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Foreword 
 
 

The 2019 Annual Evaluation Review (AER) comes in the midst of two important tasks following the 
approval of Strategy 2030 in 2018: the preparation of a new corporate results framework for the first 
half of Strategy 2030’s 12-year implementation period (2019–2024), and the formulation of the seven 
key operational priority plans (2019–2030). Strategy 2030 represents an important milestone and has 
created great expectations, but the new strategic goals and directions that it sets out still need to be 
properly operationalized. The Asian Development Bank (ADB) will not only need to translate the new 
strategy into meaningful targets and expanded operations in key thematic areas, it will also have to 
ensure this leads to better performance and development results through improvements to business 
processes, staffing, and resource allocations.   

This year, the Independent Evaluation Department (IED) is pleased to report steady improvements in the 
success rate of ADB’s operations in Central and West Asia. However, the performance of some completed 
nonsovereign operations remains weak. An improvement in the performance of the financial sector and 
private equity portfolios is needed, as private sector operations will become much more prominent in the 
context of Strategy 2030.   

The special theme of this year’s AER is the use of corporate results frameworks in ADB. IED fully supports 
the use of well-designed results frameworks. While these have not been perfect, they have proven to be 
useful results-management tools in multilateral development banks. IED acknowledges that ADB’s 
corporate results framework and its annual reporting through the Development Effectiveness Review 
have been valuable in steering ADB’s work and in reporting progress on results and key processes. We 
advocate further strengthening of the links between the indicators and targets of the ADB corporate 
results framework at level 1 (those indicators that reflect the region’s achievement of the Sustainable 
Development Goals that are most relevant to ADB strategic intentions), level 2 (key outputs and outcomes 
for ADB’s seven operational priorities), and level 3 (financial or project commitments in each of the seven 
operational priorities). We recommend that the operational priority plans currently being drafted are 
supported by good results frameworks using the same format as the corporate results framework, and 
that progress reports are issued to the Board using this scorecard format. Because of the growing size of 
country programs and the need to tailor country program work to individual country needs, we believe 
a more robust structuring of the country results frameworks in country partnership strategies is required. 
This would also allow for better reporting of results at the country level and facilitate improved 
monitoring and evaluation.   

The basis for reporting the results of operations in the corporate results framework and the higher plane 
evaluations is the project completion report for sovereign operations and the extended annual review 
report for nonsovereign operations. These reports’ performance ratings are consolidated and 
subsequently used to report on performance at the corporate level. The AER found that a number of 
these project evaluation reports are not produced on time, which is not in the interests of accountability 
or of the timely learning of lessons from implementation experience.  The timely delivery and tracking of 
the production of these completion reports need to improve.  

Lastly, this report advocates more systematic learning from the thematic and sector evaluations produced 
by IED, particularly from the implementation of the recommendations of these reports. This learning 
process should be done jointly by ADB Management and IED well-structured but simple learning sessions 
at the point of completion or implementation of all through the recommendations associated with the 
report.   
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THE EVALUATION IN BRIEF

2019 Annual Evaluation Review
The 2019 Annual Evaluation Review (AER) is a tool for accountability and learning. As such, it presents a synthesis of the 
performance of the Asian Development Bank (ADB) and highlights results and systemic issues from independent evaluations 
conducted in 2018. The special chapter in this edition of the AER focuses on a review of ADB’s corporate results framework 
(CRF) and the Development Effectiveness Review. The 2019 AER also provides an annual update on the implementation status of 
recommendations from Independent Evaluation Department high-level evaluations.

RECOMMENDATIONS
• Take suitable and clear steps to ensure the 

timely delivery of project completion reports 
(PCRs) and extended annual review reports 
(XARRs) and reduce the timeframe for 
producing such reports to 12 months after loan 
closing date (or after achieving early operating 
maturity in the case of XARRs), while improving 
the system to track closed projects without 
completion reports and updating the Project 
Administration Instructions for PCR and XARR 
preparation accordingly.  

• Improve the periodic reporting on the 
development effectiveness of country programs 
by using a scorecard format. 

• Establish a robust system to report progress on 
the new operational priority plans, which are 
being developed in connection with Strategy 
2030.

• Establish internal learning events on reports 
covering all corporate, thematic, and sector 
evaluations for which all recommendations 
have been completed.

CORPORATE RESULTS FRAMEWORK 
AND SCORECARDS
Most of the multilateral development banks (MDBs) use CRFs to set 
impact and outcome targets as well as operational and organizational 
management targets, a practice that was developed from 2002 
onwards. These CRFs have led to annual progress reporting that 
has evolved into scorecards that use signals to indicate whether the 
progress is on track or off track or needs to be watched. MDBs have 
recognized the need to improve underlying measurement systems 
and to increase measurements of different aspects of their business. 
At the time of writing this report, ADB was in process of replacing 
its transitional CRF, 2017–2020 with a CRF, 2019–2024, while looking 
for indicators and targets more appropriate to operationalize the 
newly approved Strategy 2030, and taking into account 10 years of 
experience with CRFs. IED has assessed the quality and effectiveness 
of the transitional CRF, 2017–2020, to identify some opportunities for 
improvement, of use to the new CRF and to other reporting on key 
results in scorecard format. The main findings are summarized below. 

• ADB has worked closely with the other MDBs on CRFs and their 
improvement. Harmonization of indicators has progressed, 
though each organization has also its own flavor in the set of 
indicators.

• The results framework and its annual report, the Development 
Effectiveness Review (which contains scorecards), have generally 
functioned well and appropriately operationalized Strategy 
2020 in many areas and incentivized operations departments to 
perform better. 

• Nevertheless, some further improvements could be made. The 
links between Sustainable Development Goal indicators in 
level 1 and ADB outcome and output indicators in levels 2 and 
operational priority targets in level 3 could be stronger.

• Level 1 has communicative value but is of limited relevance to 
strategic decision making, partly due to the datedness of most of 
the information. 

• Level 2 outcome indicators also have communicative value, 
though every year the information is based on a limited number 
of project completion reports, and variation between years 
is great, limiting the analytical power of the findings and the 
usefulness for performance management.

• Level 3 targets on design and implementation are very important 
and some have functioned better than others. All seven new 
operational priorities have relevant targets and this is key to 
ensure robust performance measurement. 

• Adequate thematic and country results frameworks and relevant 
scorecard-type reporting systems have not been established. The 
many sector and thematic operational plans for Strategy 2020 
have not had these. For the new operational priorities, there 
should be regular public progress reports in scorecard format; 
the same should be piloted for country program reports.

The proportion of operations rated highly successful or successful 
based on validated and independently evaluated project completion 
reports and extended annual review reports issued over 2010–2018.

Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation 
Department).



PERFORMANCE OF ADB OPERATIONS
ADB sovereign operations. The success rate of sovereign 
operations was 77% in 2016–2018.

• Relevance declined slightly from 91% in 2014–2016 to
88% in 2016–2018, while effectiveness remained stable.
Project design and overall quality at entry are important
determinants of relevance.

• Sustainability continued to be the lowest-ranked evaluation
criterion. Efficiency performance has reached the level of
effectiveness performance in 2016–2018.

• The performance of Central and West Asia continued to
improve steadily, a trend seen with the World Bank projects
in countries of the former Soviet Union.

ADB nonsovereign operations. The success rate of 
nonsovereign operations was 56% in 2016–2018. 

• Performance either stagnated or declined in 2016–2018
against most of the criteria for development results. This
affected the achievement of outputs, outcomes, and the
overall contribution to private sector development.

• Investment profitability and ADB additionality were the best
performing criteria, yet there are opportunities to further
improve the additionality of ADB’s nonsovereign operations
by enhancing their design and ensuring solid monitoring
and evaluation systems and results measurement which
would provide evidence of ADB’s value added in achieving
results.

• ADB work quality is the lowest ranked criterion, with only
53% successful operations in 2016–2018.

PROGRESS ON KEY RESULTS 
Reducing poverty and inequality. Contributions to reducing 
poverty and inequality were made with interventions such 
as countercyclical support, education and labor market 
improvements, and smallholder development in agriculture. 
Further efforts are needed to improve project design to better 
tailor ADB’s operations to the needs of the poor. In this regard, 
an example is offered by projects supporting access to finance, 
which are often not directed at underserved small and medium-
sized enterprises and are therefore less likely to have a direct 
impact on the poor. 

Gender equality. Gender equality was promoted by supporting 
efforts at the country level to mainstream it into relevant 
national policies and strategies and by improving the business 
environment and economic opportunities for women. 
Gender mainstreaming resulted in positive outcomes in the 
agriculture and natural resources sector, both in sovereign and 
nonsovereign operations.

