 
the percentage of loan and grant operations can be categorized as oriented to inclusive 
growth, and then an annual increase can be targeted. IED plans to evaluate progress 
on inclusive growth in a study during 2013. 
 
188. Second, it is important to track the financing of non-core operational areas in 
relation to the guideline of 20% of overall financing, in light of their relevance to 
development effectiveness and the experience highlighted in this report. This is needed 
to help ensure that ADB keeps an incentive in these areas and does not lose its ability 
to contribute to development outcomes in such areas as health and social protection, 
agriculture, and public sector management, where they are needed to link with other 
investments or improve responsive country programs. The baseline here could be the 
percentage of financing approved in 2012, and the target could be an increase over the 
previous year with the goal of 20% of financing. 
 
189. Third, it is crucial to ADB to improve the tracking of outcomes in addition to 
the tracking of outputs. Better matching of the data sets for outputs and outcomes in 
the current portfolio will be useful to compare the percentage of the planned outputs 
that was achieved with the effectiveness rating. But regardless of precisely which 
projects have what outputs and what outcomes, the key is to see how output delivery 
and outcome achievement fare in areas where ADB intervenes, and to review where 
there is an imbalance. It would be also useful to have more indicators that measure the 
effort going into development outcome achievement for new projects (e.g., learning 
outcomes, job creation) or more indicators for outputs that work on improved quality 
or efficiency of infrastructure and services. The proportion of DMF outcome indicators 
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of new projects that have baseline values can be monitored as well to improve 
outcome tracking. Lastly, this report has suggested monitoring the number of 
development outcome data collection initiatives for newly approved projects. These 
steps would help make the picture of outputs and outcomes of the portfolio more 
complete. Again, the baselines can be 2012, with the directional targets being 
increased from year to year. 
 
190. Fourth, sustainability of ADB operations is a continuing concern raised in 
evaluations. Greater and systematic attention to this issue can come from putting the 
spotlight on a quality-at-entry indicator regarding the sustainability assessment, and an 
indicator to reflect the percentage of completed operations that have been assessed 
likely sustainable or better. The targets would be annual improvements upon the 
baseline, to be established from (i) the biannual quality-at-entry exercise or another 
(annual) source, and (ii) the PCRs from 2010−2012. ADB needs a gradually improving 
proportion of supported projects being sustainable. 
 
191. Fifth, both in Management’s assessments and in IED’s work, there is greater 
scope to build in a measurement of client satisfaction with ADB’s operational services 
rendered by resident missions and headquarters. This could be based on country 
surveys of executing agencies and other national stakeholders, undertaken as part of 
the preparation of new CPSs or validations of final reviews. Many CPS preparations and 
validations already conduct such surveys, but they could include some standard 
questions, the answers of which could be aggregated and tracked annually in the DEfR. 
A target could be 80% satisfaction with services of resident missions and headquarters, 
or annual improvement, depending on the nature of the baseline scores. 
 
192. Sixth, climate change is altering the prospects for development effectiveness, 
and needs to be addressed if ADB is to remain effective. The results framework as it 
stands does not have built-in triggers or targets for actions in this area, let alone for 
mainstreaming this concern into all operations. In view of the especially big weight of 
climate change in Asia’s outlook, this gap needs to be addressed with urgency. It 
would be valuable to track both the mitigation aspects relating to the carbon footprint 
of ADB’s work as well as the adaptation dimensions involving the resilience and 
appropriateness of intervention with respect to climate change. 
 
193. IED’s work program in 2012 includes several studies that could feed into the 
review of the results framework and strategies, policies, and operational plans. These 
are studies on knowledge products and services, private sector operations impacts, 
natural disasters, social protection, and MDGs. The study of knowledge products and 
services may lead to a recommendation to set new corporate targets for ADB’s 
knowledge identification, generation, dissemination and/or use, and how to better 
monitor this. Similarly, the study on natural disasters and ADB’s emergency response 
and assistance to improve preparedness could lead to further recommendations to 
monitor the integration of adaptation work in regular infrastructure operations. The 
social protection study will look at the interconnectedness of social protection and 
inclusive growth, and Asia’s growing interest in progress in social protection may lead 
IED to recommend that ADB increase its work in this area and even set a corporate 
“growth” target for such operations. The MDG study is intended to feed into any future 
consideration of ADB’s role in MDG achievement, and discussion of post-2015 goals. 
The evaluation may also reflect on the worrying declining performance of ADB 
supported projects in education and water supply and sanitation in the last decade—
key areas of the MDGs. The evaluation of development impacts of private sector 
operations, lastly, could lead to a further reflection on the need for the targeting of 
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contributions to inclusive and environmentally sustainable growth in ADB’s private 
sector work. A study on inclusive growth planned for 2013 may pay special attention to 
sectors currently viewed as other than core, which have experienced improving 
performance such as agriculture, and health and social protection. 
 
194. IED’s resources are limited, but its value added is in its independence and speed 
of delivery; its combined focus on effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability issues; its 
outward look into ADB’s relevance and strategic positioning; and its attention to global 
and Asian issues that potentially provide new opportunities and challenges for ADB. 
IED’s rolling 3-year work program is evolving and responds to the need for evaluation 
or validation of ADB’s country program and project operations as well as to larger, 
more thematic issues, with a balance continually sought and adjusted. It can be 
accessed on IED’s website http://www.adb.org/site/evaluation/ied/work-program. IED 
has engaged in an internal reform process to improve its impact, and stands ready to 
support the Board and to work with Management in widening and deepening the 
discussion and in providing further elaborations on the suggestions made. 
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APPENDIX 1. REPORTS OF THE INDEPENDENT EVALUATION DEPARTMENT 

COMPLETED IN 2011  
 

 

 

Type/Title 

Approval 

Date 

A. Special Evaluation Study (5) 

 1. Real-time Evaluation of Asian Development Bank's Response to the Global Economic Crisis of 2008–2009 10-Jun-11
 2. Performance of the Asian Development Bank Institute: Research, Capacity Building and Training, and 

Outreach and Knowledge Management 
11-Jul-11

 3. Managing for Development Results 3-Oct-11
 4. Asian Development Fund Operations: A Decade of Supporting Poverty Reduction in Asia and the Pacific 

Region 
3-Oct-11

 5. ADB's Support for Promoting Governance in Pacific Developing Member Countries 23-Nov-11
  

B. Country Assistance Program Evaluation (2) 
 1. Uzbekistan 26-Jul-11
 2. Maldives 12-Sep-11
  

C. Country Partnership Strategy Final Review Validation (5) 
 1. Indonesia: Country Strategy and Program 2006–2009 Final Review 21-Jun-11
 2. Timor Leste: Country Strategy, 2006–2010 Final Review 10-Aug-11
 3. Sri Lanka: Country Partnership Strategy 2009–2011 Final Review
 4. Solomon Islands: Country Partnership Strategy 2006–2010 Final Review 26-Sep-11
 5. Kazakhstan: Country Strategy and Program 2004–2006 Final Review 25-Nov-11
  

D. Sector Assistance Program Evaluation (1) 
 1. Transport Sector in the Pacific Developing Member Countries (1995–2010) 26-Oct-11
  

E. Impact Evaluation Study (1) 
 1. Asian Development Bank's Assistance for Low-Income Housing Finance in Sri Lanka 16-Aug-11
  

F. Evaluation Knowledge Brief (1) 
 1. Review of Energy Efficiency Interventions 31-Oct-11
  

G. Project/Program Performance Evaluation Report (13) 
 1. Sovereign Operations (8) 
  i. IND: Madhya Pradesh Power Sector Development Program 8-Feb-11
  ii. SAM: Small Business Development Project 6-Jul-11
  iii. THA: Restructuring of Specialized Financial Institutions 26-Sep-11
  iv. INO: Technological and Professional Skills Development Sector Project 31-Oct-11
  v. TON: Economic and Public Sector Reform Program 30-Nov-11
  vi. SRI: Road Sector Development Project 7-Dec-11
  vii. SAM: Education Sector Project 22-Dec-11
  viii. FIJ: Fiji Ports Development Project 22-Dec-11
 2. Nonsovereign Operations (5) 
  i. PHI: Walden AB Ayala Ventures Co. Inc. /Walden AB Ayala Management Company 13-May-11
  ii. PHI: The Mutual Fund Company of the Philippines 11-Jul-11
  iii. PHI: North Luzon Expressway Rehabilitation and Expansion 25-Oct-11
  iv. AZE: Private Banks and Leasing Companies in Azerbaijan—AG Bank 23-Dec-11
  v. AZE: Private Banks and Leasing Companies in Azerbaijan—Bank Respublika 23-Dec-11
  

H. Annual Report (1) 
 1. 2011 Annual Evaluation Review 24-May-11
  

I. PCR Validation Report (47)b Various
  www.adb.org/documents/series/validations-project-completion-reports?ref=site/evaluation/resources 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, AZE = Azerbaijan, FIJ = Fiji, IND = India, INO = Indonesia, PCR = project/program completion 
report, PHI = Philippines, SAM = Samoa, SRI = Sri Lanka, THA = Thailand, TON = Tonga. 
a Evaluation reports are available at www.adb.org/site/evaluation/resources. 
b Including two extended annual review reports. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department database. 
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Table A2.1: Performance Ratings of Country Assistance Programs Based on 2010 CAPE Guidelines
a 

 

Country Year Overall 
Assessment 

Strategic 
Positioning Relevance Efficiency Effectiveness Sustainability Development 

Impact 
ADB 

Performance 
Period of ADB 

Support 

Maldives 2011 
Less than 
successful Satisfactory Relevant 

Less 
efficient Effective Less likely 

Less than 
satisfactory 

Less than 
satisfactory 1978–2010 

Uzbekistan  2011 Successful Satisfactory Relevant Efficient Less effective Less likely Less than 
satisfactory 

- 2002–2009 

Bhutan  2010 Successful Satisfactory Relevant Efficient Effective Less likely Modest–
substantial Satisfactory 2001–2009 

Lao PDR 2010 Successful Satisfactory Relevant 
Less 

efficient Effective Likely Satisfactory - 2000–2009 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, CAPE = country assistance program evaluation, Lao PDR = Lao People’s Democratic Republic. 
a The 2010 CAPE Guidelines provides a set of six well-defined evaluation criteria that should be applied by a CAPE. These comprise “(i) the good practice standards’ (GPS) five core 

criteria (program relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, sustainability, and development impacts) to assess the performance of actual cumulative assistance programs provided 
under the country partnership strategies’ (CPSs') country operations business plans in each sector and all sectors combined; and (ii) the GPSs’ optional criterion (strategic 
positioning) to assess the design quality of the CPS sector and country strategies.” IED. 2010. Revised Guidelines for the Preparation of Country Assistance Program Evaluations. 
Manila: ADB. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

Table A2.2: Performance Ratings of Country Assistance Programs Based on 2006 CAPE Guidelines
a 

 

Country Year 
Overall 

Assessment Top Down 
ADB 

Positioning 
Contribution to 

Development Results ADB Performance Bottom Up 
Period of ADB 

Support 
Bangladesh  2009 Successful Successful High Modest Substantial Less than successful 1999–2008

Cambodia  2009 Successful Successful Substantial Substantial Substantial Less than successful 
(high side) 

1998–2008

Nepal 2009 Less than 
successful 

Successful Substantial Modest–substantial Substantial Less than successful 
(high side) 

2004–2008

Viet Nam  2009 Successful Successful Substantial Substantial Substantial Less than successful 
(high side) 

1999–2008

Mongolia  2008 Successful Successful Substantial Substantial Substantial Successful 1997–2007

Philippines 2008 Successful Successful Satisfactory Modest–substantial Satisfactory Successful (low side) 2003–2007

China, People’s 
Republic of 

2007 Successful Successful Successful 
(high side) 

Successful Less than successful Successful 1998–2005

India  2007 Successful Successful Substantial Modest
(high side) 

Modest
(high side) 

Successful
(low side) 

1986–2006

Pakistan 2007 Less than 
successful 

Less than 
successful 

Modest Modest
(upper end) 

Modest Less than successful 1985–2006

Sri Lanka 2007 Less than 
successful 

Successful
(low side) 

Satisfactory Modest Satisfactory Less than successful 1986–2006

Lao PDR 2006 Successful Successful Less than 
successful 

Less than successful Successful Successful 1986–2004

ADB = Asian Development Bank, CAPE = country assistance program evaluation, Lao PDR = Lao People’s Democratic Republic. 
a The CAPE methodology during this period analyzed country assistance both as a whole and with reference to its major components. A combination of top-down (i.e., 

assessment and rating of ADB’s overall positioning and contribution to development results at the national level) and bottom-up (i.e., assessment and rating of ADB operations 
in key sectors) approaches was used. IED. 2006. Guidelines for the Preparation of Country Assistance Program Evaluation Reports. Manila: ADB. 
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Table A2.3: Performance Ratings of Country Assistance Programs Prior to the CAPE Guidelines
a 

 

Country Year 
Overall 

Assessment 
Responsiveness/ 

Relevance Effectiveness Efficiency Sustainability 

Institutional 
Development 

Impacts and Other 
Performance of 

CAPs 
ADB 

Performance 

Period of 
ADB 

Support 
Uzbekistan 2006 Successful Country Strategy – Gooda              Program Strategy – Satisfactory (low side)a Satisfactory 1996–2004

Bhutan 2005 Successful - - - - - Satisfactory 1983–2003

Indonesia 2005 Less than 
successful 

Relevant Less than 
effective 

Less than 
efficient 

Likely 
(low side) 

Moderate Less than 
satisfactory 

1990–2004

Cambodia  2004 Successful Relevant Effective Efficient Less likely Moderate 
(satisfactory) 

Satisfactory 1992–2002

Nepal 2004 — - - - - - Less than 
satisfactory 

1988–2003

Bangladesh  2003 —c Relevant - - - - Less than 
satisfactory 

1986–2001

Papua New 
Guinea 

2003 Less than 
successful– 

unsuccessful 

Relevant - - - Weak Less than 
satisfactory 

1986–2003

Philippines  2003 Less than 
successful 

Relevant Less effective - Less likelyb Moderate - 1986–2001

Mongolia  2002 Successful - - - - - Satisfactory 1991–2001

Viet Nam  1999 Successful Relevant Effective - - - - 1993–1998

China, People’s 
Rep. of 

1998 Successful - - - - - - 1987–1997

ADB = Asian Development Bank, CAP=country assistance program, CAPE = country assistance program evaluation, Lao PDR = Lao People’s Democratic Republic. 
a A five-point scale was used: 5 = outstanding; 4 = good; 3 = satisfactory (satisfactory is acceptable performance under these criteria in the sense that it meets all expectations); 

2 = poor; and 1 = unsatisfactory. IED. 2006. Country Assistance Program Evaluation: Uzbekistan. Manila. 
b CAPE did not indicate rating but noted that sustainability remains a problem for many ADB interventions. IED. 2003. Country Assistance Performance Evaluation: Philippines. 

