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I. INTRODUCTION 

 
1. The first country assistance program evaluation (CAPE) of Asian Development Bank’s 
(ADB) country partnership strategies (CPS) in Pakistan was completed in 2007 and covered the 
period 1985 to 2006. This second CAPE covers 2002 to 2012. The Independent Evaluation 
Department’s (IED) Revised Guidelines for the Preparation of Country Assistance Program 
Evaluations1 prescribes that the second- or subsequent-generation CAPE should cover at least 
two most recent CPSs, the earlier one of which covered by a validation of a CPS final review 
(CPSFR) to provide continuity of evaluation.2 
 
2. The CAPE aims to (i) provide an objective assessment and rating of the performance of 
ADB’s assistance to Pakistan and identify factors affecting such performance, and (ii) draw 
forward-looking lessons and make recommendations for the next CPS (expected in the 1st 
quarter of 2014) of Pakistan. 
 
II. BACKGROUND 
 

A. Country’s Development Context and Binding Constraints 
 
3. Geographical and historical context.3 Pakistan’s last 25 years have been beset by a 
series of socio-political crises, and recent years have been no exception to this. Although the 
outlook remains of concern, and ethnic and cultural divisions, and religious extremism continue 
to plague the nation, one positive development should be noted in that the coalition government 
elected in 2008 has remained in office for the full term. With national elections scheduled in May 
this year, a transition to a fully democratically elected government is eagerly awaited by the 
public.  
 
4. At the time of the previous CAPE in May 2007, Pakistan was on the brink of a major 
political change. Political turmoil escalated in 2007, as President Musharraf further consolidated 
power at the perceived expense of the parliament and judiciary. In the same year, one former 
prime minister, Benazir Bhutto was assassinated soon after her return to Pakistan in late 
December 2007. The President resigned in August 2008, after an impeachment process was 
launched by members of the opposition.  

                                                 
1  Independent Evaluation Department. 2010. Revised Guidelines for the Preparation of Country Assistance Program 

Evaluations. Manila: ADB. 
2 The CAPE Guidelines also prescribes that the second CAPE (i) summarize the findings of the previous CAPE and 

integrate the findings of the CPSFR validation into the overall CAPE; and (ii) examine the extent to which the 
lessons and recommendations from the previous CAPE and CPSFR validation were used in the formulation of 
subsequent CPSs. 

3 http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-south-asia-12966786 
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5. With Yusuf Raza Gilani as the Prime Minister, Asif Ali Zardari, of the Pakistan People’s 
Party and widower of Benazir Bhutto, was elected president. In 2010, in an effort to ensure the 
balance of power, key powers from the Office of the President were transferred to the Prime 
Minister, via the 18th Amendment of the Constitution of Pakistan. Other changes outlined in the 
18th Amendment include the renaming of the North-West Frontier Province to Khyber 
Pakhtunkhwa; allocation of responsibilities between the federal, provincial, and subnational 
governments; and judiciary composition and appointments. In 2012, Raja Pervez Ashraf, the 
Water and Power Minister, replaced Yusuf Raza Gilani as Prime Minister. The Pakistan 
People’s Party-led government completed its 5-year term in March 2013.  
 
6. Economy.4 Gross domestic product (GDP) growth showed promise for much of the 
early 2000s. GDP growth increased from 2.0% in fiscal year (FY) 2001 to 9.0% in FY2005. 
Pakistan’s economy performed well through 2008, but a range of factors, including increases in 
security issues, a steady deterioration of investment, and policy rigidities have weakened the 
economy. Major policy reforms promised to ADB, World Bank, and International Monetary Fund 
(IMF) but not delivered, are critical at this stage. Following the global economic slowdown in 
2008, GDP growth sharply declined to 3.7% in FY2008. Since then, growth has been muted, 
ranging from 1.7% in FY2009 to 3.0% in FY2011. Setbacks from natural disasters, such as the 
devastating floods of 2010, with further more limited flood incidents in 2011 and 2012, have 
dampened initial GDP growth projections.  
 
7. Pakistan’s rapid urbanization poses challenges to the country. The proportion of total 
population living in urban areas has increased from only 17.8% in 1951 to about 32.5% in 1998 
and 37% in 2011.5 It has been projected that Pakistan will be the fifth most populous country by 
2030, with a population estimated between 230 million and 260 million people, some 60% of 
whom will live in urban areas.6 Pakistan identified urban development as one of key ingredients 
for economic growth. However, the type of urbanization observed has raised serious concerns. 
Large new investments are needed to deliver improved services.   
 
8. Though Pakistan is increasingly relying on economic growth fueled by large urban 
populations, the agriculture sector still provides around 21% of the country’s GDP in FY2010 
(although down from 25% in FY2000). Data from FY2009 show that 45% of the working 
population is employed in the agriculture sector, with those in the rural areas comprising 96% of 
the total agriculture sector employment in the country. A majority of those dependent on 
agriculture livelihoods are poor, and shocks brought about by erratic weather and natural 
disasters hit them hard. 
 
9. Social issues. In spite of the turbulent socio-political situation, indicators of human 
development have improved in Pakistan over the years. Life expectancy at birth has increased 
from 57.9 years in 1980 to 65.4 years in 2011. In the past decade alone, it has improved from 
63.1 years in 2000 to 65.4 years in 2011. Expected years of schooling remain unchanged from 
1980 to 2000, but have improved to 6.9 years in 2011. Gross national income (GNI) per capita 
(expressed in constant 2005 purchasing power parity [PPP] US dollars) has also increased, 
doubling from $1,288 in 1980 to $2,550 in 2011. Pakistan still belongs to the low human 
development category, currently placing 145th out of 187 countries and territories. Despite 
some improvements, gender inequalities remain an issue in education, health, employment, and 

                                                 
4 Pakistan Bureau of Statistics (http://www.pbs.gov.pk/content/details-tables), IMF World Economic Outlook 

Database (http://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/weo/2012/02/weodata/index.aspx), and World Bank 
(http://data.worldbank.org/ country/pakistan). 

5 Pakistan Economic Survey 2010–2011. 
6 Planning Commission, Government of Pakistan. 2007. Vision 2030. Islamabad. 
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government representation.7 Pakistan’s key economic indicators and monitoring of Millennium 
Development Goals (MDGs) are in Supplementary Appendixes 1 and 2, respectively. 
Governance indicators for Pakistan are provided in Supplementary Appendix 3. 
 