Governance and institutional capacity. ADB made positive 
contributions to public financial management, yet IED’s high-
level evaluations (e.g., policy-based lending, state-owned 
enterprise) point to weaker progress in supporting sector policy 
reforms. Operations did not address state-owned enterprise 
board issues or reforms.

Climate change resilience and environmental sustainability. 
Agriculture and natural resources projects contributed positively 
to the protection and resilience of natural resources.

Rural development and food security. Agriculture and rural 
development projects supported smallholder development, but 
at a limited scale; they did not impact the whole value chain. 
Support for water infrastructure projects produced only modest 
improvements in productivity due to lack of complementary 
advisory support.

Regional cooperation and integration. In Uzbekistan, road 
corridors supported through ADB projects carried increasing 
numbers of international trucks, although challenges were 
observed to the sustainability of basic infrastructure, particularly 
in operation and maintenance.

Private sector development. Small and medium-sized 
enterprise operations made modest contributions to 
improving the business environment. The Pacific Private Sector 
Development Initiative improved the conditions for accessing 
finance. Direct equity operations were more financially 
sustainable and contributed more effectively to development 
outcomes than private equity funds.

FOLLOW-UP OF RECOMMENDATIONS
• Acceptance rate stays high. The acceptance rate for IED 

recommendations was 93% in 2018, which can be attributed 
to technical meetings introduced to increase the 
substantiation, clarity, and actionability of recommendations.

• Implementation success rate increased. Nine of 11 agreed 
recommendations in 2018 were validated as fully or largely 
implemented, the highest rate in recent years.

• Actions taken on the recommendations from three 
corporate evaluation reports have been completed. These 
evaluations were on trade finance, role of technical 
assistance, and the ADB response to natural disasters and 
disaster risks. The implementation rates of these completed 
corporate evaluations remain moderate. Substantial 
contributions of these evaluations to ADB include more staff 
and information technology provided for trade finance, 
technical assistance is more aligned with country programs, 
and livelihood restoration has been integrated into disaster 
response. 

ISSUES 
• Lack of timely delivery of PCRs and XARRs disrupts sharing

of information at the right time with the Board members
and other stakeholders.

• The CRF has so far not been complemented by underlying
public progress reports in scorecard format on the
implementation of sector and thematic operational plans,
nor on country program performance reports in such a
format.

• There are incomplete links in the ADB CRF, 2017–2020
between level 1 Sustainable Development Goal oriented
targets and level 2 targets set for the outcomes and outputs
of ADB operations on the one hand, and level 3 targets for
different types of operations.

• Level 3 targets for some operational areas have not been
clearly defined or were easy to meet.

• There is no system currently in place to capture the results
of ADB efforts to address the full set recommendations in
an evaluation report.

Evaluation in Brief is a handy, two-page quick reference designed to feed findings 
and recommendations from independent evaluations to a broader range of clients.

Contact Us 
evaluation@adb.org | www.adb.org/evaluation



 

 

Executive Summary 
 
 

 
 
Performance of ADB Operations 
 
The assessment of sovereign operations is based 
on the standards set out in the methodological 
framework used for the validation of project 
completion reports (PCRs) and project or program 
performance evaluation reports. The success rates 
reflect the proportion of operations rated 
successful or highly successful.   
 

Increased success rate of completed sovereign 
operations. The success rate of completed 
sovereign operations increased to 77% in  
2016–2018 from 74% in 2015–2017. This 
improvement was primarily because of the strong 
performance of operations in energy, transport, 
water, and public sector management (PSM), 
which accounted for two-thirds of the projects 
evaluated and validated in 2016–2018. The 
recovery in the agriculture and health portfolios 
after a slight dip in performance in 2015–2017 
also contributed to the better overall success rate. 

The 2019 Annual Evaluation Review (AER) is a tool for accountability and learning. As such, it presents a 
synthesis of the performance of Asian Development Bank (ADB) and highlights results and key issues from 
independent evaluations conducted in 2018. The special chapter in this edition of the AER focuses on a review 
of ADB’s corporate results framework and the Development Effectiveness Review. The 2019 AER also provides 
an annual update on the implementation status of past IED recommendations. 

ADB performance in 2016–2018. The success rate of projects in the public sector improved to 77% in 2016–
2018 from 74% in 2015–2017. Private sector performance in achieving development results dropped from a 
peak of 67% successful projects in 2012–2014 to 56% in 2016–2018. The success rate of country partnership 
strategies improved from 75% in 2015–2017 to 87% in 2016–2018. Central and West Asia performance 
continued to improve.  

Results from the High-Level Evaluations in 2018: 

Reducing poverty and inequality and gender equality. The agriculture, natural resources, and rural development 
(ANRRD) report found that contributions to reducing poverty and inequality were made through counter 
cyclical support, education and labor market improvements, and small holder development in agriculture. In 
the Kyrgyz Republic, Solomon Islands, and Uzbekistan, gender mainstreaming resulted in positive outcomes in 
the agriculture, natural resources, and rural development sector. 

Governance and institutional capacity and Rural development and food security. There were positive 
contributions to public financial management, but higher-level evaluations (e.g., policy-based lending, state-
owned enterprise, and Pakistan energy) point to a weaker progress in supporting sector policy reforms. ANRRD 
report found that agriculture and rural development projects supported smallholder development, but at a 
limited scale, not impacting on the whole value chain.  

Climate change resilience and environmental sustainability, Regional cooperation and integration and Private 
sector development. ANRRD study found that projects were found to have contributed positively to the 
protection and resilience of natural resources. In Uzbekistan, road corridors supported through ADB projects 
were seen to carry increasing numbers of international trucks although challenges were observed to the 
sustainability of basic infrastructure, particularly in operation and maintenance. Pacific Private Sector 
Development Initiative provided improved conditions for accessing finance. Direct equity operations were more 
effective than private equity funds. 

Corporate results framework. Levels 1, 2 and 3 indicators need to be more aligned. The corporate results 
framework is not supported by adequate underlying country and sector/thematic results frameworks.  

Management Action Record System Follow-up Implementation. ADB Management’s full and partial acceptance 
of IED recommendations in 2018 remained high at 93%. For the three corporate evaluation reports with fully 
implemented actions on recommendations—Trade Finance, Role of Technical Assistance, and ADB Response to 
Natural Disasters and Disaster Risks—only 9 of the 13 actions on recommendations were either fully or largely 
implemented at 69%, which has historically been 74%.  



xii 2019 Annual Evaluation Review  
 

 

The performance of education and finance 
operations declined in 2016–2018. The efficiency 
of the Asian Development Bank (ADB) sovereign 
operations shows improvement in performance. It 
has been on an upward trend since 2010–2012 
and levelled with the overall 3-year average rating 
in 2015–2017. Sustainability was improving at a 
modest pace than efficiency performance. 
Relevance remained high, well above the overall 3-
year average rating. Effectiveness has been 
relatively stagnant since 2012–2014. 
 
Non-infrastructure operations (education, finance, 
health, industry and trade, and PSM) performed 
better than infrastructure operations. The 
performance of both groups improved in  
2016–2018, with the drop in the performance of 
education and finance operations more than 
compensated for by improvements in other 
sectors. PSM was the dominant non-infrastructure 
sector and achieved a high success rate for  
2016–2018 (92%). 
  
The performance of sovereign operations in 
Central and West Asia steadily improved. Since  
2013–2015, operations in Central and West Asia 
have improved and their success rates are now on 
a par with the performance of South Asia, 
Southeast Asia, and with the ADB average. East 
Asia continued to be the best performing region. 
The success rate of Pacific operations remained 
below the ADB average but improved to 56% in 
2016–2018 from 50% in 2015–2017. 
 
Policy-based lending performed better than 
investment projects. Of the policy-based lending 
(PBL) operations, 88% were rated successful in 
2016–2018, compared with 74% for investment 
projects. Factors responsible for the better 
performance of PBLs included the increased use of 
single-tranche operations, which eliminated 
delays in disbursements, led to fewer policy 
actions, and had a greater reform focus on PSM as 
opposed to financial sector reform. 
Notwithstanding this good performance, the 
corporate evaluation on PBL by the Independent 
Evaluation Department (IED) noted that less 
progress was made in PBL operations supporting 
transport, energy, and water sector reforms. 
 
Nonsovereign operations continued to 
underperform. The performance of private sector 
operations in achieving development results 

dropped from a peak of 67% successful projects in 
previous reporting periods to 56% in 2016–2018. 
With the exception of private sector development 
and business success, the achievement of 
development results either stagnated or declined 
in 2016–2018. Economic performance of ADB’s 
nonsovereign operations follows the same trend 
as private sector development, neither of which 
improved. ADB’s additionality was one of the best 
performing criteria, together with investment 
profitability, and further improvement can be 
made, especially in addressing the flaws in the 
overall monitoring and evaluation (M&E) system 
and results measurement at the project level. In 
some instances, these impinged on ADB’s capacity 
to provide evidence of its value added in achieving 
results and affected its overall work quality. 
Finance projects comprised about 65% of the 
nonsovereign portfolio during 2010–2018. Small 
and medium-sized enterprise (SME) financing and 
leasing was the best performing subsector in this 
period, particularly in Central and West Asia. The 
most successful projects were those that 
supported improvements to the enabling 
environment for the private sector, women’s 
participation, and the development of new 
financial products and approaches. 
  