Manila: ADB. para. 156. 
c CAPE did not provide overall rating but the analysis was indicative of an assessment of the program as less than successful. 
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Table A2.4: Performance Ratings of Country Assistance Programs Based on the CPS Final Review Validation 
 

Country Year 
Overall 

Assessment 
Strategic 

Positioning Relevance Efficiency Effectiveness Sustainability 
Development 

Impacts 
ADB 

Performance 
Period of 

ADB Support 
Indonesia 2011 Successful Less than 

satisfactory
Relevant Efficient Likely effective Likely Less than 

satisfactory 
Satisfactory 2006–2009

Kazakhstan 2011 Less than 
successful 

Satisfactory Less 
relevant 

Less 
efficient 

Less effective Less likely Less than 
satisfactory 

Less than 
satisfactory 

2004–2006

Sri Lanka 2011 Successful Satisfactory Relevant Less 
efficient 

Likely effective Less likely Satisfactory Satisfactory 2009–2011

Solomon 
Islands 

2011 Successful Satisfactory Relevant Less 
efficient 

Effective Likely Likely to be 
satisfactory 

Satisfactory 2006–2010

Timor- 
Leste 

2011 Less than 
successful 

Satisfactory Relevant Less 
efficient 

Effective Less likely Less than 
satisfactory 

Less than 
satisfactory 

2006–2010

ADB = Asian Development Bank, CPS = country partnership strategy. 
 
 
 

Table A2.5: Performance Ratings of Country Assistance Programs Based on Validation of the 

Country Strategy and Program Completion Report 
 

Country Year Overall Assessment Country Level Sector Level ADB Performance 
Period of ADB 

Support 
Maldives 2007 Less than successful Less than 

satisfactory 
Relevant, less efficient, less 

effective, less likely 
sustainable 

Substantial 1995–2006

ADB = Asian Development Bank. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sources: Independent Evaluation Department. 2008. 2008 Annual Evaluation Review. Manila: ADB; IED. 2007. Validation of the Country Strategy and Program Completion Report: 
Republic of Maldives. Manila: ADB; IED. 2006. Guidelines for the Preparation of Country Assistance Program Evaluation Reports. Manila: ADB; IED. 2010. Guidelines for the 
Preparation of Country Assistance Program Evaluation Reports. Manila: ADB; various CAPEs, CPS Final Review Validations. 
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APPENDIX 3. PERFORMANCE OF ADB SOVEREIGN OPERATIONS  
 

 

 

A. Evaluation Criteria for Sovereign Projects and Programs 

 
1. The performance of Asian Development Bank (ADB) sovereign lending and grant operations is 

assessed through project/program completion reports (PCRs) prepared by the regional departments, 

and through PCR validation reports (PCVRs) and project/program performance evaluation reports 

(PPERs) prepared by the Independent Evaluation Department (IED).1 PCRs are prepared for all sovereign 
projects and programs 1–2 years after their completion,2 but have contained performance ratings only 
since 1995. PCVRs, which IED initiated in 2007, are prepared after PCR circulation. PPERs are typically 
prepared 3 years after project/program completion. A three-category rating system—generally 
successful, partly successful, and unsuccessful—was used to assess performance before 2000. To 
harmonize ADB’s evaluation methodology with the methodology of other multilateral development 
banks, a four-category system—highly successful, successful, less than successful (previously partly 
successful), and unsuccessful—has been used since 2000. The overall project rating is derived on the 
basis of four evaluation criteria: relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability. 
 
2. Projects and programs are considered “successful” when their rating is highly successful, 
successful, or generally successful.3 Projects and programs rated unsuccessful are failures, while those 
rated less than successful (formerly partly successful) achieve some development results, but fall short 
of their objectives. Success rates are usually presented against approval year (or completion year), 
sector, and country (or group of countries). 
 
B. Success Rates of Sovereign Operations 

 
3. The performance of sovereign operations is influenced by changes in ADB’s priorities as well as 
by organizational reforms to effectively support these priorities. Figure A3.1 shows that changes in 
overall project and program performance coincide with the introduction of new policies such as the 
implementation of the recommendations made by the 1994 Report of the Task Force on Improving 
Project Quality. This initiated changes in the management structure, resulting in better quality-at-entry 
and improved portfolio management and administration. Overall success rates of sovereign operations 
approved beginning in 1995 began to rise steadily and peaked in 1998–1999.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
1 PCRs, PCVRs, and PPERs follow the same rating methodology specified in the PPER guidelines. ADB. 2006. Guidelines for 

Preparing Performance Evaluation Reports for Public Sector Operations. Manila. Available: http://www.adb.org/Documents/ 
Guidelines/Evaluation/PPER-PSO/default.asp 

2 For nonsovereign operations, extended annual review reports are prepared by the Private Sector Operations Department or 
relevant regional department once they have reached early operational maturity.   

3 Performance ratings in PCRs, PCVRs, and PPERs are aggregated using the PCVR or PPER ratings when both PCR and PCVR or 
PPER report ratings are available. 
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4. Over the past two decades, the performance of sovereign operations was better in terms of 
their aggregate dollar amount than in terms of their numbers. Table A3.1 shows the average loan size 
of evaluated sovereign programs and projects grouped by country and their corresponding 
performance ratings. In summary, the table illustrates that the experiences of about two-thirds of 
ADB’s developing member countries (DMCs) have indicated that better performance coincides with 
larger average loan size.4  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
4  An ordered probit regression analysis was undertaken to identify the important factors influencing the success of a project. 

The results show that project success is strongly and positively correlated with loan disbursement and disbursement rate. 

Figure A3.1: Success Rates of Sovereign Operations by Approval Year (1972–2005) 
and by Completion Year (1976–2010), Cumulative 5-Year Moving Average 

 

 
 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 



76 Appendix 3 
 

Table A3.1: Average Loan Size of Evaluated Sovereign Operations, by Country and by 
Performance Rating (Approval Period 1990–2010) 

Developing Member 
Country 

Successful 
Less than 
Successful Unsuccessful Total 

Total 
No. 

Average 
Disbursed 
Amount 

($ million) 
Total 
No. 

Average 
Disbursed 
Amount 

($ million) 
Total 
No. 

Average 
Disbursed 
Amount 

($ million) 
Total 
No. 

Average 
Disbursed 
Amount 

($ million) 
1 Afghanistan 5  80.48 3 53.65     8  70.42 
2 Armenia 2  64.66         2  64.66 
3 Azerbaijan 2  37.54 1 30.00     3  35.03 
4 Bangladesh 44  62.16 10 47.26 3 34.22  57  58.08 
5 Bhutan 8  7.71 2 7.52     10  7.67 
6 Cambodia 23  28.98 5 16.13     28  26.69 
7 China, People’s 

Republic of 
78  120.43 7 119.90 2 63.62  87  119.08 

8 Cook Islands 7  2.87 1 1.33 1 0.48  9  2.43 
9 Fiji 2  17.06     1 0.50  3  11.54 

10 Georgia 3  83.23         3  83.23 
11 Graduate Economies 1  3,700.00         1  3,700.00 
12 India 25  204.58 12 169.17 2 24.41  39  184.45 
13 Indonesia 67  127.30 30 89.67 5 12.94  102  110.63 
14 Kazakhstan 6  136.75 4 39.91     10  98.01 
15 Kiribati     2 5.45     2  5.45 
16 Kyrgyz Republic 17  27.36 5 22.17 1 15.00  23  25.69 
17 Lao PDR 29  24.36 8 20.58 1 10.02  38  23.19 
18 Malaysia 7  39.28 2 23.08     9  35.68 
19 Maldives 6  6.88 2 7.31     8  6.98 
20 Marshall Islands 2  8.38 5 8.43 2 2.01  9  6.99 
21 Micronesia, 

Federated States of 
3  12.33 2 4.59   5  9.24 

22 Mongolia 17  21.81 8 18.09 1 0.97  26  19.87 
23 Nauru         1 2.30  1  2.30 
24 Nepal 23  28.88 11 15.88 2 19.08  36  24.36 
25 Pakistan 32  115.88 27 133.48 18 61.46  77  109.33 
26 Papua New Guinea 6  8.42 12 18.26 2 20.43  20  15.53 
27 Philippines 29  102.91 24 57.03 8 30.10  61  75.31 
28 Regional 3  14.83         3  14.83 
29 Samoa 2  7.35 2 6.00 1 0.51  5  5.44 
30 Solomon Islands 4  5.41     1 15.67  5  7.46 
31 Sri Lanka 30  39.27 15 46.12 1 2.27  46  40.70 
32 Tajikistan 12  15.07 2 29.49     14  17.13 
33 Thailand 22  82.09 3 218.00     25  98.40 
34 Timor-Leste 2  5.44 4 12.94     6  10.44 
35 Tonga 2  8.45 2 6.79 1 3.27  5  6.75 
36 Tuvalu 1  3.97 1 3.82     2  3.89 
37 Uzbekistan 10  39.32 6 34.68 1 0.60  17  35.41 
38 Vanuatu 2  5.46 2 11.69     4  8.58 
39 Viet Nam 37  69.16 2 35.32 1 5.08  40  65.87 

  Total 571  83.17  222  63.86  56  32.68  849  74.79  
Lao PDR = Lao People’s Democratic Republic, No. = number. 
Note: Highlighted in the table are countries where projects and programs with higher average loan size are more successful than 
projects and programs with lower average loan size. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 
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C. Performance by Sector 
 
5. Over the years, sector performance in sovereign operations seems to have mostly improved 
(Figures A3.2 and A3.3 below and Table 3 in main text). Given this result, it should however be noted 
that only a small proportion of projects have been completed so far and rated, and are therefore prone 
to future shifts, even if they are statistically significant at this stage. Below is a discussion of the 
performance for each sector. The ANR sector was not discussed here, as it has already been discussed in 
Chapter 5, and neither was the multisector, as it was discussed in more detail in Chapter 2.  

 

 
 
 

 

Figure A3.3: Performance of Sovereign Operations by Sector, 1990–2010 
 (disbursed amount) 

 

 
 

ANR = agriculture and natural resources, EDU = education, ENE = energy, FIN = finance, HSP = health and social 
protection, I&T = industry and trade, MULT = multisector, PSM = public sector management, T&ICT = transport and 
information and communications technology, WMIS =  water and other municipal infrastructure and services 
a Due to the  three huge loans in response to the 1997 Asian financial crisis. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department.
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Figure A3.2: Performance of Sovereign Operations by Sector, 1990–2010 
 (number of projects) 

 

 
 
ANR = agriculture and natural resources, EDU = education, ENE = energy, FIN = finance, HSP = health and social protection, 
I&T = industry and trade, MULT = multisector, PSM = public sector management, T&ICT = transport and information and 
communications technology, WMIS =  water and other municipal infrastructure and services. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 
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6. Education. Sovereign operations in this sector ranged from basic to higher education and 
technical and vocational education and training (TVET), including sector development programs. The 
education sector experienced a decline in performance in 2000–2010, largely due to poor performance 
in the TVET subsector. In terms of dollar amount disbursed, though, the disparity in sector performance 
was not as substantial. The underperformance of TVET projects in the recent decade may have been on 
account of introducing more complex projects directed at reforming the technical education system 
(e.g., restructuring, policy reforms, and cross-sector linkages in Bhutan and Pakistan) as against 
investment projects in the 1990s, which were focused mostly on improvements in school infrastructure 
and capacity development. Pervasive capacity constraints in most countries including those in the 
Pacific have also contributed to poor project performance in the subsector. Notwithstanding the small 
proportion of completed and rated projects, most of the other subsectors generally performed well 
over the years. Some of these projects helped to rationalize national education systems (i.e., 
consolidation of school facilities to increase economies of scale in operations) and supported 
decentralization of school management to improve cost effectiveness and efficiency. Good 
performance in other subsectors was associated with strong government ownership and commitment, 
a holistic and systematic approach to sector development, complementary project inputs among 
development partners, and engagement of communities in school operation and maintenance, among 
other factors. 
 
7. Energy. Given the small number of completed projects, the decline in energy sector 
performance was influenced by two loan cancellations5 and by the less than satisfactory performance 
of four other projects.6 However, success rates in terms of dollar amount disbursed reflected modest 
improvement in performance. Lessons from the past 10 years of operation in the sector7 highlighted 
various risks that can erode the development effectiveness of energy projects: (i) weak institutional 
frameworks; (ii) non-independent or politicized sector regulation that hampers efficiency, cost recovery, 
and financial viability; (iii) capacity weaknesses in sector planning and management; (iv) faulty financial 
management and procurement problems; (v) corruption in procurement and sector operations; (vi) 
shortfalls in project planning, management, and monitoring and evaluation; and (vii) weak project 
ownership and commitment. Many energy projects have become more challenging due to the high 
demands placed on energy efficiency, clean energy, and other forms of innovation. 
 