10. Gender. A preliminary review of gender issues in Pakistan shows the lack of economic 
opportunities in combination with cultural and social norms that determine outcomes for women 
to a significant degree. Pakistan is ranked 134th out of 135 countries on Gender Gap Index 
2012, and lags behind the global average on all the four sub-indexes—economic participation 
and opportunity, educational attainment, health and survival, and political empowerment.8 
 
11. Disaster risk reduction. Prior to the 2005 earthquake, droughts were more significant 
natural disasters than earthquakes and floods in 1995–2011, as the country experienced 
prolonged drought from 1998 to 2002. Hence, ADB program focused mostly on drought 
management through environmental management, irrigation, and development of drought-
affected areas. The country was still recovering from the impacts of the 1998–2002 drought and 
the 2005 earthquake when devastating floods happened successively in 2010, 2011, and 2012. 
To mitigate losses from these floods, ADB started to support flood protection and national 
drainage projects.9 According to a recent study,10 disaster preparedness in Pakistan is better for 
floods than for other natural hazards but it also concluded that Pakistan’s disaster risk reduction 
governance system needs greater funding, political support, and coordination. 
 
12. Government development spending. A new Growth Strategy, prepared by Planning 
Commission, was approved by the Government in 2011 providing framework for economic 
growth. Key strategy PRSP II covered 2009–2011 and medium term development plan (MTDF) 
was for 2005–2010. In the absence of new MTDF, Growth Strategy 2011 has been a reference 
document for medium term.  
 
13. Limited actions to unwind structural rigidities have contributed to deterioration in the 
investment climate and a steady deterioration of investment over each of the past 5 years. 
Without financial and capital inflows to offset the impact of current account deficits and debt 
amortization obligations, the impact goes directly to reserves. As a result, there is a steady drain 
on reserves, contributing to the macroeconomic uncertainty and a further decline in investment. 
 
14. Fiscal gaps.11 Fiscal policy in Pakistan is characterized by the setting of demanding 
targets that are then unfortunately often missed. The inability to put a cap on fiscal deficit is 
largely due to two factors: (i) unmet tax revenue due to persistent problems in tax collection; and 
(ii) high electricity subsidies, which continue to drain the government budget. Tax collection 
efficiency and broadening the tax base via eliminating certain tax exemptions have remained 
major fiscal policy issues. FY2004–FY2007 was a period of strong growth, reasonable fiscal 
deficits (at least on a cash accounting basis), investment inflows peaking at $5.7 billion in 
FY2008, and reserve accumulation. However, in recent years, burgeoning power subsidy 
payments, which have averaged three times the budget estimate in the past 4 years, combined 
with relief payments, necessitated by 3 consecutive years of flooding, have played havoc with 
the public finances.12   
                                                 
7 http://undp.org.pk/2011-human-development-report-environmental-trends-threaten-global-progress-for-the-

poor.html and http://undp.org.pk/images/documents/Pakistan%20-%20One%20pager.pdf 
8 World Economic Forum. 2012. Global Gender Gap Report 2012.  
9  IED. 2012. Special Evaluation Study: ADB’s Response to Natural Disasters and Disaster Risks. Manila: ADB. 
10 Disaster Emergency Committee. 2012. Disaster Reduction in Pakistan: The Contribution of Disaster Emergency 

Committee Agencies, 2010–2012.  
11  http://www.imf.org/external/pubs/cat/longres.aspx?sk=25714.0 
12 Economist Intelligence Unit, January 2013 (p. 5; p. 27).   
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15. Public debt. As a result of slow growth and widening fiscal deficit, there was pressure 
on Pakistan to borrow more. Public debt to GDP ratio continued to rise beginning 2008. The 
biggest jump in the public debt ratio was in FY2008 at 61% from 56% in FY2007. Total public 
debt remains high as a proportion of GDP at 61% in FY2011 and 63% in FY2012.13 Very 
recently, concerns have been raised about Pakistan’s debt position and credit rating.14 The IMF 
has projected a decline in the savings rate to 11.4% in FY2012. Gross capital formation as 
percent of GDP at 13.4% in FY2011 is lower than that in FY2009 at 18.2%. It has remained low 
compared to other South Asian countries.15  
 
16. Overseas workers’ remittances. Remittance inflows to Pakistan have increased 
significantly over time, and have become instrumental in financing the trade deficits and 
allowing Pakistan to rebuild its foreign exchange reserves. This has occurred despite a 
challenging global economic and financial environment. In addition, remittances are said to have 
a positive impact on economic growth and reducing poverty.16 In 2012, remittances crossed 
$13.0 billion for the first time in the county’s history.17 
 

B. Government’s Development Strategies and Plans18 
 
17. Pakistan's medium- and long-term development strategies and investment plans are 
outlined in a collection of key documents: Medium Term Development Framework (MTDF) 
(2005–2010), Framework for Economic Growth (FEG) (2011), 19  Vision 2030, and Poverty 
Reduction Strategy Paper (PRSP) II which superseded the first PRSP that was completed in 
2003. 
 
18.     PRSP II noted three main structural weaknesses: fiscal deficit, trade deficit, and 
inadequate social protection for the poor and vulnerable. The overall vision of PRSP II is 
comprised of the following thrusts: (i) regain macroeconomic stability; (ii) rally GDP growth rate; 
(iii) generate adequate employment; (iv) improve income distribution; and (v) better global 
competitiveness through economic liberalization, deregulation, and transparent privatization. 
The latest 2011 Growth Strategy aims to make growth more inclusive and speed up the 
movement out of poverty. It seeks to increase the return on investment through measures to 
improve the investment climate, to reduce the cost of doing business, and to dissolve the 
impediments to entrepreneurship. 20  It identified key determinants of growth as economic 
governance and human capital. It focuses on key ingredients in economic growth:  (i) emphasis 
on productivity and efficiency beyond brick and mortar perspective21; (ii) seeks to build a better 

                                                 
13 State Bank of Pakistan. http://www.sbp.org.pk/ 
14 In 2012, Pakistan’s sovereign credit rating had been downgraded from investment grade to junk status (Bloomberg, 

6 Oct 2012). In 13 July 2012, Moody's had downgraded Pakistan's foreign and local currency bond rating to Caa1 
from B3. The outlook for the rating is negative. However, Standard & Poor’s rates Pakistan at B- with a “stable” 
outlook. 