The performance of country programs continued 
to improve. Performance improved to 87% in  
2016–2018 from 75% in 2015–2017 as four 
program assessments (Azerbaijan, the Kyrgyz 
Republic, Solomon Islands, and Uzbekistan) 
completed in 2018 were assessed successful. For 
2010–2018 as a whole, 72% of the 39 country 
program evaluations rated the programs 
successful.  
 
Progress on Key Results from ADB 
Operations 
 
The assessment of the progress on key results 
achieved by ADB’s operations is based on the 
evaluative evidence derived from the thematic, 
corporate, country, and sector level evaluation 
work (i.e., high-level evaluations) conducted 
annually by IED.  The 2019 AER maps the key 
results achieved to the seven operational priorities 
of Strategy 2030. As such, the report provides 
evidence on reducing poverty, gender equality, 
governance, rural development, climate change, 
regional cooperation, and private sector 
development. 
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Reducing poverty and inequality. The evaluated 
country programs contributed to reducing poverty 
and inequality by targeting infrastructure 
interventions at the needs of the less wealthy. In 
Azerbaijan, electricity access was expanded in rural 
areas and water and sanitation projects were 
located in lower-income areas. However, in the 
case of road projects in Azerbaijan, inclusiveness 
was affected by the cancellation of a component 
to rehabilitate local roads, which could have 
extended the benefits of the project  
(e.g., improving access to markets, education 
opportunity, and health facilities) to local towns 
and villages. In Uzbekistan, a rural housing 
program did not allocate houses to the poorest 
segment of the population, due to an inadequate 
examination of affordability issues during project 
preparation. Agriculture and rural development 
projects promoted inclusive growth and 
supported smallholder development, but at a 
limited scale that did not have an impact on the 
whole value chain. In the case of ADB’s support for 
SMEs, the access to finance operations focused 
more on well-established large or medium-sized 
enterprises than on servicing underserved SMEs, 
which would have had a more direct impact on the 
poor.  

 
Gender equality. ADB supported efforts at the 
country level to mainstream gender equality in 
national policies and strategies and improve the 
business environment and economic opportunities 
for women, in countries like the Kyrgyz Republic, 
Solomon Islands, and Uzbekistan. Gender 
mainstreaming through gender action plans 
resulted in positive outcomes in the agriculture, 
natural resources and rural development (ANRRD) 
sector. Positive outcomes in SMEs were achieved 
through gender action plans and through 
innovative financing mechanisms targeting 
households headed by women.  
 
Governance and institutional capacity. High-level 
evaluations found evidence of positive 
contributions to governance and capacity 
development, although results were weak in 
supporting sector policy reforms that are required 
to complement project lending. For example, 
ADB’s PBL support contributed to improvements 
in public financial management and helped build 
resilience to external shocks and disasters, yet it 
was less effective in infrastructure and finance 
sector reforms due to the limited number of such 

PBLs. ADB’s support for reforms in the energy 
sector in Pakistan had limited impact in addressing 
circular debt and financial sustainability. ADB’s 
program on state-owned enterprises (SOEs)  
made modest contributions to improving SOE 
performance and government fiscal positions 
through macro- and sector-level reforms. In most 
cases, improvements to SOE performance were 
linked to direct investments rather than to reforms. 
The efforts of the Private Sector Development 
Initiative over a decade contributed to a gradual 
improvement in SOE profitability in Pacific 
developing member countries. SME operations 
designed to improve the business environment 
strengthened the capacity of private finance 
initiatives and led to some improvements in their 
business processes, but more effort is needed. 
ADB’s SME operations helped improve the overall 
policy environment and regulatory system but 
operations were largely focused on national rather 
than subnational issues and lacked support for 
implementation of reforms initiated.  

 
Rural development and food security. ADB’s 
sovereign operations in ANRRD contributed to 
productivity improvements through infrastructure 
investments, while nonsovereign ANRRD 
operations led to limited improvements in 
agricultural value chains. These operations often 
provided important outputs for development, 
such as small-scale infrastructure and access to 
microcredit, but only few projects tried to 
commercialize smallholders to make them active 
participants in the value chains. Rural water supply 
and sanitation projects in the portfolio provided 
important services for the rural population. In 
Azerbaijan, ADB’s support for the rehabilitation of 
rural power networks is facilitating continuous 
power supply (from 6 hours to 24 hours per day) 
to rural consumers and this expanded access to 
power has the potential to improve economic 
opportunities for rural communities.  

 
Climate change resilience and environmental 
sustainability. ANRRD projects were found to have 
contributed positively to the protection and 
resilience of natural resources. In the Kyrgyz 
Republic, ADB climate-proofed transport and 
energy project designs to protect investments, 
people, and ecosystems. However, ADB needs 
more innovative climate change indicators. 
Environmental objectives were less prominent in 
the country programs evaluated in 2018.  
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Regional cooperation and integration. In 
Azerbaijan, the Kyrgyz Republic, and Uzbekistan, 
contributions to regional cooperation and 
integration (RCI) were made by developing cross-
border links in transport and energy supported 
through Central Asia Regional Economic 
Cooperation program. This was assessed to have 
helped to increase trade and the transit of cargo 
and power exports to neighboring countries. In 
Uzbekistan, road corridors supported through 
ADB projects carried increasing numbers of 
international trucks, although sustaining basic 
infrastructure and carrying out operation and 
maintenance (O&M) remain challenges.  

 
Private sector development. Evidence shows that 
private sector interventions have been highly 
effective when deployed in SOEs. Private sector 
equity investments were assessed to have strong 
potential but limited actual value addition in terms 
of private sector development due to the lack of a 
clear strategic approach from ADB. SME 
operations made only modest contributions to 
improving the business environment, mainly 
because ADB’s efforts in this area were only 
limited. PBLs made a positive contribution to 
capital market development. The Private Sector 
Development Initiative provided the building 
blocks necessary for a vibrant private sector in the 
Pacific, with improved conditions for accessing 
finance, but evidence showed that this was not 
sufficient for substantive progress to be made.    
 
Corporate Results Framework and 
Scorecard 
 
The corporate results framework (CRF) provides an 
opportunity for ADB to set appropriate targets as 
derived from corporate goals, strategies, policies, 
and performance standards. The addition of a 
timeframe to the achievement of the targets 
helps the organization to measure and manage 
progress at defined intervals—in ADB’s case, 
through an annual report called the Development 
Effectiveness Review (DEfR).   
 
Use of corporate scorecards and results 
measurement frameworks. Practically, all 
multilateral development banks, including the 
World Bank, the African Development Bank, the 
European Bank for Reconstruction 
and Development, and the Inter-American 
Development Bank, now use results frameworks 

and report progress annually through scorecards 
with “traffic lights” (“on track,” “off track,” or 
“watch”) or colored signals (upward or downward 
movement). Chapter 3 presents some main 
features of this practice, which started around 
2002. The multilateral discussions to identify good 
practices and generate lessons for CRFs and 
results-based management in development use 
the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 
Development (OECD) guidelines as a centerpiece.  
 
Structure of the ADB Corporate Results Framework 
 
The ADB CRF has four levels. Like those of many of 
ADB’s comparators, the ADB CRF has a level 1, 
which contains indicators of Asia-wide progress; a 
level 2 which focuses on ADB program-related 
outcomes and outputs achieved in five to six 
sectors, and sets performance standards for 
completed operations; a level 3 which contains 
indicators, baselines, and targets for operational 
management; and a level 4 which contains 
indicators, baselines, and targets in organizational 
management. IED assessed the relevance and 
quality of the various indicators used for the 
transitional results framework, 2017–2020 at the 
four levels. 
 
Level 1 indicators. IED assesses that these 
indicators have appropriately followed the new 
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) of 
particular relevance to ADB, but that it has been 
difficult to link them with outcome and output 
indicators for achievements in level 2 and 
operational targets in level 3. The level 1 
indicators are further dependent on data that are 
not in the same timeframe as other indicators in 
the DEfR, making the information provided of 
limited relevance to ADB’s strategic decision 
making.  
 