8. Despite the decline in performance in the recent decade, the long-run performance of ADB’s 
sovereign operations in the energy sector reflected a 78% success rate from 1968 to 2010.8  Overall, 
ADB support has (i) reduced the need for subsidies and use of public funds for the power sector,  
(ii) increased the quality and reliability of energy supply, (iii) showed that energy efficiency and 
renewable energy projects can be self-sustaining, (iv) contributed to positive and immediate impacts on 
improving the environment, and (v) improved governance at the sector level.9  
 
9. Finance. The level of success achieved in the finance sector gradually improved from 46% in 
1980–1989 to 54% in 1991–1999 and 56% in 2000–2010. Caution, however, is in order, given the 
small proportion of completed and rated projects in the recent decade. ADB continuously diversified its 
financial intermediation modalities and practices in the mid-1980s. During the mid-1990s, there was a 
shift from the use of the credit line modality to program loans with reform-specific focus on policies 
and institutions that would make ADB’s interventions more efficient and effective. Evaluation of 

                                                 
5 Projects that are not completed due to loan cancellations are automatically rated as unsuccessful due to the non-achievement 

of desired outcomes. 
6 Two of these projects were implemented within the context of a country in transition (Tajikistan) and facing systemic 

challenges of operating outer islands electrification (Maldives), while the other two projects faced challenges posed by 
complex sector reforms—requiring legal, regulatory, and institutional reforms including restructuring (India and Sri Lanka). 

7 ADB. 2011. Learning Lessons: Electricity Sector. Manila. 
8  Over the decade, improvements in success ratings were noted using the disbursed amount on account of the huge loans 

approved during this period.   
9 IED. 2007. Special Evaluation Study: Energy Policy 2000 Review-Energy Efficiency for a Better Future. Manila: ADB. 
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support for financial intermediation in DMCs10  noted that the general success of financial sector 
program loans (for banking, governance, capital markets, trade, and pensions) was due mainly to the 
greater openness of the recipient countries to reform, particularly with strong support from their more 
independent central banks and their private sector-oriented capital market institutions such as 
securities and exchange commissions and stock exchanges. The evaluation is supported by findings 
from recently completed successful sovereign operations that cite long-term government commitment 
to improving the financial sector and its willingness to address constraints facing the sector as key 
reasons for success. In terms of the level of success achieved based on disbursed amount, there was a 
higher success rate during 1991-1999. This, however, was mainly due to three huge loans provided in 
response to the Asian financial crises (Indonesia, Thailand, and Republic of Korea). 
 
10. Health and social protection. There has been better performance in health and social 
protection—with the caveat again that numbers completed and evaluated for the 2000s are small as 
yet and may change over time. Success in the health and social protection sector improved from 58% in 
the 1990s to 90% in the 2000s. Better performance of evaluated health projects approved since 199911 
coincided with the adoption of ADB’s policy for the health sector. Evaluation of ADB’s health policy12 
found that it contributed to (i) better targeting (e.g., focus on primary health care interventions, 
women, infants, children, and the urban/rural poor as well as on indigenous people), (ii) stronger 
monitoring and evaluation, (iii) innovative program approaches for health management and 
organization, (iv) increased levels of health resources through more efficient public management and 
mobilization of participation of private sector and nongovernment organizations, and (v) increased 
efficiency of health sector investments (e.g., through capacity development, better cross-sector linkages 
in project design, and collaboration with development partners).  
 
11. A number of factors influenced the successful rating of the health and social protection sector, 
including strong government commitment to project implementation, strong leadership and capacity 
of the executing agencies, cost-effective approaches to capacity development and civil works, and 
partnership with nongovernment organizations in health care delivery. Building on past achievements 
of previous projects also facilitated good project performance. The likelihood of sustainability is also 
enhanced through the engagement of communities to design and implement projects that they 
themselves benefit from. 
 
12. Industry and trade. The industry and trade sector’s performance declined to a 50% success 
rate in the recent decade (from 56% in the 1990s). Contributing to this poor performance, among 
other factors, have been institutional constraints of implementing and participating organizations (e.g., 
legal, administrative, and cultural issues in Samoa regarding the use of customary land constrained 
reforms in land use; and a high level of government intervention in the decision-making process of 
state banks operating in Uzbekistan delimited support mechanisms for small and medium-sized 
enterprise (SME) development); change in government administration and the advent of 
decentralization in Indonesia, which prevented the passage of an investment law; and change in 
economic environment in Pakistan, which reduced the demand for trade finance services offered 
through the project. Half of the successful programs were in regional trade facilitation and also in SME 
development. With the adoption of poverty reduction as ADB’s overarching goal in 1999, there was 
renewed interest in SME-related projects, which were perceived to have direct benefits for the poor. 
There was also a shift from providing credit facilities for SMEs through commercial financial institutions, 
which were less successful in the late 1980s and early 1990s, to developing an enabling policy and 

                                                 
10 IED. 2008. Special Evaluation Study Update: Support for Financial Intermediation in Developing Member Countries. Manila: 

ADB. 
11 Except for Pakistan’s Reproductive Health Project (approved in 2001), all evaluated health projects approved during 1999–2005 

have successful ratings. 
12 2005. IED. Special Evaluation Study: ADB Policy for the Health Sector. Manila: ADB. The study reviewed health loans and 

technical assistance (TA), including regional TA, and non-health loans from the 5-year periods before and after the sector 
policy approval (i.e., February 1994–January 1999 and February 1999–January 2004, respectively).  
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regulatory environment for SMEs while providing support for enhanced SME access to financing, land, 
and external markets.  
 
13. Public sector management operations experienced improvement in recent years. Operations 
in this sector often involved complex reforms in the areas of public administration, decentralization, 
law and judiciary, public expenditure and fiscal management, and economic and public affairs 
management. Economic and public affairs management has managed to pull up the sector’s 
performance with its 86% success rate. This category is generally composed of programs that 
supported DMCs during the global crisis including postcrisis reforms. The positive overall 
performance—comprising mostly program loans—can be attributed to (i) the assessment of the 
suitability of the political economy environment, (ii) full government participation and consultation 
with stakeholders, (iii) realistic programs with reasonable and not overly ambitious policy conditions, 
and (iv) government commitment. The rest of the subsectors have notably experienced poor 
performance (with success ratings ranging from 14% to 43%), given the challenges posed by, among 
others, the decentralization process (India and Pakistan), the emergence of political crisis (Nepal), and 
fragmented social structures and systems (Papua New Guinea).  
 
14. Transport and information and communications technology.  Since the start of ADB 
operations, transport has been one of its key sectors and one where ADB maintains a comparative 
advantage. As such, the performance of sovereign operations in transport has been, for the most part, 
above ADB’s target of an 80% success rate. There was also a noted improvement in performance over 
the recent decade, in terms of dollar amount disbursed. Despite its good performance, the sector has 
also been wrought with challenges that are more country/region specific. For instance, the complexity 
of implementing a regional road project in Kazakhstan and Kyrgyz Republic underscored the 
importance of adopting a holistic approach, taking into account the logistics chain and complementary 
projects that address inadequate border-crossing facilities. The less than satisfactory ratings of 
transport projects in the Pacific reflected institutional constraints (i.e., financial and capacity in Marshall 
Islands and Timor-Leste) and the postconflict nature of the country (Timor-Leste), while the lack of 
government commitment in Sindh and Punjab greatly affected the implementation and development 
effectiveness of road projects in Pakistan. 
 
15. Water and other municipal infrastructure and services operations have suffered from below 
average performance in the recent decade. Sector performance improved to 65% in 1990–1999, but 
declined again to—so far—54% in the following decade despite the adoption of ADB’s Water Policy in 
2001.13 Taking note of the small proportion of completed and rated projects, poor performance in the 
2000s was mostly in water supply and sanitation, and in urban sector development projects. In 
comparing projects implemented over the past two decades—particularly in Cambodia, Mongolia, 
Papua New Guinea, and Philippines—lack of continuity of government priorities and political debates 
on financing preference, the need for more geographically focused interventions, weaknesses in design, 
and capacity constraints have undermined project performance in these subsectors. In addition, various 
lessons14 drawn from the experience of ADB in urban water supply highlight the sector’s vulnerability to 
risks in the absence of appropriate mitigating measures. These risks can stem from (i) capacity 
weaknesses in policy making, regulation, partnerships, sector planning, and management;  
(ii) unresponsive systems (water resource management, financial management, and procurement);  
(iii) poor governance, which hampers stakeholder participation, transparency, and accountability; and 
(iv) weak project design, management, and evaluation. Overall, fragile links in the chain of policy, 
planning, financial management, project management, and results-based evaluation can undermine 
development effectiveness. 
 

                                                 
13 In terms of dollar amount disbursed, success rates are better for both periods. 
14 IED. 2011. Learning Lessons: Urban Water Supply Sector. Manila: ADB. 
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16. A recent evaluation of the water policy and related operations15 found ADB’s response to water 
sector issues in principle sound but, in some cases, slow or limited, while objectives in sanitation 
remain far from attainment. Nonetheless, the evaluation cited that ADB had contributed to Asia’s water 
policy development, especially in the area of water governance and water conservation. It also stated 
that, in order to improve the overall success rate in water sector operations, both design and 
implementation of ADB-funded projects have to improve, requiring change in the institutional mind-set 
and adoption of good practices and appropriate techniques and technology. In 2011, ADB adopted the 
Water Operational Plan, which provides guidance to ADB’s regional departments in defining their 
respective in-country operations up to 2020. Among other things, the Plan proposes strengthening 
support to programs and projects in priority areas such as mainstreaming efficiencies in water use in 
project design, and increasing investments in wastewater management and reuse, including sanitation. 
 
D. Portfolio Performance by Country and Group of Countries 
 
17. Top borrowers have shown mixed performance over the years, as shown in Table A3.2. 
 

Table A3.2: Performance of ADB’s Top Six Borrowers, by Number of Projects and 
by Net Loan Amount Approved 

(% of Successful Projects to Total Rated Projects) 
 

Country 

Number of Projects Net Loan Amount 
1968–
1979 

1980–
1989 

1990–
1999 

2000–
2010 Overall 

1968–
1979 

1980–
1989 

1990–
1999 

2000–
2010 Overall 

Bangladesh 26 57 72 100 61 19 68 77 100 74
China, People's 
Republic of 

— 67 86 100 88 — 78 87 100 90

India — 70 67 58 65 — 82 70 72 72
Indonesia 61 61 63 80 64 68 74 72 86 75
Pakistan 56 59 59 22 50 62 58 63 31 49
Viet Nam 0 — 92 93 82 0 — 98 96 96
Total Top 6 
Borrowers 

48 60 72 67 65 56 69 76 71 73 

All DMCs (without 
top 6 Borrowers) 

68 52 64 65 62 71 53 76 80 73

All DMCs 61 56 68 66 63 66 64 76 73 73 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, DMC = developing member country, — = not applicable. 
Source: Asian Development Bank database. 
 
18. Pakistan continues to weigh down overall performance, but there are signs of improvement. 
The ongoing restructuring of ADB’s Pakistan portfolio saw an additional 23% cancellation in 2011.16 
Figure A3.4 illustrates the effect of the Pakistan portfolio on the overall success rate of ADB projects. 
Prior to 2001–2010, the performance of sovereign operations in Pakistan had no significant impact on 
the performance of ADB’s overall sovereign operations. Excluding Pakistan from the pool of completed 
and evaluated projects shows that the overall success rate of ADB sovereign operations would have an 
upward adjustment to 72% from 66% for all projects approved in 2000–2010. Nevertheless, the 
number of unsuccessful loans in Pakistan seems to be on the wane as issues with respect to project 
implementation and portfolio performance are being addressed. The 2011 ADB Development 
Effectiveness Review17 reports that 89% of ongoing ADB projects in Pakistan are rated satisfactory. IED 
will investigate further in 2013, as it will be conducting a country assistance program evaluation for 
Pakistan. 
 

                                                 
15 IED. 2010. Special Evaluation Study on Water Policy and Related Operations. Manila: ADB. 
16 The performance of the Pakistan portfolio was discussed thoroughly in IED. 2011. Annual Evaluation Review. Manila: ADB. 
17 ADB. 2012. 2011 Development Effectiveness Review. Manila. 
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19. An area for concern is the performance of fragile and conflict-affected situation (FCAS)18 
countries. These countries suffer from weak governments, fluid political situations, and/or violent 
conflict. The performance of FCAS countries is lower than that of the rest of the DMCs (Figure A3.5). 
Excluding Pakistan, the overall performance ratings are higher in 2000–2010 at 76% compared with 
just 43% for FCAS countries. This highlights the difficulties faced by FCAS countries in project 
implementation. 
 

 
  

                                                 
18 As of 2009, ADB FCAS countries include Afghanistan and 10 Pacific DMCs (Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Federated States of 

Micronesia, Nauru, Palau, Papua New Guinea, Solomon Islands, Timor-Leste, Tuvalu, and Vanuatu). 

Figure A3.5: Performance of FCAS Countries, by Year of Approval 
 

 
 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, DMC = developing member country. FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected 
situation. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

Figure A3.4: DMC Success Ratings, With and Without Pakistan, 
by Year of Approval 

 

 
 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, DMC = developing member country. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 
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20. Current and former FCAS countries have diverse development experiences. In contrast, 
countries that have exited FCAS19 have generally performed better than current FCAS countries and, in 
some decades, have performed even better than ADB DMCs as a group (Figure A3.6). This underscores 
that countries classified as fragile, conflict-affected, or weakly performing have diverse development 
experiences, and the depth and breadth of their fragility varies. Current FCAS countries, comprising 
mostly Pacific DMCs, have inherent weaknesses that are different from countries that are undergoing 
conflict or are undergoing transition. It is also perhaps the temporary nature of the fragility/weakness 
of former FCAS countries that allowed them to exit the FCAS category in the first place. In addition, 
most of the former FCAS countries have resources that substantially contribute to the economy and 
provide a certain level of protection during economic shocks, making them less vulnerable compared 
with Pacific DMCs. 
 

 
 
21. In 2007, ADB formally adopted a new approach to engaging with weakly performing 
countries20  on account of the fact that normal operations may no longer be effective when the 
situation of a country deteriorates. The approach is anchored on two pillars:  
(i) selectivity and focus, and (ii) developing strategic partnerships. It draws attention to the need for 
flexible institutional responses and modalities; for working with parallel institutions; and for adjusting 
staffing levels, including the use of incentives to encourage staff to work and locate in FCAS countries. 
This is reinforced by Strategy 2020, which commits ADB to seek innovative means to strengthen the 
effectiveness of country-led models of engagement while sustaining commitments to these countries 
for longer periods and aligning its development assistance with that of other funding agencies. 
 