15 Data from IMF Pakistan Article IV Consultation 2011 Report, Table 1, Figure 1, p. 34. 
16 IMF Pakistan Article IV Consultation 2011 Report,  Appendix 5, p. 67 
17 According to PRM, at present, inflows of remittances per month and foreign exchange payments for oil are about 

$1.2–$1.3 billion per month.  
18 ADB CPS 2009–2013 and PRSP II (http://finance.gov.pk/poverty/PRSP-II.pdf). 
19 In the absence of new MTDF, the FEG has been a reference document for medium-term. 
20 These measures incorporate investment in physical facilities, for example, those required to provide a reliable 

supply of power (as cited in Pakistan: Framework for Economic Growth, May 2011). 
21 Studies of long-term productivity growth in Pakistan show that from 1970 to 2005, productivity growth accounted for 

roughly 20% of the growth of Pakistan's GDP. On the other hand, productivity growth accounted for about 30% of 
the growth of the GDPs of India and of the East Asia and Pacific region. Alarmingly, in recent years, productivity 
growth in Pakistan appears to have slowed down—in the decade 1998 to 2008 it accounted for only 11% of the 
growth of Pakistan's GDP (as cited in Pakistan: Framework for Economic Growth, May 2011). 
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government and a market taking the view that good government complements efficient, 
competitive, and connected markets; (iii) recognizes that economic well-being is a result of a 
variety and frequency of economic transactions; (iv) focus on urban development as a crucible 
for the nurturing of innovation entrepreneurship and productivity; and (v) include youth through 
community development and the provision of market opportunities while continuing to impart 
skills and education. 
 
19. Vision 2030 calls for structural change and transformation to achieve “a developed, 
industrialized, just, and prosperous Pakistan through rapid and sustainable development in a 
resource constrained economy by deploying knowledge inputs.” To support this vision, the 
MTDF outlined priority investments in five areas: balanced rural and urban development, 
accelerating output growth, upgrading physical infrastructure, achievement of the MDGs, and 
supporting private sector development. 
 

C. ADB’s Country Strategies 
 
20. Country Strategy and Program 2002 to 2006. 22  Pakistan’s country strategy and 
program (CSP) for 2002 to 2006 went through three updates: 2004–2006, 2005–2006, and 
2006–2008. The CSP had three pillars: (i) good governance, (ii) sustainable pro-poor growth, 
and (iii) inclusive human development. The major thrusts of CSPs in Pakistan are detailed in 
Supplementary Appendix 4. In the overall framework, CSP Update 2004–2006 continued the 
three main pillars. The emphasis on the three pillars led to a wide range of sectors being 
supported. 
 
21. ADB’s portfolio included many major initiatives in the public sector management (PSM) 
and governance sector. They included support for (i) reforms in the judicial sector and police 
services, (ii) devolution and decentralization for improved delivery of social services, and (iii) 
public resource management programs including budget support and technical assistance for 
the provinces of Punjab and Balochistan. 
 
22. CSP Update 2005−2006 and 2006–2008. With the retrospect of short-lived 
improvement in the economic and political situation in Pakistan over this time, ADB supported 
the government’s shift towards higher sustained growth. High priority was given to economic 
infrastructure development lending in water resources, power, transport and communications, 
and urban renewal and development. Two important operational considerations for the CSP 
were: (i) the priority that the Government accords to developing economic infrastructure as an 
engine for higher growth and poverty reduction in the medium-term; and (ii) the government’s 
decision, as part of its debt management strategy, to borrow ordinary capital resources (OCR) 
only for priority infrastructure projects and provincial resource management programs (RMPs). 
 
23. CPS 2009–2013. The latest CPS took a different approach by not outlining the major 
themes; instead, it opted for sectors. Focus of planned ADB intervention were in the following 
areas: (i) investment and reforms in energy and infrastructure (for energy security and 
efficiency, irrigation, and national trade corridor program); (ii) reforms to strengthen governance 
and promote structural transformation (for addressing market distortion and institutional 
bottlenecks, better financial resources, and develop private sector); (iii) development of urban 
services (better delivery of basic services); and (iv) effective implementation of projects and 
programs and capacity building (for improving institutional bottlenecks, better financial 

                                                 
22 Completion report for previous Country Strategy (CPS 2002–2006), Appendix 5 in CPS 2009–2013. 
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resources).23 This CAPE will look at sector balance of ADB program, and lending modality 
balance. It will also look at the achievement of cross-sectoral main themes of the various CPSs. 
 
24. Between 2002 and 2012, ADB has approved 116 loans 24  and grants for a total 
assistance of $11.46 billion, of which 69% has been financed by OCR and 27% by Asian 
Development Fund (ADF). The remaining 4% was from other sources (e.g., Japan Fund for 
Poverty Reduction). 25 From 2003−2012, Pakistan approved 10 private sector loans amounting 
to $619.5 million. It has 8 MFFs, whose MFF tranche loans amounted to $2.9 billion from 2006 
to 2012. Top sectors for MFF loan tranches were energy with 52%, followed by agriculture and 
natural resources with 18%, and transport and information and communications technology 
(ICT) with 17%. PSM received 41% of the total amount of TA grants (Figure 1), 26 followed by 
multisector with 35%. Multisector projects include devolved social services programs, 
infrastructure projects involving more than two main sectors, and disaster related emergency 
loans.  
 

 
Figure 1: Sector Shares of ADB Support 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
25. Supporting poverty reduction has been the overarching theme for ADB’s country 
strategies for Pakistan over the past decade. While there are small differences between the 
country strategies, the strategic areas of intervention all contribute to alleviating poverty. 
Governance was also a common focus among the country strategies. In the CSP 2002–2006, 
project and sector lending were designed to support the devolution program of the government, 
particularly by favoring project loans to individual provinces over umbrella-type countrywide 
projects with the federal government. These provincial policy-based operations and individual 
projects included district school management support, decentralized social services, and rural 

                                                 
23 At the time of CPS 2009–2013 formulation, there were still ongoing devolved social services (DSS) projects in 

Punjab and Balochistan. Through DSS, social sector investments were implemented. While more recent CPS 
emphasized urban services, in terms of sector focus, less priority was given to education and health, compared to 
energy, transport, or finance. 

24 Including nonsovereign loans. 
25 The lists of ADB loans, grants, TAs, and multi-tranche financing (MFF) are provided in Supplementary Appendixes 

5, 6, and 7. TAs are advisory and capacity development TAs (excluding project preparatory TAs). 
26 Figure 1 includes capacity development, policy and advisory, and research and development TAs, but excludes 

project preparatory TAs. 

(a) Projects/Programs (b)   TAs 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

ANR = agriculture and natural resources, ICT = information and communications technology, PSM = public sector 
management, TA = technical assistance, WOMIS = water and other municipal infrastructure and services. 
Source of basic data: ADB database on Loan, TA, Grant and Equity Approvals.
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development projects. Subsequent CSP updates included provincial resource management 
programs and devolved social services programs, which were intended to result in increased 
allocations due to policy dialogue and enhanced fiscal space.  
 