Level 2 indicators. Level 2 indicators on outputs 
and outcomes in six to seven sectors provide an 
indication of the size of the achievements in key 
areas. However, there are constraints in terms of 
data quality and availability as the indicators are 
measured by the evidence provided by a relatively 
small number of PCRs completed in the last years, 
which affects the analytical utility for strategic 
decision making. The success rate performance 
standard of 80% is a useful metric, and the 
reduction in the time required to deliver PCRs will 
contribute to better representation of recent 
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implementation experience. The project 
classification system has not been thoroughly 
updated, which is reviewed by a working group. It 
needs to be revised with the emergence of a new 
themes since the approval of Strategy 2030. 
 
Level 3 indicators. This is assessed as an essential 
area of the results framework. Several indicators 
on business processes, drivers of change, and 
cofinancing have functioned well and have led to 
improvements. However, there were also level 3 
indicators in the CRF, 2017–2020 that have 
functioned less well. Strategic agenda indicators 
can be useful if they are clearly defined and 
measured correctly but this was not always the 
case. The indicator “operations contributing to 
inclusive economic growth” was so inclusive that 
virtually all projects were categorized as 
contributing to this goal. There was no 
differentiation in the categories “operations 
supporting environmental sustainability” and 
“climate change mitigation and/or adaptation.” 
More differentiation by specifying sub-indicators 
would have enabled better targeting and 
monitoring of mitigation and adaptation work, 
and other environmental activity. The indicator 
“operations supporting innovative regional 
cooperation and integration” has been effective in 
planning and steering more work in this area but 
does not differentiate between “national” 
regional projects without an international 
agreement, and truly internationally agreed 
regional projects.  
 
Disbursement ratio and satisfactory 
implementation status as indicators of 
implementation progress. The CRF, 2017–2020’s 
disbursement ratio target of 22% annually was 
considered by several directors general and 
operational directors to be a poor indicator of 
implementation progress, since it does not take 
account of the annually changing average age of 
the portfolio, changes in country contexts, 
variations in the sizes of particular country 
portfolios, changes in prevalent loan modalities, 
currency devaluations in individual countries, and 
use of contingencies. It should be possible to 
target a proper disbursement ratio every year if the 
planned S-curves of projects are known (the CRF, 
2019–2024 may have an annual dollar target as 
set by the February Planning Directions, 90% of 
which needs to be achieved). The assumption of 
an average intended investment project duration 

of around 5 years needs to be revisited, as the 
actual average duration is 6.5 years (the 2014 and 
2017 Annual Portfolio Performance Reports also 
made recommendations on more realistic 
durations). IED also views the indicator 
“performance of operations at implementation 
rated satisfactory” in the CRF, 2017–2020 (for 
both sovereign and nonsovereign operations) as 
weak as it relies on five sub-indicators and is only 
partially objective. Progress of the sub-indicator 
“technical problems of ongoing projects” is self-
reported by operations staff. On other indicators 
at level 3, there may be definitional or data 
problems, making it hard to analyze progress and 
trends, such as with “sovereign operations using 
country systems” and ”direct value-adding 
cofinancing.”  
 
Level 4 indicators. The nine level 4 organizational 
management indicators in the CRF, 2017–2020 
have been generally appropriate (human and 
budget resources, process efficiency, and client 
orientation) but they reflect only few aspects of 
organizational performance. They lack 
organizational performance standards in 
important areas where improvements could make 
a difference to operational performance (e.g., 
consultant recruitment speed, reduction in 
vacancies).  
 
Production of the Results Framework and the 
Development Effectiveness Review  
 
Effort to produce the reports. The CRF has been 
produced for 3- to 4-year periods from 2008 
onwards, and several midterm revisions have been 
made, which require a great deal of analytical 
work and consultation; this process could be more 
efficient with longer time periods applicable to 
these frameworks. The DEfR is produced annually 
and feedback indicates that the exercise to 
produce it takes a lot of effort over a short period 
from the results division in the Strategy, Policy and 
Review Department but much less time from other 
departments. IED findings indicate that the main 
audiences for the report believe that it should 
remain an annual rather than a biennial report. A 
main challenge to the production of the DEfR 
remains that ADB’s information and technology 
systems do not always provide the most updated 
project status and relevant records, though 
progress is being booked through a dashboard.  
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Reporting of the Development Effectiveness 
Review 
 
The CRF and DEfR are built upon data produced by 
ADB departments, several of which also produce 
their own more comprehensive reports and results 
frameworks. The CRF’s alignment and 
complementarity with other ADB frameworks has 
challenges. One challenge is that the country 
results frameworks produced do not report 
baselines and targets systematically for the ADB 
supported program, and there is no necessary link 
with level 3 operational targets. To a lesser extent, 
this is also the case for project design and 
monitoring frameworks. Another challenge is that 
there are no real time public reports in simple 
scorecard structure on the progress of country 
program implementation, making it difficult to 
summarize progress and compare performance of 
various country programs.  
 
One further challenge for results-based 
management is that the sector and thematic 
operational plans that followed Strategy 2020 
have not been followed up with regular public 
reporting on the progress made. Some internal 
progress reporting has been done on an irregular 
basis, but this has not been shared widely, and not 
systematically with the Board. The results 
frameworks attached to these reports were 
sometimes not suitable for succinct progress 
reporting—they did not follow the CRF style of 
presenting a series of indicators with two columns 
(one for the baseline, and one for a quantitative 
target or performance standard), which can then 
conveniently become the basis for results-based 
management through annual scorecard reporting. 
In many cases, they lacked either baseline or target 
or time line definition.  
 
Use of the ADB Corporate Results Framework, 
Scorecard, and Development Effectiveness Review  
 
Planning and steering operations. There is a 
consensus that the CRF plays a role in encouraging 
the achievement of Strategy 2020 (now Strategy 
2030) goals and other operational priorities. Board 
members highlight the CRF’s role as a broad 
institutional incentive to improve performance 
and to align strategic priorities. Others, 
particularly staff, see the CRF more as a guide to 
align operational planning with ADB strategies 
and policies. Delivering the planned program can 

be regarded as an incentive in itself, with targets 
viewed as directional and a means to establish 
trends for staff to assess progress and plan with. 
IED agrees that the CRF plays a planning and 
steering role, and notes that it has exerted a 
positive influence on improving achievements over 
the years in many operational and organizational 
management areas, e.g., in the number of 
education projects and RCI projects, in cofinancing, 
in business processes (shortening of time between 
approvals and first disbursements) and in gender 
mainstreaming.  
 
Monitoring and reporting operational results. The 
CRF helps country programs and regional 
departments to monitor and report operational 
results and to prepare country partnership 
strategies (CPSs) and department annual work 
plans. In this connection, it is of some concern that 
the DEfRs for the CRF, 2017–2020 have 
discontinued the “actions to address challenges” 
that used to be contained in the DEfR. They have 
been replaced by action plan reports referring to 
the Midterm Review of Strategy 2020, indicating 
perhaps lesser use of the CRF in terms of 
generating actions in recent years.  
 
The CRF, 2017–2020 is being comprehensively 
revised in light of Strategy 2030 and many 
indicators under it are being replaced.  
 
ADB Response to IED 
Recommendations 
 
ADB Management’s full and partial acceptance of 
evaluation recommendations in 2018 remained 
high: 93% of the total 30 recommendations. In 
2016–2018, Management acceptance of 
evaluation recommendations was above 90% 
from a low of 52% in 2014 and 76% in 2015. 
 
Partial acceptance remained steady at 3% for 2017 
and 2018. Management partially agreed to the 
recommendation to improve the monitoring and 
reporting of SOE reforms. It disagreed with one of 
the recommendation’s four sub-recommendations 
(proposing the creation of a central database to 
monitor progress of such reforms), deeming it 
unnecessary since existing platforms (e.g., post-
project monitoring of reforms under the CPS, 
sector road maps, regular portfolio reviews, and 
project design and monitoring framework) already 
create a structure for monitoring at the country 
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level. This was the only IED recommendation that 
was partly accepted in 2018. There were two 
recommendations that were not accepted (one 
each from the 2018 AER and the evaluation of PBL). 
 
Effective exchange between IED and Management 
before an evaluation is finalized has contributed 
to a better uptake of recommendations. Since the 
adoption of a technical meeting before the 
finalization of an evaluation report, as indicated in 
the 2017 AER, the rate of full acceptance has 
increased from 83% in 2016 to an average of 92% 
during 2017–2018. While acceptance is at no 
point the goal of the technical meetings, these 
meetings have enabled a detailed discussion of the 
evaluation recommendations, with a view to 
strengthening their substantiation, clarity, and 
actionability. Parallel to this, IED and Management 
has taken action to strengthen the formulation of 
action plans, but it is still early to assess their value 
added.  
 
The implementation rate of recommendations has 
increased. In 2018, IED validated management 
action on 11 accepted recommendations that 
were due for the year and nine were validated as 
fully or largely implemented. This is the highest in 
recent years. It was also noted that six of 11 
recommendations were fully implemented (55%) 
an increase over 2017 (23%). 
 