                                                 
19 Countries that have exited FCAS include Azerbaijan, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Nepal, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan. 
20 ADB. 2007. Achieving Development Effectiveness in Weakly Performing Countries: The Asian Development Bank’s Approach to 

Engaging with Weakly Performing Countries. Manila. 

Figure A3.6: Performance of FCAS Countries vis-à-vis Countries that Have Exited 
FCAS, by Year of Approval 

 

 
 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, DMC = developing member country. FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected 
situation. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 
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22. In 2010, an evaluation of ADB support to FCAS countries21 found that the approach to them 
remained relevant, and timely assistance was provided. It also highlighted that there is no standard 
solution to engaging with FCAS countries (i.e., different approaches may be needed for countries with 
fragile characteristics such as Pacific DMCs, those in postconflict situations like Afghanistan, and 
countries in transition). It also recommended a long-term approach to working with FCAS countries to 
minimize implementation issues, especially in the Pacific, where developing capacities and institutions 
to sustain development outcomes take time. 
 
23. During the past two decades, 7% of the total evaluated projects have been found unsuccessful. 
In terms of country distribution, Table A3.3 shows that almost a third (32%) of unsuccessful projects 
were in Pakistan. This is followed by the Philippines (14%) and Indonesia (9%), countries that also had 
large portfolios. With respect to money spent on unsuccessful projects, Pakistan also tops the list with 
$1.1 billion of ADB financing spent. Most of the unsuccessful projects in Pakistan were a result of 
cancellations made, in turn the result of the continuing restructuring and rationalization of the ADB 
portfolio that began in 2007; several slow-moving projects were cancelled in an effort to improve 
portfolio performance. Portfolio restructuring exercises were also conducted in the People’s Republic of 
China (PRC) and the Philippines in 2003–2004, India in 2005, Bangladesh in 2007, and Sri Lanka and 
Viet Nam in 2007–2008. 
 

Table A3.3: Distribution of Unsuccessful Sovereign Operations by Country, 1990–2010 
 

Country 

Number of 
Unsuccessful 

SOs 

% of Total 
Unsuccessful 

SOs 

Amount of 
Loans 

Disbursed 
($ million) 

% Share of 
Total (in Terms 

of Amount 
Disbursed) 

Bangladesh 3 5.4 102.7 5.7 

China, People’s Republic of 2 3.6 127.3 7.1 
Cook Islands 1 1.8 0.5 0.0 
Fiji 1 1.8 0.5 0.0 
India 2 3.6 48.8 2.7 
Indonesia 5 8.9 64.9 3.6 
Kyrgyz Republic 1 1.8 0.0 0.0 
Lao PDR 1 1.8 10.0 0.6 
Marshall Islands 2 3.6 4.0 0.2 
Mongolia 1 1.8 1.0 0.1 
Nauru 1 1.8 2.3 0.1 
Nepal 2 3.6 38.2 2.1 
Pakistan 18 32.1 1,078.0 60.3 
Papua New Guinea 2 3.6 40.9 2.3 
Philippines 8 14.3 240.8 13.5 
Samoa 1 1.8 0.5 0.0 
Solomon Islands 1 1.8 16.6 0.9 
Sri Lanka 1 1.8 2.8 0.1 
Tonga 1 1.8 3.3 0.2 
Uzbekistan 1 1.8 0.6 0.0 
Viet Nam 1 1.8 5.1 0.3 
Total 56 100.0 1,788.2 100.0 
Lao PDR = Lao People’s Democratic Republic, SO = sovereign operation. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department.

 

                                                 
21 IED. 2010. Special Evaluation Study on Asian Development Bank’s Support to Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations. Manila: 

ADB. The study covered 46 investment projects in current FCAS countries. 
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E. Top Six ADB Borrowers: ADB and World Bank Performance  
 
24. Country performance of ADB and World Bank operations in PRC and Viet Nam was relatively 
similar, while both multilateral development banks’ operations performance in India and Pakistan 
varied greatly (Table A3.4). Historically, ADB and World Bank portfolios in the PRC have generally 
performed better than in the rest of the borrowing member countries. Over time, ADB’s performance in 
Indonesia has been improving (from 61% in 1968–1979 to 80% in 2000–2010), while World Bank 
portfolio performance was generally declining (from 85% in 1968–1979 to 75% in 2000–2010).  During 
the last decade, ADB operations in Bangladesh had higher success ratings than the World Bank’s. In 
India and Pakistan, while ADB’s operations were less than successful during the same period, these 
countries performed better in World Bank operations. It should be noted that ADB has a different set of 
project performance rating criteria than the World Bank (Table A3.5). The World Bank rates the project 
outcome in six categories of satisfactoriness, and has separate ratings for risks to outcomes, which ADB 
calls sustainability. ADB includes a sustainability rating in its success ratings; the World Bank does not 
do so in its outcome rating. As the main text has indicated, the inclusion of the sustainability criterion 
in the set of criteria to determine the success of the project reduces its project success rate, as 
compared with the satisfactory outcome rate for World Bank projects. 
 

Table A3.4: Performance of Top Six ADB Borrowers: Comparison with World Bank Performance 
 

Top 6 ADB Borrowers 

Approval Period: 1968–1979 1980–1989 
ADB WB ADB WB 

No. of 
Rated 

Projects 
% 

Success 

No. of 
Rated 

Projects 
% Outcome 
Satisfactory 

No. of 
Rated 

Projects 
% 

Success 

No. of 
Rated 

Projects 
% Outcome 
Satisfactory 

Bangladesh 23 26.1 45 80.0 35 57.1 82 64.6
China, People’s Republic of - - - - 6 66.7 110 92.7
India  126 81.0 10 70.0 177 65.0
Indonesia 41 61.0 94 85.1 54 61.1 141 83.0
Pakistan 27 55.6 53 79.2 54 59.3 92 69.6
Viet Nam 5 - 2 50.0 - - - -
 

(continued) 

Top 6 ADB 
Borrowers 

1990–1999 2000–2010 Total (1968–2010) 
ADB WB ADB WB ADB WB 
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Projects %
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No. of 
Rated 

Projects %
 O

u
tc

o
m

e 
Sa

ti
sf

ac
to

ry
 

No. of 
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Projects 
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Success 
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Projects %
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Bangladesh 47 72.3 57 75.4 10 100.0 22 68.2 115 60.9 206 71.4
China, 
People’s 
Republic of 

64 85.9 179 93.3 23 100.0 26 100.0 93 88.2 315 93.7

India 27 66.7 125 81.6 12 58.3 39 87.2 49 65.3 467 75.6
Indonesia 83 62.7 130 67.7 20 80.0 20 75.0 198 63.6 385 77.9
Pakistan 41 58.5 49 73.5 36 22.2 35 82.9 158 50.0 229 74.7
Viet Nam 25 92.0 35 100.0 15 93.0 13 100.0 45 82.2 50 98.0
ADB = Asian Development Bank, No. = number, WB = World Bank. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Group – World Bank Project Performance Ratings website. Available: 
http://ieg.worldbankgroup.org/ratings. Data processed by ADB’s Independent Evaluation Department. 
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Table A3:5 Performance Rating Criteria of the World Bank for the Project Outcome 
 

Outcome: the extent to which the operation’s major relevant objectives were, 
or are expected to be, achieved efficiently 

There were _____________________ in the operation’s achievement 
of its objectives, in its efficiency, or in its relevance. 

Rating 

….no shortcomings….. Highly satisfactory 
….minor shortcomings….. Satisfactory 
….moderate shortcomings….. Moderately satisfactory
….significant shortcomings….. Moderately satisfactory
….major shortscomings….. Unsatisfactory 
….severe shortcomings….. Highly unsatisfactory 

Source: Independent Evaluation Group – World Bank. 
 



 

APPENDIX 4. ANALYSIS OF VALIDATIONS  
 

 

 

A. Project Completion Report Validations 

 
1. The Independent Evaluation Department (IED) started validating project completion reports 
(PCRs) in 2007 and reduced its effort in evaluating projects. As of 31 December 2011, IED had validated 
175 PCRs. Of these, 64% were rated successful or highly successful by the PCR in contrast to 54% rated 
similarly by the PCR validations (PCVRs). In total, IED downgraded 10% of PCR ratings from “above” to 
“below” the line.1 

2. In 2011, IED downgraded 18% of PCRs, compared with less than 11% in 2010, 9% in 2009, and 
6% in 2008 (Table A4). There are two main reasons for this increasing trend. First, recently validated 
PCRs have presented less evidence than before to support the given assessments. This evidence gap has 
become clearer with the release by IED of detailed guidelines concerning PCVR in 2011. IED will assess 
in the coming years whether PCRs are becoming less evidence based. There is a possibility that current 
PCRs are less frequently based on end-of-project outcome surveys. The Asian Development Bank’s (ADB) 
mandatory benefit monitoring and evaluation practice, which relied on the need for an end-of-project 
survey, was replaced by the project performance management system in 2002. The latter allows more 
flexibility in the set-up of the monitoring and evaluation system during project implementation, but 
may have inadvertently led to fewer such end-of-project surveys, as these were often perceived as ADB-
driven and not in high demand by executing agencies. Second, PCRs have often provided a rather 
generous assessment of the relevance of the project ex-ante, paying insufficient attention, however, to 
the guidelines concerning the need to assess ex-post relevance in addition to the project’s relevance at 
inception. The degree of relevance may change over time due to changes in country needs and context. 
Many PCVRs also fail to assess the quality of project design under this criterion, as is required. Often 
the PCRs and PCVRs identify significant design problems, which are not reflected appropriately in the 
ratings. 
 

Table A4: PCR and PCVR Ratings, by Year 
 

 PCR Rating  PCVR Rating   
 HS/S  LS/U  HS/S  LS/U   
PCVR Year No. %  No. %  No. %  No. %  Total 
2007 4   1 4 1 20.0  5
2008 22 64.7  12 35.3 21 61.8 13 38.2  34
2009 33 71.7  13 28.3 29 17 37.0  46
2010 24 53.3  21 46.7 20 44.4 25 55.6  45
2011 29 64.4  16 35.6 21 24 53.3  45
Total 112 64.0  63 36.0  95 54.3  80 45.7  175 

HS = highly successful, LS = less than successful, No. = number, PCR = project completion report, PCVR = project 
completion report validation report, S = successful, U = unsuccessful. 
Soruce: Independent Evaluation Department.  

 
3. An analysis of the quality of PCRs leads to the conclusion that there are few systematic 
differences between regional departments in these terms. The same observation can be made about 
PCRs for projects in different sectors. Overall, the PCVRs rated 82% of PCRs as of satisfactory or highly 
satisfactory quality. The common issues for PCRs of lower quality include (i) nonconformance with 
project administration instructions, (ii) inadequate evidence to support ratings, (iii) inconsistencies in 

                                                 
1 For 2007–2010, 92 PCRs were not validated for one reason or another, representing about one-third of all PCRs circulated 

within the period. Of the 175 PCVRs, 19 ratings were downgraded from either highly successful or successful to less than 
successful or unsuccessful, and 2 were upgraded from below successful to either successful or highly successful. 
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analyzing data, (iv) unrealistic assumptions underlying economic internal rates of return and financial 
internal rates of return, (v) lack of candor in assessing the negative aspects of the project, (vi) lack of 
depth in analysis or inadequate discussion of important issues, and (vii) failure to assess the 
preparatory technical assistance leading to the design of the project. As per evaluation criteria, the 
PCRs’ relevance assessments were most frequently downgraded (33%), followed by sustainability (21%), 
effectiveness (18%), and efficiency (14%). IED will increase training in PCR preparation, and will also 
promote greater reliance than hitherto on adequate project data collection for outcome analysis. 
Moving forward, IED will continue to validate a large sample, a minimum of 75% of PCRs circulated 
each year, and all extended annual review reports (XARR).  
 
B. Analysis of XARRs and Validations of XARRs 
 
4. Self-assessment vs. independent assessment. Of the 24 private sector operation projects that 
were independently evaluated, 16 were previously self-evaluated by the Private Sector Operations 
Department. Independent evaluation and validation subsequently downgraded the overall ratings of 10 
self-evaluated projects—5 from highly successful to successful, 4 from successful to less than 
successful, and 1 from highly successful to less than successful. In summary, IED downgraded 31% 
from broadly successful to “below the line” less than successful. 
 
5. Most of the downgrades in overall ratings were due to downgrades in development impact and 
outcomes, mainly due to downgrades in the projects’ perceived contribution to private sector 
development. Generally, independent evaluation saw the direct and beyond- company impacts of these 
projects as less significant than those presented in XARRs. For instance, one of the projects did not 
achieve one of its main objectives of increasing small and medium enterprise access to finance, but the 
XARR still rated the impact of the project satisfactory. 
 
6. Another reason for the downgrades was that the XARRs sometimes did not provide sufficient 
evidence to support their assessments and ratings. This was in part due to the lack of specific indicators 
and/or baselines in the design of the project to measure performance and the lack of actual monitoring 
of indicators during project administration. 
 
7. Finally, some XARRs did not strictly follow the guidelines for evaluating nonsovereign operation 
projects. For example, two XARRs used the return on invested capital for a single year in rating the 
projects’ business success when they should have used time-adjusted real return on invested capital 
instead. In another XARR, the rating for the project’s contribution to economic development was based 
solely on qualitative assessments instead of calculating the economic internal rate of return for the 
project and comparing it with certain hurdle rates as required under the guidelines. 
 
 



 

APPENDIX 5. EVALUATION OF NONSOVEREIGN OPERATIONS 
 

 

 

A. Brief History 

 
1. In February 2007, the Independent Evaluation Department (IED, the then Operations Evaluation 
Department) released the Guidelines for Preparing Performance Evaluation Reports on Nonsovereign 
Operations (Guidelines).1 The Guidelines were intended to harmonize the Asian Development Bank’s 
(ADB’s) evaluation practices on nonsovereign operations (NSOs) with those of other multilateral 
development banks (MDBs) based on the Third Edition of the MDB-ECG (Evaluation Cooperation Group) 
Good-Practice Standards for Evaluation of Private Sector Investment Operations that was released on 
18 April 2006. To ensure that self-evaluation by the Private Sector Evaluation Department (PSOD) would 
be consistent with independent evaluation by IED, PSOD released Project Administration Instructions 
No. 6.07B (PAI 6.07B) on Extended Annual Review Reports for Nonsovereign Operations in July 2008. 