26. Under multisector loans and grants, 4% are considered under social sectors amounting 
to $462 million. Examples of these social sector loans are the devolved social services 
programs (Sindh, Punjab, and grant for Balochistan), and the rehabilitation and improvement for 
Azad Jammu and Kashmir (Figure 1 and Supplementary Appendix 5). The remaining 
multisector projects are mostly natural disaster-related support. 
 
27. Some changes are observed in sectoral shares of sovereign loans and grants based on 
amount. For 2002–2012, programs and projects have been predominantly PSM and multisector, 
mainly devolved social services and natural disaster recovery (Figure SA11.2, Supplementary 
Appendix 5). Energy sector loans are all MFF tranches. Later periods saw shifts in the 
proportions. For 2007 to 2008, program loans comprised 71% of total volume, while project 
loans only amounted to 28%. The opposite was observed from 2009 to 2012, when project 
loans comprised 70% of total volume, while program loans only amounted to 30% (Figure 
SA11.3). Over the years, project loans have become largely comprised of MFF Tranche loans. 
As a proportion of project loans, MFF tranche loans comprised 65% of project loans in 2005 to 
2006, 94% in 2007 to 2008, and 69% in 2009 to 2012. 
 
28. ADB helped establish the Pakistan Earthquake Fund (PEF) in response to the 8 October 
2005 earthquake in northern Pakistan, with an initial ADB grant contribution of $80 million and 
further contributions made by some international donors. As of 31 December 2011, PEF total 
resources are $146 million.27 
 
29. Tables of disbursement ratios for programs and projects and undisbursed loan balances 
are in Supplementary Appendix 8. Pakistan portfolio indicators are found in Supplementary 
Appendix 9.  
 

D. Pakistan as Part of Central and West Asia Department  
 
30. In ADB, responsibilities for the Pakistan program were transferred from South Asia 
Department (SARD) to the newly created Central and West Asia Department (CWRD) in 2006. 
In April that year, ADB realigned its regional departments effective 1 May of the same year. The 
realignment regrouped regional departments’ country coverage. The realignment was expected 
to provide better support for regional cooperation and address two key issues: (i) the imbalance 
in the geographic size and number of countries covered by each regional department, and (ii) 
the consequent unevenness in the workload.28 The CAPE may look into the consequences of 
this shift. 
 
31. Large scale spring cleaning. After the shift, the Pakistan country portfolio review in 
2007 revealed a large number of nonperforming operations in a portfolio of 81 projects. This led 
to a comprehensive spring-cleaning exercise and ADB’s introduction of a “no automatic 
extension” policy for projects and TA with a low probability of success.29 The exercise was 
initiated during 2007 Country Portfolio Review Mission (CPRM). Key challenges cited during the 
CPRM on elements that hampered project and portfolio performance were (i) start-up delays, (ii) 

                                                 
27 ADB. 2012. ADB Annual Report 2011. Manila. 
28 SARD included two large borrowers, India and Pakistan, and its portfolio was much larger than other departments.  
29 Central and West Asia Department, ADB.   
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non-compliance with covenants and environmental/social requirements, particular related to 
resettlement issues; (iii) delayed/non-submission of audited project account/agency financial 
statements (APA/AFS); and (iv) delays in closing overdue loan accounts. The CAPE will look 
further into the reasons for the spring cleaning exercise and no extension policy, and its effects. 
 
32. Success rates of completed operations in Pakistan. Thirty six (36) project/program 
completion reports (PCRs) are available for projects/programs financed by either a public sector 
loan or grant, and approved during the period 2002 to 2012. 30  The proportion of 
projects/programs in Pakistan with a less than successful or lower rating is higher compared to 
the ADB portfolio, which is comprised of 16% projects/programs with less than successful 
rating, and 6% with unsuccessful rating. Except for two sectors (energy, and health and social 
protection) where there are no available PCRs, all sectors, when compared to ADB-wide 
ratings, have a higher proportion of projects/programs with less than successful or lower ratings 
(Table 1). 
 

Table 1: TCR and PCR Ratings Distribution, Projects and Programs,  
Approved in 2002–2012 

 

Pakistan Ratings ADB Ratings 
Item HS S LS U Total HS S LS U Total
Total Technical Assistance 3 30 14 1 48 - - - - -

Total Projects/Programs 6% 33% 28% 33% 11% 66% 16% 6%
2 12 10 12 36 24 145 36 14 219

By Sector 
Agriculture and Natural Resources 1 2 - 2 5  2 19 2 4 27 
Education - - - 3 3  - 10 5 3 18 
Energy - - - - -  4 8 2 - 14 
Finance - 1 2 1 4  3 8 8 1 20 
Health and Social Protection - - - - -  - 7 - - 7 
Industry and Trade - - 1 1 2  - 9 1 2 12 
Multisector - 3 4 - 7  4 23 4 - 31 
Public Sector Management - 2 2 2 6  6 15 8 1 30 
Transport and ICT - 3 1 1 5  4 30 1 1 36 
Water and Other Municipal 
Infrastructure and Services 1 1 - 2 4 

 
1 16 5 2 24 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, HS = highly successful, ICT = information and communications technology, LS = 
less than successful, S = successful, PCR = project/program completion report, TCR = technical assistance 
completion report, U = unsuccessful. 
Source: Relevant ADB databases. 
 
33. Other countries wherein spring cleaning has been conducted include the Philippines in 
2003 and 2004, India in 2005, Nepal in 2006, and Bangladesh in 2007. So far, in some 
countries, spring cleaning has shown positive effects. Projects that were approved after the 
spring cleaning exercise received a successful or better rating in the PCR in the following 
countries: Philippines, India, and Bangladesh (Table SA11.1). This effect cannot be observed 
yet in Nepal and Pakistan, since PCRs are not yet available for projects approved after the 
spring cleaning was conducted. The likely success of ongoing operations will be investigated for 
this CAPE. 
 