In 2018, three high-level evaluations had all their 
actions on recommendations completed. These 
were the evaluations on trade finance, the ADB 
response to natural disasters and disaster risks, 
and the role of technical assistance in ADB 
operations. Among these reports, there were 
13 accepted recommendations, of which nine 
actions on recommendations were either fully or 
largely implemented over the years—a 69% 
implementation rate (slightly lower than the 
historical figure of 74% during 2011–2017). 
 
Each of the three high-level evaluations with 
completed actions on their recommendations 
were found to have made important contributions 
to ADB operations. The evaluation report on the 
Trade Finance Program (TFP) recommended that 
ADB should operate the TFP as an automated line-
of-business and this resulted in improvements in 
data entry processing and report generation. The 
recommendations in the evaluation report on the 
role of technical assistance in ADB operations 

contributed to a range of corporate reforms. For 
instance, the reforms resulted in regional 
departments taking a more strategic and 
programmatic approach in using technical 
assistance to tackle constraints and ensure 
operational efficiency. The recommendation from 
the evaluation report on the ADB response to 
natural disasters and disaster risks led to (i) a good 
framework for disaster response that integrates 
livelihood restoration support, and (ii) a good 
platform to pursue a strong and proactive role in 
the donor coordination. Since the evaluation was 
conducted, ADB has been very active in disaster 
risk financing. 
 
Conclusions  
 
The performance of completed sovereign 
operations and country programs continued to 
improve. The success rate of ADB’s operations 
improved to 77% in 2016–2018 and this 
improvement was primarily because of the strong 
performance of operations in energy, transport 
and PSM. Since 2013–2015, operations in Central 
and West Asia have steadily improved and their 
success rates are now on a par with the 
performance of South Asia, Southeast Asia, and 
with the ADB average. However, the performance 
of some completed nonsovereign operations 
remains weak. An improvement in the 
performance of the financial sector and private 
equity portfolios is needed, as private sector 
operations will become much more prominent in 
the context of Strategy 2030. Performance of 
country programs improved to 87% in 2016–2018 
from 75% in 2015–2017 as four program 
assessments (Azerbaijan, the Kyrgyz Republic, 
Solomon Islands, and Uzbekistan) completed in 
2018 were assessed successful.  
 
Good progress has been on key results from ADB 
operations in gender, climate change and disaster 
resilience, and RCI. However, IED high-level 
assessments on PBL, the Pakistan energy sector, 
SOEs, and SMEs highlighted mixed results on 
sector reforms. ADB supported efforts at the 
country level to mainstream gender equality in 
national policies and strategies and improve the 
business environment and economic opportunities 
for women. ADB projects in the ANRRD sector 
contributed positively to the protection and 
resilience of natural resources for the ecosystem 
services they provided, including support for 
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agriculture. ADB support for RCI was assessed to 
have helped to increase trade and the transit of 
cargo and power exports to neighboring countries. 
ADB’s support for energy sector reforms in 
Pakistan was very limited in addressing circular 
debt and financial sustainability. The results 
achieved through ADB’s SOE engagement were 
mainly through direct investments rather than 
through reforms. PBL operations relating to sector 
reforms were limited in number and the results 
were weak in terms of bringing about the sector 
policy reforms that are required to complement 
project lending. ADB’s support for SMEs 
developed the capacities of participating financial 
institutions and improved the enabling business 
environment. However, participating financial 
institutions were selected without much 
consideration for their commitment to SMEs and 
development targets. They were primarily chosen 
based on financial due diligence. 
 
Barriers to improving project sustainability persist, 
despite some improvements. The most common 
barriers in infrastructure sector operations 
(agriculture, transport and water) were lack of 
government commitment, cost recovery problems, 
and lack of funds for post-project O&M. In these 
sectors, there is potential for revenue generation 
or for a revision to the existing service tariff 
structure. However, often revenue collection from 
user charges fell short of expectations and was 
insufficient for O&M either because the 
population served was lower than anticipated at 
appraisal or because user charge revisions failed to 
materialize at project completion. This then led to 
reliance on government budget allocations for 
post-project O&M. 
 
Lack of clear working definitions, scope, and 
classification of projects by themes affected 
monitoring and evaluation of ADB support for 
themes such as SOEs and SMEs subsectors. 
Procedures and tagging systems were found to be 
inadequate for close and periodic monitoring and 
evaluating of results at the thematic level as 
identified in the SOE and SME evaluations. The 
issue of project classification will become more 
important as ADB focuses on the operational 
priorities of Strategy 2030. This should be noted in 
the ongoing project classification system working 
group exercise.  
 

The ADB results framework and DEfR have 
generally functioned well and appropriately 
operationalized Strategy 2020 in many areas and 
has steered operations in the right direction. 
However, some further improvements need to be 
made in view of Strategy 2030. The multilateral 
development bank community recognizes the 
need to improve corporate results measurement 
systems. All agree on the need to standardize key 
indicators so the contributions of individual 
agencies can be assessed. Discussions at the 
OECD Development Assistance Committee have 
focused on how multilateral agencies can 
harmonize donor performance monitoring and 
reporting requirements, and on the need to align 
interventions with partner country goals and 
results, and agencies’ own goals and strategies. 
This raises issues for the new Strategy 2030 CRF. 
 
ADB’s acceptance and implementation rate of 
recommendations has increased. In 2016–2018, 
Management acceptance of evaluation 
recommendations was above 90%. 2018 also saw 
the highest recorded rate for implementation of 
recommendations in recent years, which is also 
related to the technical meeting, which ensures 
Management not only fully understands the 
recommendations, but also that the 
recommendations are made more actionable 
when accepted. 
 
Issues 
 
Lack of timely delivery of PCRs and extended 
annual review reports (XARRs) disrupts sharing of 
information at the right time with the Board 
members and other stakeholders. This is 
important not only for accountability but also for 
the learning process, as lessons from past projects 
are useful inputs for the design of new projects, 
especially the follow-on projects. Analysis of 
projects closed between 2010 and 2017 revealed 
that PCRs are yet to be produced for 41 of the 
closed projects. Of these 41, 9 have no PCRs for 
more than 24 months after completion. Further, 
IED’s initial assessment found that 15 closed loans 
and grants are not yet required to do PCRs due to 
various reasons but have an average elapsed time 
of almost 3 years after loan or grant completion. 
For nonsovereign operations with early operating 
maturity between 2011 and 2017, IED found that 
50 did not yet have XARRs as of 31 December 2018. 
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Of these 50, 24 had no XARR for more than 12 
months after the early operating maturity date.  
 
The CRF has so far not been complemented by 
underlying public progress reports in scorecard 
format on the implementation of sector and 
thematic operational plans, nor on country 
program performance reports in such a format. 
The Board only gets full information on the 
performance of CPSs through evaluation 
documents. The sector and thematic operational 
plans had results frameworks in a different format 
that does not allow the results-based reporting 
which is the hallmark of the DEfR. Reporting on 
progress was done by the sector and thematic 
groups on irregular basis, and was less systematic 
and generally remained internal.  
 
There are incomplete links in the ADB Corporate 
Results Framework, 2017–2020 between level 1 
SDG oriented targets and level 2 targets set for the 
outcomes and outputs of ADB supported 
operations on the one hand, and level 3 targets for 
different types of operations. For level 2, for 
example, there are few indicators that associate 
with inclusive and environmentally sustainable 
growth, and regional cooperation and integration. 
For level 3 indicators, for example, on 
environmental sustainability, they should reflect 
more precisely the wide variation in actual extent 
and nature of ADB support. 
 
Level 3 targets for some operational areas have 
not been clearly defined or were easy to meet. 
Examples include the indicators on “operations 
contributing to inclusive growth (%),” “operations 
supporting environmentally sustainable growth,” 
and “operations supporting climate change 
mitigation and/or adaptation (%).” Project 
portfolio quality during implementation is an 
important area for improvement as the Board 
currently only receives a quarterly set of tables on 
financial progress and cancellations but no report 
on the various categories of technical problems 
that projects can face. Learning from problem 
projects through structured feedback loops at 
project, country, and regional levels needs to 
improve. 
 
There is no system currently in place to capture the 
results of ADB efforts to address the full set of 
recommendations in an evaluation report. The 
process of institutionalizing this through 

management action record system has been 
difficult because there are currently (i) no 
clear protocols on where such efforts can be 
reported (i.e., indications of progress, lessons, 
and experiences on how ADB adjusted 
to implementation challenges, and improved 
operations performance, business processes, and 
institutional arrangements); and (ii) ADB lacks a 
system to enable the ultimate impact of the 
evaluation and the effectiveness of its 
recommendations to be understood. 
 