2. Prior to the release of the Guidelines and PAI 6.07B, NSOs were evaluated the same way as 
sovereign operations using the criteria of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability, and impact. 
IED conducted pilot evaluations on three projects in 2006 using the new criteria. These were all project 
performance evaluation reports. PSOD similarly circulated its first extended annual review report (XARR) 
in 2007, prior to the official release of PAI 6.07B. IED began validating XARRs in 2009. 
 
B. Selection of Project for Evaluation 
 
3. PAI 6.07B requires all mature NSO projects to be subject to an XARR. PSOD’s XARR program 
officially began in 2008 but it did not include all projects that had reached or expected to reach early 
operating maturity at the time. Due mainly to staff constraints, PSOD completed only half of the 10–12 
XARRs that were scheduled for each year in 2008–2010. XARRs that were not completed during the 
year were carried over to the next year. 
 
4. In 2011, IED and PSOD conducted a comprehensive stock taking of all approved NSO projects 
for the purpose of determining which ones would be included in the population of projects to be 
subject to XARRs going forward and which ones would be excluded. IED and PSOD agreed that the 
following classes of projects would be excluded from the population: (i) projects cancelled after 
approval but before signing, effectiveness, or utilization; (ii) projects that were dated (defined as 
projects approved prior to 1996, as it would be difficult to evaluate them due to absence of records 
and/or relevant persons to interview); and (iii) transactions for which there are supplementary or 
follow-up investments/guarantees undertaken for substantially the same purpose as before (particularly 
if the original projects are dated). In such cases, only one XARR will be prepared once the last PSOD 
transaction has reached early operating maturity (EOM).  
 
5. For the 2011 XARR program, PSOD included 17 projects from the 37 projects that had reached 
EOM, which took into account PSOD staff constraints as well as the fact that a number of private 
equity funds had not yet divested a majority of their investments. PSOD completed 14 of the 17 XARRs 
(82%) scheduled for 2011. Twelve of these were circulated in November and December 2011. As a 
result, IED validation reports for these XARRs can be prepared only in 2012. 

 
6. Traditionally, IED has determined portfolio project success rates for public and private sector 
operations for a population of projects that was defined by common approval years. This has not been 
                                                 
1 ADB. 2007. Guidelines for Preparing Performance Evaluation Reports on Nonsovereign Operations. Manila. Available: 

http://www.adb.org/documents/guidelines-preparing-performance-evaluation-reports-nonsovereign-operations 
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very meaningful in view of the comparatively small number of private sector operations, the uneven 
number of project approvals for each year, and the vastly different project periods. Also, this approach 
was not in compliance with ECG good practice standards (GPS)  for the evaluation of private sector 
investment operations.2 To achieve better compliance with GPS, IED would, therefore, like to report the 
success rate for a population of projects that is defined by common EOMs from 2013 onwards. 
However, this will be possible only if PSOD eliminates the backlog of XARRs within 2 years and 
henceforth completes XARRs within 18 months from the time the project reaches EOM. IED 
understands that PSOD will require additional resources to achieve this.   
 
C. Nonsovereign Operation Evaluation Criteria  
 
7. The performance of NSOs is evaluated according to four main criteria: (i) development impact 
and outcome, (ii) ADB investment profitability, (iii) ADB work quality, and (iv) ADB additionality.  
 
8. Development impact and outcome encompasses the effects of a project on a country’s 
economic and social environment. It is evaluated on a “with versus without project” basis according to 
four subcriteria: (i) contribution to private sector development; (ii) business success; (iii) contribution to 
economic development; and (iv) environmental, social, health, and safety performance. 

 
9. ADB investment profitability is evaluated relative to minimum targeted risk adjusted returns on 
capital employed for guarantees, loans, and equity investments. Evaluation of ADB’s work quality, on 
the other hand, addresses (i) screening, appraisal, and structuring; (ii) monitoring and supervision; and 
(iii) role and contribution. Finally, ADB additionality is based on whether (i) ADB finance was a 
necessary condition for the timely realization of the project, and (ii) ADB’s contribution to the project 
design and function improved the development impact. 

 
10. Indicators for each criterion and subcriterion are assessed against specific evaluation standards 
using a four-point scale: namely excellent, satisfactory, less than satisfactory, and unsatisfactory. The 
overall project rating also uses a four-point scale: highly successful, successful, less than successful, and 
unsuccessful. 
 

 

                                                 
2 Evaluation Cooperation Group. 2011. Good Practice Standards for the Evaluation of Private Sector Investment Operations. 

Available: https://wpqr1.adb.org/LotusQuickr/ecg/Main.nsf/9bd8546fb7a652c948257731002a062b/b96db830cfab7beb482579 
950034e39c/?OpenDocument 

 



 

 

APPENDIX 6. PROJECT SUPERVISION AND PROJECT SUCCESS  
 

 

Table A6.1: Projects That Encountered Supervision Problems by Sector, Completed in 2010 and 2011 

Sector 

2010  2011   
Total 
No. of 

Projects 

% of Projects 
with 

Supervision 
Problems 

No. of 
Projects 

% of Projects 
with Supervision 

Problems 

  No. of 
Projects 

% of Projects 
with Supervision 

Problems 

  

Energy 8 13 6 33 14 21
Public Sector Management 8 25 9 22 17 24
Transport and ICT 10 50 18 17 28 29
ANR 21 29 10 30 31 29
Multisector 11 45 5 40 16 44
Water Supply and Other MIS  11 45 10 50  21 48
Education 5 40 7 57 12 50
Industry and Trade 1 0 3 67 4 50
Finance  5 60 6 50 11 55
Health and Social Protection 7 57 1 100 8 63
Total  87 38   75 36   162 37 

ANR = agriculture and natural resources, ICT = information and communications technology, MIS = municipal infrastructure and 
services, No.= number. 
Note: Analysis of 2010 project completion reports was done by the Strategy and Policy Department, while those published in 2011 
were analyzed by the Independent Evaluation Department. 
Sources: Project completion reports published in 2010 and 2011. 
 

Table A6.2: Supervision Problems Cited in PCRs Issued 2010–2011 (%) 
Supervision Problem Categories 2010 2011 Totala 
Slow response or failure to respond to EA implementation issues 6 13 9
High staff turnover 9 7 8
Infrequent oversight/too few review missions/failure to provide substantial support 15 9 12
Inflexibility/insistence on compliance with conditions for loan effectiveness; complex 

and time-consuming ADB processes      
2 5 4

Insufficient attention to outcome and impact monitoring 1 1 1
Failure to correctly assess the full extent of in-country implementation capacity 3 3 3
Lack of technical expertise 0 1 1
Failure to address project design issues 8 0 4
  

PCRS with one or more supervision problems mentioned 45 40 43
ADB = Asian Development Bank, EA = execurting agency, PCR = project completion report. 
a Figures denote total percentage of projects citing the problem category. 
Note: The total number of PCRs was 87  in 2010 and 75 in 2011. 
Sources: Analysis of PCRs approved in 2010 and 2011. 
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Figure A6: Projects That Encountered Supervision Problems by Sector, 
Completed 2010 and 2011

ICT = information and communications technology.
Sources: Project completion reports, 2010 and 2011.
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Table A7.1: Project Officers Per Project, by Sector 
 

Sector Location 

Total 
Number 
of Staff 

% to 
Total 

Total 
Number 
of Years 

% to 
Total 

Average 
Number of 
Officers per 

Project 

Average 
Duration per 

Project 
Officer (Years) 

Ave % 
Duration 

per 
Project 

Agriculture HQ 136 73 263 74 3.2 1.9 74.2 
(n=43) RM 50 27 92 26 1.2 1.8 25.8

Total  186 100 355 100 4.3 1.9 100.0 

Education HQ 44 79 82 78 2.9 1.9 78.0 
(n=15) RM 12 21 23 22 0.8 1.9 22.0

Total  56 100 106 100 3.7 1.9 100.0 

Energy HQ 29 73 56 63 2.6 1.9 62.6 
(n=11) RM 11 28 34 37 1.0 3.0 37.4

Total  40 100 90 100 3.6 2.2 100.0 

Finance HQ 35 78 69 77 2.5 2.0 77.0 
(n=14) RM 10 22 21 23 0.7 2.1 23.0

Total  45 100 89 100 3.2 2.0 100.0 

Health HQ 19 76 32 74 3.8 1.7 74.2 
(n=5) RM 6 24 11 26 1.2 1.8 25.8

Total  25 100 43 100 5.0 1.7 100.0 

Industry HQ 14 88 27 80 2.3 1.9 80.3 
(n=6) RM 2 13 7 20 0.3 3.3 19.7

Total  16 100 33 100 2.7 2.1 100.0 

Multisector HQ 41 56 72 55 1.9 1.7 54.6 
(n=22) RM 32 44 60 45 1.5 1.9 45.4

Total  73 100 131 100 3.3 1.8 100.0 

Public Sector HQ 27 69 47 66 1.8 1.7 66.2 
Management RM 12 31 24 34 0.8 2.0 33.8 
(n=15) Total  39 100 71 100 2.6 1.8 100.0 

Transport HQ 85 72 130 64 2.8 1.5 64.2 
(n=30) RM 33 28 72 36 1.1 2.2 35.8

Total  118 100 202 100 3.9 1.7 100.0 

Water HQ 22 81 43 78 2.8 1.9 78.0 
(n=8) RM 5 19 12 22 0.6 2.4 22.0

Total  27 100 55 100 3.4 2.0 100.0 

All Sectors HQ 452 72 819 70 2.7 1.8 69.8 
(n=169) RM 173 28 354 30 1.0 2.0 30.2
  Total  625 100 1,174 100 3.7 1.9 100.0 

Ave = average, HQ = headquarters, RM = resident mission.
Source: 2008–2011 Project Completion Report Validation Reports. 
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Table A7.2: Project Officers Per Project, by Country and Group 
 

Country Location 

Total 
Number 
of Staff 

% to 
Total 

Total 
Number 
of Years 

% to 
Total 

Average 
Number of 
Officers per 

Project 

Average 
Duration per 

Project 
Officer (Years) 

Ave % 
Duration 

per Project 

INO HQ 49 86 93 85 3.8 1.9 85.1 
(n=13) RM 8 14 16 15 0.6 2.0 14.9

Total  57 100 109 100 4.4 1.9 100.0 

PAK HQ 86 65 138 66 2.6 1.6 66.0 
(n=33) RM 47 35 71 34 1.4 1.5 34.0

Total  133 100 209 100 4.0 1.6 100.0 

PHI HQ 48 100 85 100 4.0 1.8 100.0 
(n=12) RM 0 0 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total  48 100 85 100 4.0 1.8 100.0 

PRC HQ 30 71 52 64 2.5 1.7 63.7 
(n=12) RM 12 29 29 36 1.0 2.5 36.3

Total  42 100 81 100 3.5 1.9 100.0 

SRI HQ 35 83 65 71 3.2 1.9 70.8 
(n=11) RM 7 17 27 29 0.6 3.8 29.2

Total  42 100 92 100 3.8 2.2 100.0 

Pacific A HQ 3 27 9 31 0.6 3.0 30.6 
(n=5) RM 8 73 20 69 1.6 2.6 69.4

Total  11 100 29 100 2.2 2.7 100.0 

Pacific B HQ 14 52 27 50 1.8 1.9 50.2 
(n=8) RM 13 48 27 50 1.6 2.0 49.8

Total  27 100 53 100 3.4 2.0 100.0 

All Pacific HQ 17 45 36 43 1.3 2.1 43.3 
(n=13) RM 21 55 47 57 1.6 2.2 56.7

Total  38 100 83 100 2.9 2.2 100.0 

All 
Countries HQ 452 72 822 70 2.7 1.8 70.1 
(n=169) RM 173 28 351 30 1.0 2.0 29.9
  Total  625 100 1,174 100 3.7 1.9 100.0 

Ave = average, HQ = headquarters, INO = Indonesia, PAK = Pakistan, PHI = Philippines, PRC = People's Republic of China, RM = 
resident mission, SRI = Sri Lanka. 
Notes: 
(i) Pacific A consists of Cook Islands, Kiribati, Marshall Islands, and Samoa. No project completion report validation reports 

available for Fiji, Micronesia, Naura, Palau, Tonga, Tuvalu, and Vanuatu for the period. 
(ii) Pacific B consists of Papua New Guinea, Solomon Islands, and Timor-Leste. 
Source: 2008–2011 Project Completion Report Validation Reports. 
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Table A7.3: Project Officers in Headquarters and Resident Mission, by Project Success 
 

Rating Location 

Total 
Number 
of Staff 

% to 
Total 

Total 
Number 
of Years 

% to 
Total 

Average 
Number of 
Officers per 

Project 

Average 
Duration per 

Project Officer 
(Years) 

Ave % 
Duration 

per Project 

HS/S HQ 238 72 452 69 2.6 1.9 68.9 
(n=90) RM 92 28 204 31 1.0 2.2 31.1

Total  330 100 655 100 3.7 2.0 100.0 

PS HQ 168 76 290 74 2.9 1.7 74.5 
(n=58) RM 53 24 100 26 0.9 1.9 25.5

Total  221 100 390 100 3.8 1.8 100.0 

US HQ 46 62 80 62 2.2 1.7 62.4 
(n=21) RM 28 38 48 38 1.3 1.7 37.6

Total  74 100 128 100 3.5 1.7 100.0 

All Projects HQ 452 72 822 70 2.7 1.8 70.1 
(n=169) RM 173 28 351 30 1.0 2.0 29.9
  Total  625 100 1,174 100 3.7 1.9 100.0 

HQ = headquarters, HS = highly successful, PS = partly successful (reclassified to less than successful), RM = resident mission,  
S = successful, US = unsuccessful. 
Source: 2008–2011 Project Completion Report Validation Reports. 
 