 

                                                 
30 Sindh Devolved Social Services Program prepared two PCRs (one for program loans and another for the TA loan). 

For the purpose of this evaluation, only the PCR for the program loans amounting to $210 million is included. The 
PCR for the TA loan for the same project amounting to $10 million is excluded in the list.  
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Figure 2: Total Net Official Development Assistance, 2001–2011

Humanitarian Aid Other ODA Total Net  ODA

2001: Earthquake and flood; 
Musharraf becomes President,
supports US in counter terrorism 

2002: Earthquake

2004: Earthquake; first
military offensive against 
Al Quaeda

Feb 2005: Foods
Oct 2005: Kashmir earthquake

2007: Floods and storm; 
Red Mosque Islamabad
seige; Musharraf 
declares emergency
rule, resigns; Bhutto
killed

2008: Earthquake 
and floods; debt
crisis, IMF loan

2010: Worst 
floods in 80 
years

2011: Bin Laden 
killed by US forces;
Nato supply routes 
shut down

E. Other Key Development Partners’ Programs  
 
34. From 1995 to 2008, official development assistance (ODA) flows to Pakistan were 
influenced by two types of events: terrorism-related and natural disaster-related (floods and 
earthquakes). There was a higher level of support from donor community during 2001 to 2002. 
In addition, there was a surge in humanitarian aid when Pakistan suffered from major natural 
disasters, most recently, the floods in 2010 and 2011 (Figure 2). Due to the mixed nature of 
support to Pakistan, it is not easy to aggregate other donors’ financing. For this paper, IED used 
a secondary source (referenced below) to provide a snap shot of the overall trend in the last 10 
years.  
 

  
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
35. The sector share of overall ODA support to Pakistan indicates that other donors have 
extended more support to education than ADB has done. It should be noted that ADB (Figure 
1a) has been more prominent in PSM, energy, finance, and transport, although some major 
PSM and multisector loans have also included support for education. 
 
36. Based on OECD data, ADB ranks third in terms of average gross ODA to Pakistan 
during 2009–2010 accounting for 13%. United States and World Bank rank first and second 
accounting for 29% and 25%, respectively (Table 2).31 ADB’s role in Pakistan as a major 
development partner will be assessed in this light. 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
31 United States ODA in Table 2 may include reimbursements for Pakistan’s counterterrorism efforts in direct support 

of United States military operations, i.e., Coalition Support Fund (CSF) and the Pakistan Counterinsurgency 
Capability Fund (PCCF). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
Sources: OECD; Global Humanitarian Assistance; BBC News South Asia. 
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Table 2: Pakistan Average Gross ODA, Top Ten Donors, 2009–2010 
Donor Average Amount ($ million) % Share 
United States 906 29 
World Bank 774 25 
ADB 403 13 
United Kingdom 258 8 
Japan 209 7 
European Union 135 4 
Germany 134 4 
United Arab Emirates 111 4 
Turkey  82 3 
Australia 78 3 

Total 3,090 100 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, ODA = official development assistance 
Note: Average gross ODA from ADB does not include ordinary capital resources loans. 
Source: Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development Aid Statistics; 
http://www.oecd.org/dac/aidstatistics/1882685.gif 
 

F. Key Findings, Lessons, and Recommendations of the Previous CAPE 
 
37. The 2007 CAPE for Pakistan rated ADB’s operations in Pakistan as less than 
successful. It concluded that (i) ADB had too many loans in its Pakistan portfolio, spread across 
to many sectors and subsectors, given the available staff and TA resources as well as the 
requirements of its business processes; (ii) the strategic framework guiding operations had not 
produced a desirable level of focus or coherence in the program; (iii) resident missions should 
be the primary operational interface between ADB and the host DMC; (iv) there was constant 
referral to headquarters which delayed implementation; (v) staff time was dominated by 
administration, reducing time for development results; (vi) there was a need for more rigorous 
analytical underpinning and lessons; (vii) there was a need to build capacity and country 
ownership; and (viii) policy constraints must be addressed first and then fund the investment. 
 
III. EVALUATION METHODOLOGY 

 
A. Scope and Coverage 

 
38. The CAPE will cover the period of 2002–2012, following the Revised Guidelines for the 
Preparation of Country Assistance Program Evaluation (2010),32 to look at the current CPS 
(2009–2013), CSP (2002–2006), and its updates 2004–2006, 2005–2006, and 2006–2008. The 
CAPE will cover 116 ADB-supported projects, and 79 ADB TAs approved in the period above.  
 

B. Evaluation Structure, Approach, and Method 
 
39. This Pakistan CAPE will use the following six criteria (footnote 32) to assess the 
performance of ADB’s county assistance strategy and program in Pakistan: (i) strategic 
positioning, (ii) program relevance, (iii) efficiency, (iv) effectiveness, (v) sustainability, and (vi) 
development impact, focusing mainly on projects and TA grants approved and completed from 
2002–2012. 

                                                 
32 Currently, the 2010 CAPE Guidelines is being updated, and slated for approval in May 2013. This CAPE will follow 

the revised guidelines once approved. The main thrust of the change (made clear to CAPE) is merging the pillars of 
(i) Strategic Positioning and Program Relevance, and (ii) Effectiveness and Development Impact. Remaining two, 
i.e., Efficiency and Sustainability will remain as independent pillar with 25% ratio each, together with 
aforementioned merged pillars. Another main change foreseen is more space in the CAPE for assessment of 
cross-sector themes pursued by ADB in countries. The details of the new CAPE Guidelines will be shared with 
CWRD as soon as they are firmed up. 
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C. Key Questions and Issues for the CAPE  
 
40. While the standard elements to assess the six main pillars of CAPE rating will follow the 
CAPE guidelines (footnote 32), some of the following issues and questions will be pursued.  An 
evaluation matrix is detailed in Appendix 1. 
 

(i) Drastic changes and ADB adjustments. As already mentioned, in the recent 
decade or so, Pakistan faced many unforeseen political uncertainties both 
domestically and externally. ADB operations had to adjust to those shocks, but 
within ADB, the Pakistan portfolio33 and program may also have been affected by 
two major reorganizations, one in 2002 and one in 2006. The Pakistan program 
went through a series of drastic portfolio reviews and restructuring. The annual 
overall risk ratio of Pakistan's portfolio from 2003 to 2010 is within the 15%–18% 
range.34 This is, however, higher compared to ADB's risk ratio by year for the same 
period, which is within the 10%–14% range.35 By relating to some of the previous 
CAPE lessons and recommendations, this CAPE may assess how the 
restructuring process worked out. 

(ii) Different modality for different sectors. IED’s previous CAPE has made 
recommendations and listed lessons where Pakistan can improve its 
performance—taking into account balancing investment and economic, thematic, 
and sector work. Pakistan operations have utilized various kinds of ADB product 
modalities, including program loan, sector development program loans, 
nonsovereign loans, and MFF.36 Deployment of these modalities differs across 
different sectors. In the process of assessing particularly program relevance, 
efficiency, and effectiveness, the role of the modality choice will also be taken into 
account. 