Recommendations 
 
Focusing on the improvement of ADB’s results, IED 
recommends that ADB should:  
 
(i) Take suitable and clear steps to ensure the 

timely delivery of PCRs and XARRs and reduce 
the timeframe for producing such reports to 
12 months after loan closing date (or after 
achieving early operating maturity in the case 
of XARRs), while improving the system to track 
closed projects without completion reports 
and updating the Project Administration 
Instructions for PCR/XARR preparation 
accordingly. For projects with substantial 
delays, the reasons for those delays need to be 
flagged in the annual portfolio performance 
report and remedial actions taken. The CRF 
should incorporate an indicator relating to 
timely production of completion reports. 
Reducing the time for preparation of PCRs to 
12 months ensures timely availability of 
lessons and knowledge from completed 
operations to benefit design of new projects 
and availability of information for higher-level 
evaluations. In situations when PCRs are not 
available and when 10 years have already 
elapsed since project effectiveness, interim 
completion reports should be considered on 
the completed individual components of a 
large project or program. 
 

(ii) Improve the periodic reporting on the 
development effectiveness of country 
programs by using a scorecard format. 
A progress report in a scorecard structure (at 
the midterm and end of the CPS period) 
would be an opportunity to provide more 
structured and consistent reporting across 
different country groupings, but for this to 
work, the current results framework structure 
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would need to be revised. Something similar 
to the four level indicators at CRF would need 
to be translated at the country program 
level. A shift to listings of indicators with 
columns on baselines and targets would need 
to be made. Four levels could be distinguished, 
mirroring the CRF: one on SDGs in the country, 
relevant to ADB; one on major ADB program 
outputs and outcomes foreseen; one on 
targets in the seven operational priority areas, 
with some further indicators on design and 
implementation quality targets, and 
development finance targets; and one with 
some indicators on staffing and budget as 
relevant to the country program. Reporting of 
progress in simple 3- or 4-page tables could be 
attached to a country operations business 
plan (perhaps in the third year of a CPS) and 
should be part and parcel of the CPS final 
review document, with explanations of the red 
signals (if any are given). 

 
(iii) Establish a robust system to report progress 

on the new operational priority plans, which 
are being developed in connection with 
Strategy 2030. Biennial or triennial reporting 
can be implemented, based on clear results 
frameworks that follow the CRF structure, 
paying significant attention to appropriate 

SDG targets at level 1 and ADB operational 
targets at level 3, with a suite of relevant 
outcomes and outputs planned at level 2. 
Appropriate baselines and targets set in the 
Operational Priority results frameworks can be 
used to report progress using a traffic lights or 
signaling system like the one used in the DEfR. 
Reporting should be primarily intended for the 
Board, to provide them with a comprehensive 
and nuanced picture, looking also at country 
groupings identified in Strategy 2030, and 
with regional specification. 

 
(iv) Establish internal learning events on reports 

covering all corporate, thematic, and sector 
evaluations for which all recommendations 
have been completed. Management, staff, 
and IED can exchange and share progress, 
lessons, and experiences on how ADB reacted 
to recommendations and improved 
operational performance, business processes, 
and on any changes to institutional 
arrangements following IED’s evaluations. 
Management and IED would jointly organize 
these events. A record should be prepared that 
summarizes and highlights the discussions 
during the event, and the text of the record 
should be reflected in management action 
record system.
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Linkage Between Findings and Recommendations 

Findings, Issues, and References Recommendation 
Chapter 2: Performance and Results Framework and Scorecard 
 
Lack of timely delivery of project completion reports (PCRs) and 
extended annual review reports (XARRs) disrupts sharing of 
information at the right time with the Board members and other 
stakeholders. This is important not only for accountability but also for 
the learning process, as lessons from past projects are useful inputs for 
the design of new projects, especially the follow-on projects. Analysis 
of projects closed between 2010 and 2017 revealed that PCRs are yet 
to be produced for 41 of the closed projects. Of these 41, 9 have no 
PCRs for more than 24 months after completion. Further, preliminary 
assessment of the Independent Evaluation Department (IED) found 
that 15 closed loans and grants are not yet required to do PCRs due to 
various reasons but have an average elapsed time of almost 3 years 
after loan or grant completion. For nonsovereign operations with early 
operating maturity between 2011 and 2017, IED found that 50 did not 
yet have XARRs as of 31 December 2018. Of these 50, 24 had no XARR 
for more than 12 months after the early operating maturity date 
(para. 227).  

Recommendation 1: 
 
Take suitable and clear steps to ensure 
the timely delivery of PCRs and XARRs 
and reduce the timeframe for 
producing such reports to 12 months 
after loan closing date (or after 
achieving early operating maturity in 
the case of XARRs), while improving 
the system to track closed projects 
without completion reports and 
updating the Project Administration 
Instructions for PCR/XARR preparation 
accordingly. 
 
 
 
 

Chapter 3: Corporate Results Framework 
 
Country program performance scorecard reporting could have similar 
benefits. A portfolio review at the midterm of the country partnership 
strategy (CPS) implementation period and a CPS final review report in 
its last year based on reporting in a scorecard structure would be of 
significant interest to many stakeholders, including ADB’s Board of 
Directors. To do this, the results framework in the CPS would have to 
be transformed. The corporate results framework (CRF) with its four 
levels should be the inspiration for this, with the CPS results framework 
containing useful baselines and targets, including for operational and 
organizational management. Formal reporting on the progress of 
country programs through a scorecard could be attached to a country 
operations business plan (in year 3 of a CPS period) or be a stand-alone 
report that is produced at the midterm of the CPS implementation 
period. The reporting should also be part of the final review of the CPS. 
Doing this would also be a step in the direction of Strategy 2030’s 
resolve to pay more attention to differentiated approaches to different 
groups of countries (para. 175). 

Recommendation 2: 
 
Improve the periodic reporting on the 
development effectiveness of country 
programs by using a scorecard format. 
 
 

Chapter 3: Corporate Results Framework  
 
While one or two indicators (with baselines and targets) per 
operational priority would seem to be a minimum for levels 2 and 3 of 
the CRF, more extensive scorecard-type progress reports on the 
operational priorities themselves would be beneficial. Such reports 
could be offered to the Board and Management perhaps every 2 or 3 
years. They would present a more rounded, comprehensive picture, 
and would be based in turn on the operational priority plans’ own 
results frameworks with sets of baselines and targets. This would also 
reduce the risk of an inordinate focus on just a few targets in a CRF 
when the priorities are in fact very complex undertakings and need 
nuanced consideration. Ideally, such reports would provide a major 
opportunity for codifying tacit knowledge at the operational plan level, 
as the Development Effectiveness Review has done for corporate 
management knowledge. The reports should become major knowledge 
products in their own right and galvanize the work of the operations 

Recommendation 3: 
 
Establish a robust system to report 
progress on the new operational 
priority plans, which are being 
developed in connection with 
Strategy 2030. 
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Findings, Issues, and References Recommendation 
departments and sector and thematic groups. Introducing regular 
reporting on progress against each new operational priority plan and 
providing this to the Board, preferably using scorecards, as with the 
CRF, would turn this into an exercise that went beyond providing 
accountability, to focus on results-based management and learning. 
Such reports would provide better incentivization within ADB. The CRF 
and its scorecard reporting are widely regarded as having done this; 
the same may well be the case for operational priorities in the future 
(para. 174). 

Chapter 4: IED Recommendations  
  
The reporting of results of evaluations in order to understand their 
implementation and the changes that they have led to after 
completion remains incomplete. IED has started to integrate closure at 
the report-level through after-action reviews of evaluations with all 
recommendations completed, i.e., by having an annual evaluation 
review section on annual reporting on the implementation of these 
recommendations. Management has expressed support for learning 
events on these evaluations in a more inclusive exercise. The critical 
missing element is the recording of the discussions in such a learning 
event to capture the knowledge and lessons from the results and 
changes made by the evaluation to guide future ADB operations 
(para. 220). 

Recommendation 4: 
 
Establish internal learning events on 
reports covering all corporate, 
thematic, and sector evaluations for 
which all recommendations have been 
completed. 
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1. The 2019 Annual Evaluation Review (AER) consolidates and summarizes the results of the Asian 
Development Bank (ADB) operations on the basis of independent evaluations conducted in 2018. The 
report presents a synthesis of the performance and results of ADB-supported operations based on the 
independent evaluation methodology; 1  highlights systemic and cross-cutting issues, lessons, and 
challenges that that can be used by ADB, recipient countries, and the development community to 
enhance the developpment impact of ADB operations; and discusses the follow-up to evaluation 
recommendations and highlights evaluation lessons. 
 