 



 

APPENDIX 8. REVIEW OF MANAGEMENT ACTIONS ON EVALUATION 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

 

 

A. 2008–2009 Recommendations in the Management Action Record System  

 
1. The Independent Evaluation Department (IED) has monitored actions in response to its 

recommendations since 2008. By the end of 2011, a total of 292 recommendations drawn from 70 

reports were recorded by IED (Table A8.1). On average, the number of recommendations per year fell 

by half from 97.5 recommendations per year during 2008–2009 to 48.5 recommendations per year in 

2010–2011. This decrease accounted for a 20% cut in the average number of recommendations per 

evaluation from about 4.5 recommendations per study during 2008–2009 to around 3.6 

recommendations per study during 2010–2011. IED has made conscious efforts to have fewer 

evaluation recommendations. The average number of recommendations fell from 3.9 per study in 2010 

to 3.2 in 2011 (around 4.2 over 2008–2011, which is within the preferred limit of 4–5 

recommendations per IED study where these are required). 

 
Table A8.1: Reports and Recommendations with Management Response 

(number) 
 Item   2008–2009 2010–2011 2008–2011 
Reports with Management Response 43.0 27.0 70.0
Recommendations with Management Response 195.0 97.0 292.0
Average Number of Recommendations per Year 97.5 48.5 73.0
Average Number of Recommendations per Study 4.5 3.6 4.2
Source: Management Action Record System. 

 
2. Table A8.2 provides details on the annual distribution of reports and recommendations with 
Management response. 
   

Table A8.2: Reports and Recommendations with Management Response (Annual) 
(number) 

Item  2008 2009 2010 2011 2008–2011 
Reports with Management Response 22 21 16 11 70 

PPERs/TPERs 4 1 0 0 5
CAPEs/RCAPE, SAPEs, SESs, ARs, EKBs, IES 18 20 16 11 65

Recommendations with Management Response 109 86 62 35 292 
Recommendations Addressed to ADB 103 86 62 35 286
Recommendations Addressed to Others 6 0 0 0 6

Average no. of Recommendations per Study/Report 5.0 4.1 3.9 3.2 4.2 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, AR = annual report, CAPE = country assistance program evaluation, EKB = evaluation 
knowledge brief, IES = impact evaluation study, PPER = project/program performance evaluation report, RCAPE = 
regional cooperation assistance program evaluation, SAPE = sector assistance program evaluation, SES = special 
evaluation study, TPER = technical assistance performance evaluation report. 
Source: Management Action Record System. 

 
3. Management responded to five project level evaluations (project/program performance 
evaluation reports [PPERs]/technical assistance performance evaluation reports [TPERs]), or only 12% of 
the evaluation reports with Management response during 2008–2009. From 2010, tracking of 
recommendations focused solely on broader sector, thematic, and country-specific evaluations. Further, 
all but six of the recommendations were addressed to the Asian Development Bank (ADB); and these six 
were all recorded in 2008. In 2011, Management responded to 35 recommendations from 11 higher 
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level evaluations comprising two country assistance program evaluations, one sector assistance 
program evaluation, five special evaluation studies, one annual evaluation review, one evaluation 
knowledge brief, and one impact evaluation study. 
 
B. 2008–2011 Recommendations and Degree of Agreement of 

Management 
 
4. Of the total 286 recommendations addressed to ADB between 2008 and 2011, 264 (92%) were 
agreed to by Management for subsequent tracking or follow up. IED found that the degree of 
agreement improved in 2009 (from 83% in 2008 to 97% in 2009) and has continued to improve over 
the last 3 years (Figure A8). In 2011, all of the 35 recommendations were agreed to by Management, 
which means that the number of recommendations not agreed to continues to stand at 22 or 8% of 
the total 286 recommendations addressed to ADB. 
 

 
 
5. A review of Table A8.3 indicates that Management agreement with IED recommendations has 
increased during the last 2 years, from 89% in 2008–2009 to 98% for 2010–2011. The bulk of agreed 
upon recommendations have addressed Levels 2 and 3 of ADB’s results framework (86% of total). 
Within these levels, Management agreement to evaluation recommendations rose from 91% in 2008–
2009 to 99% in 2010–2011. There has been lower Management agreement to recommendations that 
address Levels 1 and 4 (14% of total). Agreement here was at about 85% for the entire 2008–2011 
period. Table A8.4 provides details of the distribution of recommendations by Strategy 2020 results 
classifications. 
 

Table A8.3: Agreed Recommendations by Strategy 2020 Results Classification 
 

Strategy 2020 Results Classification 
2008–2009   2010–2011  2008–2011 

No. Agreed (%)   No. Agreed (%)  No. Agreed (%) 
Strategy and Policy: Contributes to Poverty 

Reduction and Human Development (Level 1) 
26 87  4 80  30 86 

Sector/Thematic Contributions (Level 2) 94 93 57 100 151 96
Operational Effectiveness (Level 3) 43 86 34 97 77 91
Organizational Effectiveness (Level 4) 6 75 0 0 6 75
Total 169 89   95 98  264 92 
No. = number. 
Source: Management Action Record System. 
 

Figure A8: Degree of Agreement with IED Recommendations 
Addressed to ADB 

 

 

 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, IED = Independent Evaluation Department. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department.
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Table A8.4: Distribution of Recommendations by Strategy 2020 Results and IED Classification, 2008–2011 
 

Strategy 2020 Results 
and IED Classifications  

2008  2009  2010  2011  2008–2011 

Agreed % 
Not 

Agreed % Agreed % 
Not 

Agreed % Agreed % 
Not 

Agreed % Agreed % 
Not 

Agreed % Agreed % 
Not 

Agreed % 
Strategy and Policya (Level 1) 
Country Partnership 

Strategy 
9 82 2 18 12 92 1 8 1 50 1 50 1 100 23 85 4 15

Strategies/ Policies 
Guidelines 

4 80 1 20 1 100 1 100   1 100 7 88 1 13

Subtotal 13 81 3 19  13 93 1 7  2 67 1 33   2 100      30 86 5 14 

Sector/Thematic Contributions (Level 2) 

Strategy 2020 Core 
Areas of Operations 

18 95 1 5 26 100 14 100    3 100 61 98 1 2

Strategy 2020 Drivers of 
Change 

25 83 5 17 24 100 25 100   15 100 89 95 5 5

Noncore Areas of 
Operations 

1 50 1 50   1 50 1 50

Subtotal 44 86 7 14  50 100      39 100       18 100      151 96 7 4 
Operational Effectiveness (Level 3) 
Approaches/ 
 Methodologies 

3 100    3 100

Financing Instruments 
Arrangements and 
Modalities 

6 86 1 14 1 100 9 100   7 100 23 96 1 4

Loan/TA Processing 4 100  4 100 1 100   1 100 10 100
Monitoring and 

Evaluation 
8 80 2 20 11 92 1 8 5 100   5 100 29 91 3 9

Project Management 5 83 1 17 1 50 1 50 4 80 1 20 2 100 12 80 3 20
TA Management   1 100   1 100
Subtotal 26 84 5 16  17 89 2 11  19 95 1 5  15 100    77 91 8 9 

Organizational Effectiveness (Level 4) 
HR Policy/Staff Issues 3 60 2 40 3 100   6 75 2 25
Subtotal 3 60 2 40  3 100              6 75 2 25 
Total 86 83 17 17  83 97 3 3  60 97 2 3  35 100    264 92 22 8 
a Contributes to Poverty Reduction and Human Development. 
HR = Human resources, IED = Independent Evaluation Department, TA = technical assistance. 
Source: Management Action Record System. 
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C. Adoption of Due or Completed Actions on Recommendations During 

2009 – 2011 

 
6. Of the 264 tracked recommendations, actions taken on 140 (or 53% of total) were completed 

during 2009–2011. IED validation of these completed actions shows that fully and largely adopted 

actions accounted for 76% of completed actions in both 2010 and 2011 (Table A8.5). However, a key 

difference observed is the reduced proportion of fully adopted actions (from 30% in 2010 to 22% in 

2011) in favor of those categorized as largely adopted (from 46% in 2010 to 54% in 2011). It is also 

interesting to note that implementing or coordinating department (ICD) self-evaluation ratings 

presented a similar trend observed with the IED rating (from 43% in 2010 to 22% in 2011 for fully 

adopted actions; from 42% in 2010 to 56% in 2011 for largely adopted actions). 

Table A8.5: Rate of Adoption by ICDs and IED, 2009 – 2011 

(percent) 
 

  ICD  IED 
Rating 2009 2010 2011 2009–2011  2009 2010 2011 2009–2011 

Fully Adopted 62 43 22 39 38 30 22 29 
Largely Adopted 24 42 56 44 19 46 54 44
Partly Adopted 0 15 22 15 33 23 20 24
Not Adopted/Deferred 14 0 0 2 10 1 4 3
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

ICD = implementing or coordinating department, IED = Independent Evaluation Department. 
Source: Management Action Record System. 

 
7. Self-evaluation of compliance with recommendations (2009–2011) shows that 83% or 116 
completed actions were either fully or largely adopted as compared with 73% or 102 actions as 
determined by independent validation. 1  The observed gap is accounted for largely by the initial 
disparity between Management and IED assessments during 2009–2010. This showed an adoption rate 
of 86% in 2009 and 85% in 2010 from self-evaluation as compared with 57% in 2009 and 76% in 2010 
from IED review. The results from completed actions in 2011 seem to point to some convergence, with 
a 78% adoption rate at self-evaluation against 76% at independent validation. Table A8.6 provides 
detailed data on ICDs’ self-evaluation and IED’s validation. 
 

Table A8.6: Adoption Rating by ICDs and IED, 2009–2011 

(percent) 
 

  ICD  IED  
Rating 2009 % 2010 % 2011 % 2009–2011 % 2009 % 2010 % 2011 % 2009–2011 % 
FA 13 62 32 43 10 22 55 39 8 38 22 30 10 22 40 29
LA 5 24 31 42 25 56 61 44 4 19 34 46 24 54 62 44
PA 0 0 11 15 10 22 21 15 7 33 17 23 9 20 33 24
NA/DE 3 14 0 0 0 0 3 2 2 10 1 1 2 4 5 3
Total 21 100 74 100 45 100 140 100 21 100 74 100 45 100 140 100
DE = deferred, FA = fully adopted, ICD = implementing or coordinating department, IED = Independent Evaluation Department, 
LA = largely adopted, NA = not adopted, PA = partly adopted. 
Source: Management Action Record System. 
 

                                                 
1 Management’s self-evaluation of compliance with recommendations show that 116 (83%) were fully or largely adopted, 21 

(15%) were partly adopted, and 3 (2%) were not adopted. Independent validation of these assessments indicates that 102 
(73%) were fully or largely adopted, 33 (24%) were partly adopted, 3 (2%) were not adopted, and 2 (1%) were deferred. 
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8. For 2009–2011, IED confirmed Management’s self-evaluation ratings for 103 (74%) of the 140 
completed actions. IED also downgraded the adoption ratings for 27 (19%), upgraded the ratings for 8 
(6%), and deferred the rating for 2 (1%).2 See Table A8.7. 
 

Table A8.7: Ratings of ICDs and IED on Completed Actions, 2009–2011 

(percent) 
 

  IED Validation Rating 
ICD Rating FA LA PA NA Deferred Total % 
FA 37 9 8 1 55 39 
LA 2 48 9 1 1 61 44 
PA 1 4 16 21 15 
NA 1 2 3 2 
Total 40 62 33 3 2 140 100 
% 29 44 24 2 1 100   

FA = fully adopted, ICD = implementing or coordinating department, IED = Independent Evaluation 
Department, LA = largely adopted, NA = not adopted, PA = partly adopted. 
Note: Shaded areas represent IED-confirmed ICD self-evaluation ratings. 
Source: Management Action Record System. 

 
9. For 2011, IED validation confirmed the adoption ratings on 33 (74%) of 45 completed actions, 
downgraded the adoption ratings for 6 (13%), upgraded the ratings on 5 (11%), and deferred the 
rating on 1 (2%). The downgrading of six ICD ratings was due to the following observations on actions 
taken: (i) need for further testing; (ii) recommendations were only partly responded to; and (iii) actions 
taken did not respond to the recommendation at all. The upgrading of five ICD ratings, on the other 
hand, was based on actions having been validated to have been more encouraging or positive than 
reported by ICD in the Management Action Record System. The validation of one ICD rating was 
deferred pending the finalization and testing of the actions taken. 
 
10.  Table A8.8 shows the distribution of validated actions on recommendations by their Strategy 
2020 results and IED classifications. Evaluation recommendations directed at Strategy 2020 Levels 2 
and 3 results form the majority of fully or largely adopted actions on recommendations from 2009–
2011. Around 56% of fully adopted recommendations relate to ADB’s core areas of operations and 
drivers of change, while a further 16% relate to actions on monitoring and evaluation and project 
management. About 48% of largely adopted recommendations address ADB’s core areas of operations 
and drivers of change, while 25% of largely adopted recommendations are directed to monitoring and 
evaluation and project management.  Data also show an increasing share of Levels 2 and 3 results on 
validated fully or largely adopted actions over the past 3 years. 3  This suggests that increasing 
Management agreement on recommendations addressing Levels 2 and 3 results is being 
complemented by better implementation of corresponding actions on recommendations. 
 

                                                 
2 For 2009–2010, 21 ICD ratings were downgraded by IED because of the following: (i) actions taken need follow-through steps; 

(ii) actions taken did not fully comply with the spirit of recommendation; or (iii) no incremental actions noted or actions yet to 
be implemented. Three ICD ratings were upgraded because IED validators discovered evidence of greater compliance than 
originally reported. IED deferred the validation of one ICD rating because the actions are subject to final approval. For detailed 
discussions on these reasons, refer to paras. 23–26 of the 2009 Annual Report on Acting on Recommendations and paras. 81–
82 of the 2011 Annual Evaluation Review. 

3 2009 = 83%, 2010 = 84%, 2011 = 94%. 