(iii) Donor coordination. ADB operations covered a wide range of sectors. Particularly, 
since around CSP Update 2006–2008, there was strategic focus on particular 
sectors for large investments: notably PSM, energy, finance, and transport. In 
assessing strategic positioning, the study will assess ADB’s comparative strength 
and its position vis-à-vis the external support community. 

(iv) ADB’s effort to trace development effectiveness. The CAPE will examine how 
much attention ADB had for measuring its development effectiveness, and will see 
how much ADB programs have contributed at various levels, i.e., project, provincial, 
and at national policy levels. In choosing particular sectors, not only portfolio 
dimensions, ADB decided to concentrate on those where there is a mechanism to 
track its contribution to development effectiveness and achievement of overriding 
objectives of poverty reduction and economic growth. The CAPE will try to trace 

                                                 
33 IED will look at how recent 2011 project performance report (PPR) risk profile system has improved the way 

implementation risks are monitored and managed at ADB headquarters and PRM.  
34 The ADB-wide performance rating formula was changed in 2011 (Project Administration Instruction 5.08), 

coinciding with the switch from Lotus Notes-based PPR system to e-Operations (e-Ops). The 2003 to 2010 are 
from old PPR which counts the number of loans, while for 2011 data are based on e-Ops, which counts the number 
of projects.  

35 The overall risk ratio refers to the weighted average of the 12 risk ratios—(i) project implementation delays; (ii) loan 
utilization delays; (iii) established, staffed, and/or operation of PMU/PIU; (iv) fielding of consultants; (v) environment 
or social problems; (vi) poor compliance with APA and AFS; (vii) poor compliance with other Covenants; (viii) 
shortage of counterpart funds/cofinancing; (ix) unsettled cost overrun; (x) significant disbursement delays; (xi) in 
risk sector or country with history of past problems; and (xii) project fielded missions. 

36 On MFF, as most MFF are not completed yet, CAPE will look at MFF’s position in the long-term alliance of ADB 
program to Government’s long-term strategic positioning. At project level evaluation, assessment pillar will treat 
MFF tranches as equivalent to project loans (however, bearing mind its role as part of long-term MFF).   
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the effect of these changes, and the benefits or ADB niches of these initiatives. 
Selected issues related to governance and anti-corruption, capacity development, 
environment,37 gender,38 and poverty reduction39 will be reviewed. The core issue 
is whether ADB “did things right” as well as “did the right things.”  

(v) Effect on regional cooperation. Pakistan is one of the 10 member countries40 of 
the Central Asia Regional Economic Cooperation (CAREC) program, which aims to 
promote and facilitate regional cooperation in the priority areas of transport, trade 
facilitation, trade policy, and energy. The CAREC program is guided by a 
Comprehensive Action Plan (CAP). 41 The CAPE will examine (i) the alignment of 
the CAREC program and strategy with ADB’s CPS for Pakistan, and assess the 
future potential for more cooperation; and (ii) the role, if any, played by regional 
cooperation in achieving outcomes in the PSM, energy, finance, and transport 
sectors. 

 
D. Limitations of Evaluation Methodology 

 
41. The basis of CAPE assessment will be the operations department’s self assessment and 
project performance management system complemented by validation work done by IED and 
some field work. The completed and ongoing program of operations in Pakistan is too large for 
this study to evaluation in-depth. Only carefully selected field visits and even visits to concerned 
agencies can be conducted, within the time and resources available. The selection of key 
sectors and projects to be studied in-depth will be based on issues listed in the previous section. 
The CAPE will look at the progress and salient features of ongoing projects to assess whether 
the current portfolio is more likely to be successful than that of the recent past. However, data 
collection and field surveys will be subject to security conditions under the planned general 
elections in 2013. 
 

E. Evaluation Criteria and Rating System 
 
42. This study plans to adopt the revised CAPE guidelines (footnote 32) with overall CAPE 
rating comprising of ratings for ADB’s country and sector strategic positioning (accounting for 
10% of the overall rating); program relevance (10%); and 20% each for efficiency, effectiveness, 
sustainability, and development impacts.   
 

F. Methods and Data 
 
43. Instruments to support CAPE are as follows:   

(i) Desk review, including document review and analyses of statistical database; 
(ii) Interview and consultation with ADB headquarters and PRM staff on data, 

implementation issues, and clarifications; 

                                                 
37 IED is conducting evaluations on safeguards. As part of CAPE, safeguards issues in Pakistan will be looked at, 

with a view to examine under project implementation and capacity building, and some findings from CAPE will feed 
into the Safeguard Operation Review. The latter safeguards evaluation will cover key ADB DMC countries.     

38 The proposed evaluation approach of the CAPE will assess how ADB interventions have dealt with the gender 
inequalities or tried to reduce them, and how gender aspects have been addressed in all sectors and interventions 
of ADB’s operations in Pakistan. The CAPE will examine the gender dimensions and their impact on ADB’s focus 
on inclusive economic growth in Pakistan. 

39 IED. 2009. Impact Evaluation Study: Impact of Rural Water Supply and Sanitation in Punjab, Pakistan. Manila: 
ADB. 

40 Afghanistan, Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyz Republic, Mongolia, Pakistan, People’s Republic of China, Tajikistan, 
Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan. 

41 Latest being CAP 2006 approved during Fifth Ministerial Conference on 18–20 October 2006.   
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(iii) Interviews with government ministries and agency officials, federal and state 
governments, beneficiaries, nongovernment organizations, civil society 
organizations, and development partners; and 

(iv) Field surveys (beneficiary perception survey) and data collection, if the security 
situation allows, to be planned by IED staff and to be carried out by national 
consultants. 
 

IV. IMPLEMENTATION ARRANGEMENTS 
 
44. Taking into account the large portfolio and wide sector coverage, it is proposed that the 
following evaluation team members will be responsible for designated sectors (Table 3). This 
arrangement will enable synergies with staff at ADB headquarters, PRM, and government 
PMUs in the field and will ensure that the Independent Evaluation Missions can cover all the key 
sectors considering security issues. All consultants will be engaged by ADB in accordance with 
the Guidelines on the Use of Consultants (2010, as amended from time to time). See 
Supplementary Appendix A for detailed terms of reference.  
 