2. Report contents. The AER has four chapters following this introduction. Chapter 2 presents trends 
in operational performance and results at the thematic, country, and project levels based on Independent 
Evaluation Department (IED) evaluations. It reviews the factors that have contributed to the success of 
both sovereign and nonsovereign operations. Analysis of the performance of both sovereign and 
nonsovereign operations covers the period from 2010, since the 2014 secondary sector categories were 
available only for projects completed in 2010 and thereafter. 
 
3. Performance is discussed in terms of lending modality, sector, country, and regional perspectives. 
The evaluations that are covered include IED’s (i) country partnership strategy final review validations 
(CPSFRVs) and public and private sector completion reports, (ii) independent evaluations through country 
assistance program evaluations (CAPEs), and (iii) public and private sector performance evaluation 
reports. IED usually conducts one or two CAPEs a year (in 2018 only one CAPE was carried out) with each 
one typically covering a period of 7–12 years and reviewing the periods covered by two or three country 
partnership strategies (CPSs). The number of CPSFRVs per year varies by year (in 2018 there were four), 
and these take place on the completion of a CPS period. A CPSFRV may also cover earlier periods as 
projects approved in previous CPS periods may have been implemented in the CPS period that has just 
been completed. Appendixes 1 and 2 provide a list of the evaluation reports completed in 2018 and 
evaluations discussed by the Board of Directors and the Development Effectiveness Committee. 
 
4. For project-level evaluation, IED is expected to conduct in-depth field-based evaluations of about  
10 completed projects per year. The remaining projects are covered by validating self-assessments, in 
order to achieve 100% coverage. The performance data are annual and 3-year moving averages are 
prepared to allow for long-term trends to be reviewed and aligned with ADB’s Development Effectiveness 
Review (DEfR). 
 
5. There is one difference between the project-level evaluations (sovereign operations) and country-
level evaluations in terms of performance rating criteria. A country-level evaluation uses five criteria to 
derive the overall rating: relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability, and development impacts. A 
project-level evaluation uses only the first four, i.e., development impacts are not included in the 
calculation of overall rating. For a nonsovereign project-level evaluation, ADB uses four criteria: 
development results, ADB investment profitability, ADB additionality, and ADB work quality. 
 
6. The special theme for the 2019 AER is results frameworks and the corporate scorecard in ADB. 
This is part of IED’s review of ADB’s experience with self-evaluation over 2019 and 2020 but is also 
intended as an input into ADB’s operationalization of Strategy 2030, its operational priorities, and the 
design of a new corporate results framework (CRF). The chapter reviews ADB’s self-evaluation efforts 
through the CRF and the DEfR in light of 10 years of ADB experience with this instrument. 
 
7. Corporate scorecards have evolved over the years from a performance measurement tool to a 
performance management tool. Almost all multilateral development banks (MDBs) now use corporate 
scorecards and results measurement frameworks that collate and present the development results of 
partners and clients. The process of adopting these scorecards and frameworks started in 2002. 
Scorecards can help align an organization behind a shared vision, and get management and employees 
                                                   
1  Independent Evaluation Department. 2016. Guidelines for the Evaluation of Public Sector Operations. Manila: ADB. 

https://www.adb.org/site/evaluation/methods-guidelines 
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working on the right things and focusing on results. A scorecard serves both accountability and 
managerial purposes. As a tool for accountability, scorecards are valuable for communicating corporate 
results to shareholders and external audiences. As a managerial tool, scorecards can inform various 
management decisions. By pinpointing variations in performance, a corporate scorecard can help guide 
an organization toward achieving the goals set out in its institutional strategy. 
 
8. Methodology for the review of ADB’s corporate results framework and scorecard. The findings 
and conclusions of this assessment are based primarily on perception questionnaires (with both core and 
differentiated questions depending on the respondent), interviews with stakeholders, and a review of 
documents. In late November and early December 2018, IED sent questionnaires to the sector and 
country directors of ADB operations departments, all chiefs of sector and thematic groups, and to Board 
members. The objective was to collect their views on the use of the CRF, and to compare the CRF with 
some features of other results frameworks, including the design and monitoring framework (DMF), the 
country results framework, and the sector operational plan framework. The questionnaires also covered 
the extent to which there is and could be links among the various levels of the CRF. Between 30% and 
43% of those surveyed responded in each category. Appendix 3 provides data on the frequency of the 
responses, tables, and graphs detailing the responses, and further methodological details. Appendix 4 
provides the review of ADB’s existing CRF indicators levels 1–4. IED also sent a list of open and exploratory 
questions to each operations department, in preparation for interviews with department heads. All 
departments responded and the answers have been used for Chapter 3. Open-ended interviews were 
held in December 2018 with all vice presidents, directors general of regional departments, and executive 
directors and their staff who were available at the time. The results division and other relevant units were 
also interviewed.2 Lastly, IED’s own evaluation experience and reporting was brought to bear. 
 
9. Chapter 4 provides an annual update of Management’s acceptance and implementation of IED 
recommendations and discusses progress since the 2018 AER. Continued efforts to improve the 
management action record system (MARS) and to change it from a basic tracking and reporting system 
to a more dynamic learning tool that provides information on the outcomes of evaluation 
recommendations are also discussed. As part of the recommendations on MARS in the 2017 AER, annual 
reporting on the implementation of recommendations at the report level is being conducted. This is in 
line with IED’s continuing efforts to strengthen its effectiveness and impact on ADB operations. 
Chapter 5 provides recommendations from the findings in previous chapters, with a view to improving 
ADB’s capacity as a learning organization. 
 
10. Limitation of the review. Reporting is based on the IED’s high-level evaluations conducted in 
2018 and validated self-assessments circulated to the Board of Directors. The underlying evaluations 
included do not cover the entire spectrum of ADB operations in all geographies and sub 
sectors. Therefore, when reporting on progress on results, this refers to the stock of knowledge 
accumulated through higher plane and other evaluations recently conducted. In addition, there are usual 
limitations due to limited data availability and time constraints for the production of this annual report. 
 
 
 

                                                   
2  The response rate was 18 out of 42 for the survey of executive directors and their staff (43%), 21 out of 68 for country directors 

(31%), and 6 out of 16 for the chiefs of sector and thematic groups (38%).  
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11. This chapter has two sections. Section A reports on the development performance of ADB 
operations included in an overall sample of evaluations conducted since 2010 (i.e., not only on those 
conducted in 2018). The analysis of performance was done by moving averages and therefore includes 
evaluations done before 2017–2018. Development performance is presented for completed sovereign 
operations, nonsovereign operations, and country- level evaluations. Section B presents the development 
results, which refer to ADB’s contribution to the achievement of development outcomes. Findings in this 
section are based on knowledge distilled from high-level evaluations undertaken by IED in 2018. 
 

 ADB Performance 
 
12. The 2019 AER draws on the 2018 evaluations conducted by IED (Appendix 1). In particular, the 
analysis presented in this year’s document is informed by evaluations of sovereign operations from  
47 program or project completion report (PCR) validation reports and six project or program performance 

Highlights 
 
Development Performance of ADB’s Support to Developing Member Countries in 2016–2018 
 The success rate of projects in the public sector improved to 77% in 2016–2018 from 74% in 2015–

2017. The success rate of infrastructure operations improved from 71% to 75% in the same period. 
 The success rate of private sector operations in 2016–2018 was 56%, the same as in 2015–2017.  
 The success rate of country partnership strategies improved to 87% in 2016–2018 from 75% in 2015–

2017.  

Results from Country Program and High-Level Corporate Evaluations in 2018  
 Reducing poverty and inequality. Contributions to reducing poverty and inequality were made through 

counter cyclical support, road and municipal infrastructure (Azerbaijan), and improvements in 
education and the labor market (the Kyrgyz Republic). Faults in the program design did not allow the 
poor to benefit from a rural housing program (Uzbekistan). Agriculture, natural resources, and rural 
development projects promoted inclusive growth and supported smallholder development. ADB’s 
access to finance operations focused more on well-established large or medium enterprises rather than 
on small and medium-sized enterprises that could have more directly benefited the poor.  

 Gender equality. Gender mainstreaming through gender action plans resulted in positive outcomes. 
Gender equality was promoted through a national action plan (the Kyrgyz Republic), economic 
opportunities through better transport services (Solomon Islands), and a better business environment 
for women entrepreneurs (Uzbekistan). 

 Governance and institutional capacity. Financial management and corporate governance of 
government agencies was improved in Solomon Islands and Uzbekistan. ADB’s policy-based lending 
(PBL) support contributed to improvements in public financial management but less progress was made 
through PBL operations supporting reforms in energy, transport, and water sectors. ADB operations 
did not address state-owned enterprise board issues. 