 

Table A8.8: Distribution of Validated Actions on Recommendations by Strategy 2020 Results and IED Classifications, 2009–2011 

(number and percent) 
 

Strategy 2020 Results and IED 
Classifications 

2009  2010  2011  2009-2011 

FA LA PA 
NA/ 
DE 

% 
Total  FA LA PA 

NA/ 
DE 

% 
Total  FA LA PA 

NA/ 
DE 

% 
Total  FA LA PA 

NA/ 
DE 

% 
Total 

Strategy and Policy: Contributes 
to Poverty Reduction and 
Human Development (Level 1) 

25  14 50 19  14 12 18 100 15   8 11 0 7  13 10 15 40 13 

Country Partnership Strategy 25 14 14 14 12 18 100 15 4 11 4 13 8 15 20 11
Strategies/ Policies Guidelines 50 5 4 2 2 20 1
Sector/Thematic Contributions 

(Level 2) 38 25 29  29  59 53 65  57  70 46 22 50 47  58 48 45 20 49 

Strategy 2020 Core Areas of 
Operations 13 0 14  10 18 35 12 24  40 21 11 50 24 23 27 12 20 22 

Strategy 2020 Drivers of Change 25 25 14 19 41 18 53 32 20 25 11 20 33 21 33 26
Noncore Areas of Operations 10 2 3 1
Operational Effectiveness 
 (Level 3) 38 75 43  43  23 32 18  26  30 46 44 50 42  28 40 30 20 34 

Approaches/Methodologies 14 5 6 3 3 3 2
Financing Instruments 

Arrangements and Modalities 25   10 6 18 7  20 4  7 10 5 9  7 

Loan/TA Processing 25 14 10 5 6 4 8 11 7 3 8 6 6
Monitoring and Evaluation 50 10 14 15 11 29 11 18 8 23 3 13
Project Management 13 14 10 5 1 10 4 22 50 11 8 2 9 20 6
Organizational Effectiveness 
 (Level 4)   14 50 10  5 3   3    22  4  3 2 9 20 4 

HR Policy/Staff Issues 14 50 10 5 3 3  22 4 3 2 9 20 4 

% Total 100 100 100 100 100  100 100 100 100 100  100 100 100 100 100  100 100 100 100 100 

No. of Validated Actions 8 4 7 2 21  22 34 17 1 74  10 24 9 2 45  40 62 33 5 140 
DE = deferred, FA = fully adopted, HR = human resources, IED = Independent Evaluation Department, LA = largely adopted, NA = not adopted, PA = partly adopted. 
Note: Totals may not add up due to rounding. 
Source: Management Action Record System. 
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APPENDIX 9. ACTIONS INTEGRATED IN THE CONTEXT OF COUNTRY 

STRATEGIES AND PROGRAMS 
 

 

 
1. Actions on the need for a well-focused country program. Country assistance program 
evaluation (CAPE) and sector assistance program evaluation (SAPE) recommendations have often 

emphasized the need for the Asian Development Bank’s (ADB’s) continued engagement in sectors and 

a long-term sector focus; encouraged more attention to policy and institutional reforms; and 

highlighted the importance of harmonization of development support with development partners. The 

Independent Evaluation Department (IED) validates that Management acted on these recommendations 
through subsequent country partnership strategies (CPSs) and country operations business plans 
(COBPs) for Bangladesh, Cambodia, and Nepal. 
 
2. For Bangladesh, the latest country programs have retained six priority sectors and consolidated 
subsector coverage from 25 to 14.1 For Cambodia, ADB reduced the priority sectors from nine to six.2 
The CPSs and COBPs for Bangladesh and Cambodia are both committed to doing fewer but more 
strategic projects and programs that are capable of delivering high-impact results. The latest CPS for 
Nepal has maintained development support for priority sectors (four sectors) and provided continued 
support to subsectors to address infrastructure deficits hindering inclusive growth. 3  This was in 
agreement with evaluation recommendations.  
 
3. To foster long-term effectiveness and sustainability of sector support, Management planned to 
act on evaluation recommendations by noting in the CPS the increasing support for policy and 
institutional reforms and capacity development for core institutions in sectors and subsectors in which 
ADB can play an effective role. This is evident in the CPS/COBP for Cambodia, which supports public 
sector management, and in the CPS for Nepal, which underpins policy and institutional reforms to 
support investments. These reforms and programs have been implemented in close coordination with 
development partners and cofinanciers, emphasizing complementarity in the selection of priority 
sectors for the CPSs/COBPs for Cambodia and Nepal. 
 
4. Actions on recommendations to improve sector operations plans. Evaluation 
recommendations have called for the formulation of sector operations plans to guide sector support 
for ADB member countries. Management’s agreement was embodied in the development or 
enhancement and subsequent implementation of operations plans in the finance and water sectors,4 
although this Annual Evaluation Review (AER) argues elsewhere that the results orientation could have 
been better. 
 
5. Actions on recommendations to improve the results framework of country and sector 
programs. Management has agreed to CAPE recommendations that address issues related to results-
based implementation of country strategies and projects. Actions have been initiated to implement 
evaluation recommendations that have called for (i) strengthened linkages among the design and 
monitoring frameworks (DMFs) of projects, sector roadmaps, country results framework, and the ADB 
results framework; (ii) the role of the CPS results framework as a management tool for improving 
development effectiveness; (iii) mainstreaming of results-based monitoring and evaluation (M&E) 

                                                 
1 CPS (2011–2015) and COBP (2012–2014). This latest CPS is an example of maintaining optimum balance between the country 

needs and ADB's best possible interventions. It was prepared through a participatory approach, including detailed discussions 
with development partners for aid harmonization. 

2 CPS (2011–2013) and COBP (2011–2013). 
3 CPS (2010–2012). 
4 ADB. 2011. Financial Sector Operational Plan. Manila; and ADB. 2011. Water Operational Plan 2011–2020. Manila. 
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systems in capacity development; (iv) establishing and strengthening M&E systems; (v) ensuring data 
availability; and (vi) developing appropriate indicators. 
 
6. Management is committed to improve and measure development effectiveness through the 
MfDR agenda. Several evaluations have called for actions over the years. Actions have been taken by 
Management through (i) commitments to strengthen the linkage between the DMF, sector road map, 
the CPS results framework, and the ADB results framework as part of business process improvements 
and workflow automation; (ii) the formulation and adoption of guidelines on preparing country and 
sector level results frameworks, and monitoring results; and (iii) improvements in DMFs of 2010−2011 
projects through DMF clinics. For Bangladesh, the CPS (2011−2015) included a results framework and 
sector results framework to track the success of the CPS and the joint cooperation strategy. Consistent 
with the recommendation of the 2009 AER, IED has been mainstreaming results-based M&E systems in 
capacity development initiatives in Southeast and South Asia. 5  ADB has supported initiatives to 
establish and strengthen portfolio reviews in Central and West Asia, and has strengthened selected 
M&E units in line ministries.  
 
7. Actions on recommendations to strengthen institutional capacity. Several  
recommendations from CAPEs and SESs sought higher institutional capacity to improve project 
outcomes. IED validations have emphasized the need for careful attention to the level of project 
complexity and the local capacity for implementation. Capacity development requirements may be 
viewed from a long-term perspective and will need to be incorporated as integral parts of the sector 
framework/road map pursued in operations. The latest CPS and COBP for the Lao People’s Democratic 
Republic (Lao PDR) aim to develop a strategic and long-term capacity development program in 
response to a CAPE recommendation.6 For Bangladesh, efforts are ongoing to refine ADB’s approach to 
working with the government and other development partners to improve project design and 
implementation by raising capacity and streamlining government processes. These initiatives are being 
implemented and are on track. 
 
8. IED validation confirmed that actions taken on its recommendations7 are on track for “step-by-
step” capacity development at country levels using performance assessments and diagnostics. This 
customized approach is built on (i) an assessment of needs, (ii) use of sustainable options for capacity 
development (initially) in core areas, and (iii) a phased adoption of approaches that promote retention 
as core capacities are developed. Actions taken in 10 of 11 countries with fragile and conflict-afflicted 
situations (FCAS) in the Pacific subregion imply that country core capacities are being strengthened on 
this basis. In Nepal, a filter applied during programming work enables an assessment of the capacity 
development needed to improve core state functions. Capacity development components for ongoing 
multitranche financing facilities (energy, transport, and water) in Afghanistan have been designed and 
budgeted for an 8−10 year period. This is consistent with Management’s commitment to capacity 
development activities that are adequately designed and budgeted for an implementation period suited 
for FCAS. 
 
9. IED and Management8  have both observed the capacities of executing and implementing 
agencies continue to vary across developing member countries (DMCs) in terms of sufficiency and 
adequacy of qualified staff, efficiency and effectiveness of rules and procedures, appropriateness of 

                                                 
5 IED has been providing evaluation capacity development to DMCs to strengthen results-based M&E capacity: (i) TA 6410-REG 

and TA 7348-REG to strengthen M&E capacities in both monitoring and self-evaluation for the Greater Mekong Subregion and 
4 Central Asia Regional Economic Cooperation countries; (ii) small-scale TA 7767-REG on evaluation capacity development 
through on-the-job training at IED; and (iii) contribution to a multidonor trust fund for regional centers. 

6 An example of an “umbrella” capacity development program (with a more strategic and long-term approach) is a $4 million TA 
that was approved for the Water Resources and Environment Agency. But while Management agrees that one-off TAs are not 
the best way to develop capacity and that a more strategic approach is needed, smaller TAs can be more appropriate in some 
cases to address specific capacity issues. 

7 IED. 2010. Special Evaluation Study on ADB’s Support to Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations. Manila: ADB. 
8 ADB (Strategy and Policy Department). 2011. Improving Project Outcomes. Manila. 
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organizational structures and adequacy of support systems, and quality of management. In response to 
recommendations,9 ADB developed a guide to capacity development in a sector context that will 
provide guidance for assessing country capacity development needs and strategies. This guide has been 
incorporated into a revised CPS template. Further, a mandatory review of agency capacity should be 
undertaken (during project processing) to assess whether it is realistic and that well planned 
implementation arrangements are in place. 
  
10. Actions on recommendations to foster good governance. IED evaluations reemphasize the 
role of good governance. Projects and program need to reflect governance  risks in their design and 
incorporate corresponding risk mitigation measures. Under ADB’s streamlined business process, 
governance risk assessments and risk assessment plans are already required for all project/program 
reports and recommendation of the President. 
 
11. At a country level, relevant CPSs and COBPs have taken action on recommendations from the 
CAPEs for Bangladesh, Cambodia, Lao PDR, and Nepal.10 These support governance and anticorruption 
strategies or measures including the strengthening of anticorruption units, and, in the case of 
Cambodia, the introduction of risk mitigation measures consistent with the Second Governance and 
Anticorruption Plan (GACAP II). 11  Other CPS and COBP incorporated provisions for (i) improved 
efficiency of public service delivery (i.e., reorienting the public sector towards regulatory and 
supervisory functions, enhancing transparency and accountability of public systems and regulatory 
bodies, strengthening public sector management, and service delivery at the central and local levels);  
(ii) increased private sector role in delivering efficient and innovative services (i.e., improving corporate 
governance standards, improving government capacity to manage public-private partnerships); and  
(iii) a broadening of inclusiveness (i.e., strengthening of subnational organizational structures and 
institutions including developing capacity for planning, policy making, and procurement in all sectors 
of operations). 
 
12. Actions on recommendations to promote regional cooperation and integration. Regional 
ADB activities supported subregional programs such as the Greater Mekong Subregion Program and 
the South Asia Sub-Regional Trade Facilitation Program, among others. Recommendations adopted 
supported strengthened infrastructure connectivity through multimodal transport initiatives, along 
with promotion of trade and investment (including public-private partnerships and cofinancing 
arrangements), and the enhancement of regional management (regulation and safeguards). These 
focused on (i) building synergies between local development and regional cooperation initiatives (i.e., 
support linkages between rural development and small and medium enterprise development and 
regional trade opportunities); (ii) taking advantage of economies of scale, and providing market access 
to accelerate trade and promote tourism; (iii) addressing negative externalities associated with physical 
connectivity (i.e., greater policy dialogue to raise awareness, policy advice, and supporting enforcement 
in areas such as mainstreaming environmental management, integrating social concerns such as spread 
of HIV/AIDS, human trafficking, and ensuring preservation of cultural heritage and equitable 
distribution of project benefits); and (iv) expanding resource mobilization through more cofinancing 
arrangements (i.e., identifying the interests of other development partners, the private sector, and 
other regional member countries to finance gaps in a program).  

                                                 
9 IED. 2008. Special Evaluation Study on Effectiveness of ADB’s Capacity Development Assistance: How to Get Institutions Right. 

Manila: ADB. 
10 Over time, some recommendations find their way from the CPS and have been embedded in projects on the ground through 

implementation of projects. For example, Loan 2854-PHI and TA 7074-PHI as part of efforts to deepen support for local 
governance and decentralized delivery, and Loan 2666-BAN and attached TA to help governance management. 

11 The GACAP II launched in 2006 has provided a vehicle to support efforts for implementing governance and anticorruption 
policies in ADB-supported sectors. An ADF XI paper (ADB. 2011. Stocktake & Strategic Review of ADB's Governance Policy and 
Public Sector Management Operations. Manila: ADB), highlighted the need to clarify conceptualization of ADB’s governance 
agenda and expand the scope of ADB’s Governance and Anticorruption Action (GACAP) by incorporating political economy 
and institutional analysis in the risk assessments. A planned implementation review of GACAP II (2012) is expected to 
contribute to a more comprehensive sustainability assessment, a concern raised by the paper. 
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13. Actions on recommendations to promote environmental sustainability and address 
climate change. The adoption of evaluation recommendations (SAPE for Bhutan and the Greater 
Mekong Subregion [GMS] and CAPE for Lao PDR) supports ADB’s agenda in this area by facilitating 
integration into country operations institutionalized mechanisms for environmental safeguards, 
compliance and sustainability, and capacity development of environmental institutions and structures 
to identify and manage environmental issues. These actions are on track with the existing focus of ADB 
support for the environment, namely, (i) promoting transitions to sustainable infrastructure,  
(ii) improving natural resource management and maintaining ecosystem integrity, (iii) building 
environmental governance and management capacities, and (iv) securing cofinancing for 
environmentally sustainable projects (e.g., in the GMS) with the private sector and development 
partners by leveraging ADB’s lead role and Asian Development Fund resources. 
 