Table 3: Independent Evaluation Department Team 
 

Assigned Sector or Function Responsible ADB Staff and Consultants 
Team Leader, water supply and urban sector, 

multisector (except social) 
Tomoo Ueda, Principal Evaluation Specialist 

Energy sector assessment (including nonsovereign 
investment) 

Kapil Thukral, Principal Evaluation Specialist 
(Supported by Nelson Guevara, Evaluation Officer for 

PPER on Energy Sector Restructuring Program) 
Transport Toshiyuki Yokota, Senior Evaluation Specialist 

(Supported by Peter Darjes, international consultant 
for field work and initial SAPE draft) 

Private sector operations and finance sector Nathan Subramaniam, Senior Evaluation Specialist 
(Supported by one international consultant for the 

same sector coverage) 
Public sector management, agriculture and natural 

resources 
Andrew Brubaker, Evaluation Specialist 

Multisector (social sector), Education Raikhan Sabirova, Evaluation Specialist 
Analytical support and data processing  Lucille Ocenar, Evaluation Officer 
Administrative support Stella Labayen, Associate Evaluation Analyst 
(1) Macroeconomic analysis 
(2) Governance, PSM and social sectors 
(3) Private sector and finance 

One international consultant for each (3 in total) 

(1) Transport and energy (engineer) 
(2) Rural infrastructure and development, and 

agriculture and natural resources (rural and 
social development) 

(3) Urban infrastructure, water supply (and 
sanitation), and PSM (planner/economist) 

(4) Finance and private sector (financial analyst) 

One national consultant for each (4 in total) 
 
 

Analytical support and data processing HQ-based national consultants (2) 
HQ = headquarters, PPER = project/program evaluation report, PSM = public sector management, SAPE = sector 
assistance program evaluation 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 
 
45. Below is a tentative schedule of CAPE milestones.  
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Milestone Schedule 
Initiation of recruitment of consultants  III Mar-I Apr 2013 
CAPE mission IV Mar-III May 2013 
Approval of evaluation approach paper  I Apr 2013  
Initial draft for peer review  III Jun 2013 
Interdepartmental and government review I Aug 2013 
Revision of draft CAPE III Aug 2013 
Consultation workshop IV Aug 2013 
Division Head meeting I Sep 2013 
Editing II Sep 2013 
IED Director General approval I Oct 2013 
Board and Management circulation date I Oct 2013 
Management response date IV Oct 2013 
DEC discussion  Nov 2013 

 
V. COST ESTIMATE AND FINANCING 

 
46. The cost estimate for this CAPE (excluding IED staff expenses) is $350,000, which will 
be sourced from TA proceeds and administrative budget. The estimates are provided in 
Supplementary Appendix B. The small increase over the standard budget ($300,000) can be 
justified by (i) large portfolio and wide sector coverage; (ii) special security conditions; and (iii) 
significant investments in private and finance sectors. 
 
VI. DISSEMINATION 
 
47. A summary of draft CAPE will be delivered for discussion by the Development 
Effectiveness Committee (DEC) of the Board, scheduled in November 2013. The final CAPE 
and four-page summary of the CAPE will be disseminated after the DEC meeting. The report 
including appendixes will be less than 75 pages. 
 
Attachment: Appendix:  CAPE Pakistan Evaluation Approach Framework 
 
 Supplementary Appendixes (available upon request) 

1: Key Economic and Social Indicators for Pakistan 
2: Millennium Development Goals for Pakistan 
3: Governance Indicators 
4: Major Thrusts of ADB Country Strategies and Programs in Pakistan 
5:  ADB Loans and Grants to Pakistan (2002–2012) 
6: ADB Technical Assistance to Pakistan (2002–2012) 
7:  ADB Multitranche Financing Facilities to Pakistan (2002–2012) 
8: Disbursement Ratios of Loans and Undisbursed Loan Balances (2002–2011) 
9: Pakistan Portfolio Indicators 
10: Basic Information 
 

Supplementary Appendixes (not public) 
A: Terms of Reference 
B:  Cost Estimates 
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CAPE PAKISTAN EVALUATION APPROACH FRAMEWORK 
 

 

Evaluation 
Criteria  

Areas of Evaluation and 
Subcriteria 

Major Indicators 
and Areas of 

Consideration 
Sources of 
Information 

Evaluation 
Process 

Strategic 
Positioning  

Were sector/country 
strategies consistent with 
the sector/country’s 
development needs?  
 
Did the latest Country 
Partnership Strategy  
(CPS), 2009–2013 and 
recent preceding country 
strategy and program 
updates (CPSUs) 2005–
2006 and 2006–2008 
support the country’s 
Medium Term 
Development Framework 
(2005–2010) and Vision 
2030?  
 
Does ADB's sector 
strategy support the 
government’s sector 
development plan? 
 
What detail was there in 
CPS/CSPUs on: (i) the 
policy issues targeted for 
support, (ii) the capacity-
building efforts linked with 
policy issues, and (iii) 
how loans and TAs 
supported the overall 
improvement of economic 
growth and poverty 
reduction in Pakistan?  
 

Macroeconomic and 
social indicators for 
Pakistan  
 
Economic reform 
milestones  
 
Evolution of 
Pakistan’s 
development plans  
 
Evolution of ADB’s 
CSPs  
 
Coordination of 
activities and 
strategies of other 
development 
partners  

Government’s 
NDF and ANDS  
 
Country 
economic reports  
 
CSP, CSPUs and 
CPS  
 
MTS II  

Desk review of all 
relevant 
documents  
 
Discussions with 
ADB regional 
department, 
government 
officials, 
development 
partners, and 
other stakeholders 

 Was the CPS 2009 
updated in response to 
Vision 2030? 
 
Does the country strategy 
recognize and suitably 
adjust to constraints on 
the Government’s 
absorptive capacity? 
 
Does the sector strategy 
adequately recognize and 
adapt to ADB’s 
comparative advantage 
(or lack thereof) in the 
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Evaluation 
Criteria  

Areas of Evaluation and 
Subcriteria 

Major Indicators 
and Areas of 

Consideration
Sources of 
Information 

Evaluation 
Process

sector? 
 
Is there an appropriate 
strategy for concentrating 
or diffusing ADB's efforts 
geographically/in various 
provinces? 
 
Is there an appropriate 
strategy for continuing or 
dropping sub-sector 
programs, and linking TA 
and loans? 
 
For coordination with 
development partners, 
were there appropriate 
strategies for participating 
in sector meetings or 
events, formal 
partnerships, cofinancing, 
etc? 
 
Do the sector results in 
the country results 
framework have relevant 
indicators, benchmarks, 
deadlines, and targets? Is 
the program clearly and 
realistically linked to the 
outcomes that ADB wants 
to influence? 
 

Relevance  Are ADB’s sectoral 
programs in Pakistan 
generally consistent with 
ADB’s sector and country 
strategies, or did they 
deviate significantly?  
 