14. In its 2011 annual report, the Development Effectiveness Committee noted the vulnerability of 
small island states, such as the Maldives, and their limited capacity to respond to disasters. DMCs like 
the Maldives are particularly vulnerable to rising sea levels associated with global climate change. In 
this context, greater attention to climate change mitigation and adaptation is needed. Strategy 2020 
calls for mainstreaming disaster risk management and early to medium term disaster response in 
partnership with specialized agencies. IED is undertaking an SES on the effectiveness of ADB response 
to natural disasters in this context. The SES will evaluate individual disaster response efforts and 
identify what worked, what did not, and what innovations were developed to improve responses. The 
findings will be reported in 2012. 
 



 

APPENDIX 10. DEFINITION AND LIST OF “AGRICULTURE PLUS” PROJECTS  
 

 

 
 

 
 

Figure A10: Definition of “Agriculture Plus” 

 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, OPSFS = Operations Plan for Sustainable Food Security in Asia and the Pacific. 
Note: The pyramid on Sustainable Food Security was adapted from the Regional and Sustainable Development Department. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

“Agriculture plus.” Support to agriculture alone cannot contribute to global food security and does not 
necessarily lead to improved agriculture productivity and increased food supplies. However, increased 
food production is vital to food security and needs to be a component of ADB’s food security response. 
Therefore there is a need to integrate agriculture production with support from other sectors  to achieve 
results for ADB’s OPSFS. 
 
Performance data for projects that combine subcomponents of “agriculture plus” have proved to have 
positive success rates, overcoming the ADB concerns that agriculture investments perform poorly. Lessons 
show that if designs acknowledge complexity and links between sectors at project commencement high 
levels of performance and impact can be achieved.  
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Table A10: List of “Agriculture Plus” Projects 
 

Loan/ 
Grant  No. Country Project Name Project 

Type 

Approved 
Amount Approval 

Date 
($ million) 

A. Agriculture and Natural Resources 
1146 PAK Chasma Right Bank Irrigation Project Stage 

III 
Project 185.00 17-Dec-1991

1186 INO Smallholder Tree Crop Processing Project Project 75.00 12-Nov-1992
1294 PAK Pehur High-Level Canal Project Project 127.60 22-Dec-1993
1295 LAO Industrial Tree Plantation Project Project 11.20 22-Dec-1993
1311 NEP Irrigation Management Transfer Project Project 12.91 13-Sep-1994
1339 INO Capacity Building Project in the Water 

Resources Sector 
Project 27.72 6-Dec-1994

1353 BAN Coastal Greenbelt Project Project 23.40 2-Mar-1995
1378 INO Farmer Managed Irrigation Systems Project Project 26.30 21-Sep-1995
1399 BAN Command Area Development Project Project 30.00 7-Nov-1995
1403 PAK Forestry Sector Project Project 42.60 9-Nov-1995
1413 PAK National Drainage Sector Project Project 140.00 12-Dec-1995
1437 NEP Second Irrigation Sector Project Project 25.00 16-May-1996
1449 INO BAPEDAL Regional Network Project Project 45.00 27-Jun-1996
1453 PHI Bukidnon Integrated Area Development Project 20.00 23-Jul-1996
1461 NEP Third Livestock Development Project Project 18.30 19-Sep-1996
1462 SRI North Central Province Rural Development 

Project 
Project 20.03 24-Sep-1996

1467 PAK Bahawalpur Rural Development Project 38.00 26-Sep-1996
1469 INO Integrated Pest Management for 

Smallholder Estate Crops 
Project 44.00 26-Sep-1996

1475 INO Segara Anakan Conservation and 
Development Project 

Project 22.80 17-Oct-1996

1479 INO South Java Flood Control Sector Project Project 103.00 7-Nov-1996
1486 BAN Forestry Sector Project Project 50.00 21-Nov-1996
1488 LAO Community Managed Irrigation Sector 

Project 
Project 14.70 21-Nov-1996

1500 MAL Klang River Basin Environmental 
Improvement and Flood Mitigation Project 

Project 26.30 5-Dec-1996

1515 VIE Forestry Sector Project Project 33.00 20-Mar-1997
1524 BAN Participatory Livestock Development Project Project 19.70 19-Jun-1997
1526 INO Participatory Development of Agricultural 

Technology 
Project 63.80 1-Jul-1997

1531 PAK Dera Ghazi Khan Rural Development Project Project 36.00 4-Sep-1997
1545 SRI Upper Watershed Management Project Project 16.60 24-Sep-1997
1552 SRI Second Perennial Crops Development Project 20.00 25-Sep-1997
1578 PAK Second Flood Protection Sector Project Project 100.00 13-Nov-1997
1579 INO Northern Sumatra Irrigated Agriculture 

Sector Project 
Project 130.00 13-Nov-1997

1583 INO Rural Income Generation Project 78.60 25-Nov-1997
1605 INO Central Sulawesi Integrated Areas 

Development and Conservation 
Project 32.00 27-Jan-1998

1609 NEP Community Groundwater Irrigation Sector Project 30.00 26-Feb-1998
1613 INO Coral Reef Rehabilitation and Management 

Project 
Project 7.00 26-Mar-1998

1639 SRI Tea Development Project 35.00 10-Nov-1998
1643 BAN Sundarbans Biodiversity Conservation Project 37.00 27-Nov-1998
1652 PNG Smallholder Support Services Pilot Project Project 7.60 10-Dec-1998
1667 PHI Agrarian Reform Communities Project 93.16 18-Dec-1998
1668 PHI Southern Philippines Irrigation Sector 

Project 
Project 60.00 18-Dec-1998

1672 PAK Malakand Rural Development Project 41.00 18-Mar-1999
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Loan/ 
Grant  No. Country Project Name Project 

Type 

Approved 
Amount Approval 

Date 
($ million) 

1688 LAO Shifting Cultivation Stabilization Pilot 
Project 

Project 5.60 11-May-1999

1716 SRI Coastal Resources Management Project Project 40.00 7-Dec-1999
1726 KGZ Agriculture Area Development Project Project 36.00 20-Dec-1999
1736 MON Cadastral Survey and Land Registration 

Project 
Project 9.90 27-Jan-2000

1744 SRI Forest Resources Management Sector Project 27.00 28-Jun-2000
1753 CAM Stung Chinit Irrigation and Rural 

Infrastructure Project 
Project 16.00 5-Sep-2000

1757 SRI Water Resources Management Project Project 19.70 19-Sep-2000
1767 SRI Protected Area Management and Wildlife 

Project 
Project 12.00 19-Oct-2000

1770 INO Protected Area Management and Wildlife 
Project 

Project 50.00 26-Oct-2000

1771 BAN Chittagong Hill Tracts Rural Development Project 30.00 26-Oct-2000
1778 NEP Crop Diversification Project Project 11.00 9-Nov-2000
1781 VIE Tea and Fruit Development Project Project 40.20 14-Nov-2000
1782 BAN Northwest Crop Diversification Project Project 46.30 21-Nov-2000
1787 PAK NWFP Barani Area Development (PRM-

CWEN) 
Project 52.00 28-Nov-2000

1788 LAO Decentralized Irrigation Development and 
Management 

Project 15.62 28-Nov-2000

1814 PRC West Henan Agricultural Development 
Project 

Project 64.30 19-Dec-2000

1833 UZB Ak Altin Agricultural Development Project Project 36.00 23-Aug-2001
1835 PRC Yellow River Flood Management Sector Project 150.00 28-Aug-2001
1849 SRI Southern Province Rural Economic 

Advancement Project 
Project 25.00 26-Oct-2001

1862 CAM Northwestern Rural Development Project Project 27.20 27-Nov-2001
1889 PNG Nucleus Agro-Enterprises Project 5.90 18-Dec-2001
1909 INO Poor Farmers’ Income Improvement 

Through Innovation Project 
Project 56.00 15-Aug-2002

1912 TAJ Emergency Baipaza Landslide Stabilization 
Project 

Project 5.32 10-Sep-2002

1919 PRC Songhua River Flood Management Sector 
Project 

Project 150.00 20-Sep-2002

1925 PNG Coastal Fisheries Management and 
Development Project 

Project 5.70 24-Oct-2002

1934 PAK Sindh Rural Development Project Project 50.00 20-Nov-2002
1939 CAM Tonle Sap Environmental Management Project 10.91 21-Nov-2002
1980 TAJ Agriculture Rehabilitation Project Project 35.00 18-Dec-2002
2017 UZB Grain Productivity Improvement Project 26.00 14-Nov-2003
2068 AZE Flood Mitigation Project Project 22.00 19-Dec-2003
2071 NEP Community Livestock Development Project Project 20.00 19-Dec-2003
2083 AFG Agriculture Sector Program Program 

Loan 
55.00 4-May-2004

2086 LAO Northern Community-Managed Irrigation 
Sector Project 

Project 10.00 5-Jul-2004

2158 FIJ Alternative Livelihood Development Project Project 25.00 28-Mar-2005
2314 KGZ Southern Agriculture Area Development 

Project 
Project 15.00 29-Jan-2007

1365/1366 PHI Second Irrigation Systems Improvement 
Project 

Project 30.00 30-Aug-1995

1413-02 PAK National Drainage Sector Project 140.00 12-Dec-1995
1421/1422 PHI Cordillera Highland Agricultural Resource 

Management  
Project 19.00 11-Jan-1996
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1425/1426 INO North Java Flood Control Sector Project Project 90.00 18-Jan-1996
1562/1563 PHI Fisheries Resource Management Project Project 35.22 16-Oct-1997
1570/1571 INO Coastal Community Development and 

Fisheries Resource Management 
Project 41.00 4-Nov-1997

1592/1593 KAZ Water Resources Management and Land 
Improvement Project 

Project 40.00 17-Dec-1997

1739/1740 PHI Grains Sector Development Program Program 
Loan 

175.00 24-Apr-2000

1821/1822 MON Agriculture Sector Development Program 
(ASDP) 

Program 
Loan 

17.00 21-Dec-2000

1846/ 
G0075 

SRI North East Community Restoration and 
Development 

Project 26.50 16-Oct-2001

1877/1878/
1879 

PAK Agriculture Sector Program II Program 
Loan 

350.00 13-Dec-2001

1883/ 
TA3800 

VIE Central Region Livelihood Improvement Project 59.54 17-Dec-2001

1910/1911 SRI Aquatic Resource Development and Quality 
Improvement Project 

Project 20.00 5-Sep-2002

1913/1914 SRI Plantation Development Project 30.00 13-Sep-2002
1972/1973 VIE Agriculture Sector Development Program Program 

Loan 
90.00 16-Dec-2002

2022/2023 CAM Agriculture Sector Development Program Program 29.70 26-Nov-2003
G4357 PRC Capacity Building to Combat Land 

Degradation Project 
Project 7.70 28-Jun-2004

B. Finance 
1327 INO Microcredit Project Project 25.70 25-Oct-1994
1435 PHI Rural Microenterprise Finance Project Project 20.00 23-Apr-1996
1529 KGZ Rural Financial Institutions Project 12.50 21-Aug-1997
1634 BAN Rural Livelihood Project 42.60 29-Sep-1998
1741 CAM Rural Credit and Savings Project Project 20.00 27-Apr-2000
1768 PNG Microfinance and Employment Project Project 9.59 19-Oct-2000
1848 MON Rural Finance Project Project 8.68 25-Oct-2001
8186 TIM Microfinance Development Project Project 4.00 6-Dec-2000
1987/1988 PAK Rural Finance Sector Development Program Program 

Loan 
250.00 20-Dec-2002

C. Multisector 
1385 CAM Rural Infrastructure Improvement Project Project 25.10 28-Sep-1995
1564 VIE Rural Infrastructure Sector Project Project 105.00 23-Oct-1997
1581 BAN Third Rural Infrastructure Development 

Project 
Project 70.00 20-Nov-1997

1924 PRC Efficient Utilization of Agricultural Wastes 
Project 

Project 33.12 22-Oct-2002

2156 BAN Emergency Flood Damage Rehabilitation Project 152.30 20-Jan-2005
2221 INO Rural Infrastructure Support Project 50.00 19-Dec-2005
2160/G000
1 

MLD Tsunami Emergency Assistance Project Project 21.80 31-Mar-2005

G0078 SOL Emergency Assistance Project Project 12.99 27-Jun-2007
D. Transport and ICT 
1450 NEP Rural Infrastructure Development Project Project 12.20 27-Jun-1996
1567 SRI Southern Provincial Roads Improvement 

Project 
Project 30.00 30-Oct-1997

1795 LAO Rural Access Roads Project 25.00 7-Dec-2000
1819 TAJ Road Rehabilitation Project 20.00 20-Dec-2000
1876 NEP Road Network Development Project Project 46.00 13-Dec-2001
1888 VIE Provincial Roads Improvement Sector 

Project 
Project 70.00 18-Dec-2001
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1928 PAK Punjab Road Development Sector Project Project 150.00 31-Oct-2002
1952 BAN Rural Infrastructure Improvement Project Project 60.00 2-Dec-2002
1986 SRI Road Sector Development Project Project 56.50 19-Dec-2002
2018 IND Rural Roads Sector I Project Project 400.00 20-Nov-2003
1892/1893 PAK Road Sector Development Project -

PSDPC/PSRPC  
Project 150.00 19-Dec-2001

2351/2467 ARM Rural Road Sector Project Project 47.92 28-Sep-2007
E. Water Supply and Other Municipal Infrastructure and Services 
1575 SRI  Third Water Supply and Sanitation Sector 

Project 
Project 75.00 6-Nov-1997

1950 PAK Punjab Community Water Supply and 
Sanitation Sector 

Project 50.00 28-Nov-2002

1765/1766 INO Community Empowerment for Rural 
Development 

Project 115.00 19-Oct-2000

AFG = Afghanistan, ARM = Armenia, AZE = Azerbaijan, BAN = Bangladesh, CAM = Cambodia, FIJ = Fiji,  ICT = information and 
communications technology, IND = India, INO = Indonesia, KAZ = Kazakhstan, KGZ = Kyrgyz Republic, LAO = Lao People’s 
Democratic Republic, MLD = Maldives, MON = Mongolia, NEP = Nepal, PAK = Pakistan, PHI = Philippines, PNG = Papua New 
Guinea, PRC = People’s Republic of China, SOL = Solomon Islands, SRI = Sri Lanka, TAJ = Tajikistan, TIM = Timor-Leste, UZB = 
Uzbekistan, VIE = Viet Nam. 
Source: Asian Development Bank database. 

 

 