Does the program show a 
pattern of good, 
adequate, or poor 
design?  
 
Does the program show a 
consistency of adequate 
or inadequate DMFs? Do 
the DMFs have relevant 
indicators with baselines, 
targets and deadlines? 
Are project level DMFs 
consistent with Sector 

Assessment of 
policies, economic 
and political 
conditions and 
financial 
management of the 
transport sector.  
 
Changes in ADB 
strategy areas of 
intervention.  
 
Lessons and findings 
identified in project 
completion reports 
(PCRs) and project 
performance 
evaluation reports 
(PPERs) and 
technical assistance 

CSPs, CSPUs, 
CPS country 
operational 
business plan 
(COBP), reports 
and 
recommendations 
of the President 
(RRPs), TA 
reports, PCRs, 
PPERs, TPERs, 
and ADB 
databases  
 
Discussions with 
development 
partners, 
government, and 
other 
stakeholders  

Desk review of all 
relevant 
documents  
 
Discussions with 
ADB Regional 
Department, 
government 
officials, and 
development 
partners  
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Evaluation 
Criteria  

Areas of Evaluation and 
Subcriteria 

Major Indicators 
and Areas of 

Consideration
Sources of 
Information 

Evaluation 
Process

Results Frameworks?  performance 
evaluation reports 
(TPERs).  
 
DMFs. 
 

Efficiency  What is the percentage of 
approved projects with 
EIRRs<12% and >18%? 
Were the assumptions in 
the economic analysis 
realistic in some major 
projects?   
  
How well was the portfolio 
administered?  
 
Did ADB’s bureaucratic 
processes cause 
systematic delays or 
other problems? Have 
ADB’s bureaucratic 
processes improved?  

Implementation 
delays and cost 
overruns, 
disbursement issues 
if any.  
 
Timeliness and 
frequency of data 
and collection, 
including timeliness. 
Quality of data 
collected  
 
Timeliness and 
adequacy of 
counterpart funding  
 
Procurement issues 
including timeliness 
and transparency  
 

PCRs, PPERs, 
PPRs Executing 
agency 
completion 
reports  
 
Back-to-office 
reports  
 
Discussion with 
government 
agencies and 
ADB regional 
departments  

Desk review of 
relevant 
documents  
 
Independent 
Evaluation Mission 
(IEM) and field 
observations and 
discussions  

Effectiveness Has the program 
consistently delivered the 
outputs and produced the 
outcomes expected in 
project DMFs?  
 
Did/will the program 
achieve its outcomes as 
expected in the sector 
results framework (SRF)? 
 
Did the program 
systematically contribute 
to or detract from other 
important outcomes that 
were not represented in 
the DMF or SRF? or 
results framework?  
 
What policy changes 
occurred that were 
supported by ADB?  
 
What capacity 
development efforts or 
organizational change 

Fulfillment of stated 
objectives for 
completed projects  
 
Feasibility of 
achievement of 
objectives based on 
current projects  
 
Performance of ADB 
transport sector 
portfolio in Pakistan 

Findings of 
PCRs, PPERs, 
TPERs, and 
project 
completion report 
validation reports  
 
ADB status 
reports, back-to-
office reports and 
other ADB 
reports  
 
Literature reviews 

Desk review of 
relevant 
documents  
 
IEM field 
observations  
 
Key informant 
interviews with 
government staff, 
observers, 
development 
partners, and 
other stakeholders 
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Evaluation 
Criteria  

Areas of Evaluation and 
Subcriteria 

Major Indicators 
and Areas of 

Consideration
Sources of 
Information 

Evaluation 
Process

occurred that was 
supported by ADB? 
 

Sustainability For financial security of 
project entities (as 
applicable), what is the 
percentage of projects 
with (FIRRs-WACC)>20% 
and (FIRRs-WACC)<0? 
What is the weighted 
average (FIRR-WACC)?  
 
Does the program have a 
secure basis of planning 
and budgeting for 
recurrent costs?  
 
Will the program be 
supported by adequate 
O&M?  
 
Do pertinent 
organizations have 
adequate capabilities to 
support the program?  
 
How strongly is the 
government committed to 
capacity building, 
organizational changes, 
or policy reforms 
supported by the 
program? 
 
Did RRPs recognize risks 
to sustainability; efforts to 
mitigate risks; appropriate 
project design? 
 

Availability of other 
funding and 
resources  
 
Availability and 
adequacy of funding 
allocated by project 
owners for 
operations and 
maintenance  
 
Financial internal 
rates of returns  
 
Assessment of 
political will of the 
government to 
support reforms  
 
Government 
ownership and 
commitment to 
projects and reforms 

PCRs, PPERs  
 
Macroeconomic 
indicators such 
as government’s 
fiscal position and 
budget  
 
Literature reviews  
 
Discussions with 
government 
officials and other 
development 
partners  

Desk review of 
relevant 
documents  
 
IEM and field 
observations. 

Development 
Impacts 

For project-level impacts, 
have the projects/ 
programs consistently 
delivered the impacts 
expected in project 
DMFs?  
 
For sector-level impacts, 
did /will the program 
achieve its impacts as 
expected in the SRF?  
Were there any notable 
positive or negative 
impacts of the program 

Contribution of ADB 
transport sector 
operations to 
sustainable 
economic growth, 
gender issues, 
poverty reduction, 
environment 
sustainability, and 
governance reforms 

RRPs and 
PPERs  
 
Time series of 
macroeconomic 
indicators from 
government 
sources  
 
Discussions with 
government 
agencies and 
other stake 
holders 

Desk reviews of 
relevant 
documents  
 
IEM and field 
interviews 
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Evaluation 
Criteria  

Areas of Evaluation and 
Subcriteria 

Major Indicators 
and Areas of 

Consideration
Sources of 
Information 

Evaluation 
Process

that were not represented 
in DMFs or the SRF?  
 
Are there any notable 
innovations in ADB 
projects, including 
unplanned and 
unadvertised ones, which 
contributed to 
development results?  
 
Are there any other 
notable contributions to 
poverty reduction or other 
country-wide 
development goals? 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, CAP = country assistance plan, COBP = country operational business plan, COS = 
country operational strategy, CSP = country strategy and program, DMF = design and monitoring framework, EIRR = 
economic internal rate of return, FIRR = financial internal rate of return, IEM = independent evaluation mission, MTS II = 
medium-term strategy II, O&M = operation and maintenance, RRP = report and recommendation of the President, SRF 
= sector results framework, TA = technical assistance, WACC = weighted average cost of capital. 
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