 Rural development and food security. Agriculture and rural development projects supported 
smallholder development, but at a limited scale, and they did not have an impact on the whole value 
chain. Support for water infrastructure projects produced modest improvements in productivity due to 
the lack of complementary advisory support.  

 Climate change resilience and environmental sustainability. Climate change mitigation and adaptation 
through low-carbon emission energy interventions were observed in projects in Azerbaijan and climate 
proofing transport and energy projects were undertaken in the Kyrgyz Republic. Agriculture, natural 
resources, and rural development projects contributed positively to the protection and resilience of 
natural resources.  

 Regional cooperation and integration. Cross-border trade and transit were supported through the 
Central Asia Regional Economic Cooperation program (Azerbaijan, the Kyrgyz Republic, Uzbekistan).  

 Private sector development. Small and medium-sized enterprise operations made a modest contribution 
to improving the business environment. In the Pacific, the Private Sector Development Initiative 
improved the conditions for accessing finance. Direct equity operations have been more financially 
sustainable and have contributed more effectively to development outcomes than private equity funds. 
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evaluation reports, described in Appendix 5; 12 evaluations of nonsovereign operations; and four 
country- level evaluations undertaken by IED in 2017 and 2018. The assessment of the performance of 
sovereign operations and country programs is based on IED’s evaluation criteria and the achievement of 
indicators against the standard benchmarks set by the evaluation guidelines (Appendix 6). 
 

1. Sovereign Operations  
 

a. Overall Project Performance 
 
13. The overall performance of ADB’s sovereign operations is steadily improving. Overall performance 
is a composite of the four key evaluation criteria: relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability. 
Of the evaluated sovereign operations in 2016–2018, 77% were assessed successful compared with 74% 
in 2015–2017 (Figure 1). The overall ADB success rate in 2018 was 73% compared with 71% in 2017. 
Better performances were seen in all sectors in 2016–2018, except in education and finance.  
 

 

b. Performance by Evaluation Criteria 
 
14. The relevance of ADB operations remained high, well above the overall success rate. The 
percentage of operations assessed highly relevant or relevant has remained above 80% since 2010–2012 
and peaked at 91% in 2014–2016 (Figure 2). Relevance performance dipped slightly in 2016–2018 to 
88%. Alignment with country needs and with ADB corporate and country strategies was critical to this 
steady performance, as well as continuous efforts to strengthen project design and overall quality at 
entry.  
 

 

Figure 1: Development Performance of Sovereign Operations 

 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, MA = moving average, n = number.  
Note: Annual success rates refer to the ending year of the 3-year periods. 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 
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15. Nevertheless, some design issues continue to affect project success. Design changes made during 
implementation have not always been appropriate to the intended outcomes of the project. For example, 
a project in Cambodia had project interventions under access to rural market component changed from 
the establishment of rural markets to the building of social infrastructure such as village roads, wells, 
latrines, and commune council buildings. These changes in project design resulted in the addition of 
subprojects that had unclear contributions to the outcome (increased economic activity and household 
income).3 Similarly, a project in Pakistan had the transmission infrastructure planned for tranche 4 
implemented under tranche 2 because of the cancellation of the Loharinagpala hydropower project, to 
which the original transmission lines are directly linked. The risk of this cancellation could have been 
foreseen but was not sufficiently considered at the outset.4 Such design shortcomings greatly impinge 
on project effectiveness, as they hamper the achievement of project outcomes. 

 
 
16. The effectiveness of ADB operations was on a par with the overall success rate but has been 
relatively unchanged since 2012–2014. The share of operations assessed highly effective or effective has 
hovered between 73% and 75% since 2012–2014 and currently stands at 74%. The main factor that 
contributed to this stagnant performance was the non- or partial achievement of intended outcomes 
and outputs caused by inappropriate design changes during implementation, as in the examples above; 
overly ambitious targets in the DMF; inadequate supervision; civil conflict and other external factors; and 
inadequate risk mitigation. 
 
17. The efficiency of ADB operations shows the most improvement in performance. Efficiency has 
been on an upward trend since 2010–2012. The 75% share of operations rated highly efficient and 
efficient in 2016–2018 is the highest achieved so far. The 2018 evaluations attribute this improvement 
in efficiency to economic internal rate of returns (EIRRs) above 12%5 that were underpinned by a robust 
reevaluation methodology, timely completion of targets, and timely and full disbursement of funds.  
 
18. However, there are factors that continue to constrain further improvements in efficiency. These 
include (i) delays at start-up; (ii) lack of knowledge among country counterparts of ADB’s procurement 
policies and regulations, procurement delays caused by lack of technically qualified bids, and high bid 
prices; (iii) slow disbursement of funds; (iv) cost escalation; (v) inefficient contractor performance; and 
(vi) weak project implementation capacity. As noted in the 2018 AER, delays are more likely for projects 
with many components and those with greater environmental risks. 
 
19. The sustainability of ADB operations has been improving continuously since 2010–2012, albeit 
at a more modest pace than ADB’s efficiency performance. The share of operations rated most likely or 
likely sustainable reached its high point in 2016–2018 (68%), up by two percentage points from 66% in 
2015–2017. This improvement was brought about by some revenue-generating projects in the energy 
sector. These demonstrated financial viability, as evidenced by their robust estimated financial internal 
rates of return. For example, Power Grid Corporation of India Limited—the executing agency of an energy 
project—demonstrated long-standing experience of the operation and maintenance (O&M) of 
transmission and distribution, and it was confirmed in the PCR that it had adequately qualified in-house 
personnel to undertake the task. Power Grid also demonstrated robust financial sustainability, with the 
computed financial internal rate of return exceeding the weighted average cost of capital.6  
 
20. There remain critical hurdles to improving sustainability, such as the lack of government 
commitment in some cases, cost recovery problems, and lack of funds for post-project O&M. These issues 
are most prevalent in infrastructure operations in the agriculture, transport, and water sectors, where 
there is potential for revenue generation or for revising the existing service tariff structure. Often, revenue 

                                                   
3   IED. 2018. Validation Report: Tonle Sap Lowlands Rural Development Project in Cambodia. Manila: ADB. 
4  IED. 2018. Validation Report: Uttarakhand Power Sector Investment Program–Tranche 2 in India. Manila: ADB. 
5  Since March 2017, the new guideline for EIRR threshold on infrastructure sectors is 9%. 
6  IED. 2018. Validation Report: Power Grid Transmission (Sector) Project in India. Manila: ADB. 
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collection from user charges falls short of expectations and is insufficient for O&M, either because the 
population served was lower than anticipated at appraisal or because user charge revisions failed to 
materialize at project completion. This then led to reliance on government budget allocations for post-
project O&M. 
 

c. Performance by Sector Portfolio 
 
21. The performance of both infrastructure7 and non-infrastructure8 operations improved in 2016–
2018. The performance of infrastructure operations increased from 71% successful or highly successful 
in 2015–2017 to 75% in 2016–2018 (Table 1). Of the non-infrastructure operations, 81% were assessed 
successful or highly successful in 2016–2018, compared with 78% in 2015–2017. The performance gap 
between infrastructure and non-infrastructure sectors remained more or less the same in the two periods, 
decreasing from 7 percentage points in 2015–2017 to 6 percentage points in 2016–2018.9 
 

Table 1: Performance of Sovereign Operations by Sector 
(3-year moving average, 2015–2017 and 2016–2018) 

Sector 
2015–2017 2016–2018 

Total No.  HS/S (%) Total No.  HS/S (%) 
Infrastructure 107 71 138 75 
Agriculture, natural resources, and rural development 19 63 24 67 
Energy 15 93 26 96 
Information and communication technology  0  0 1 100 
Transport 50 70 57 74 
Water and other urban infrastructure and services 23 65 30 67 
Non-Infrastructure 78 78 63 81 
Education 17 76 12 67 
Finance 18 72 17 71 
Health 13 77 7 86 
Industry and trade 4 100 3 100 
Public sector management 26 81 24 92 
No. = number. 
Note: Sector performance analysis includes both primary and secondary sectors. 

 Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 
 

22. Infrastructure sector. The success rate of infrastructure operations is mainly determined by 
transport operations, which comprised nearly a third of the total projects evaluated in 2016–2018. The 
success rate of transport projects in this period increased to 74% from a low of 58% in 2013–2015, 
mostly because of successful transport operations in the People’s Republic of China (PRC).10 Energy 
operations continued to perform strongly, maintaining a success rate of over 90% since 2014–2016. 
Projects in electricity transmission and distribution, of which five were successful multitranche financing 
facility (MFF) projects,11 accounted for more than half of the successful energy operations in 2016–2018. 
The success rate of agriculture operations rose to 67% in 2016–2018 from 63% in 2015–2017.  
 
23. Notwithstanding a recent decline, relevance remains the best performing criterion for sovereign 
infrastructure sectors. The relevance of sovereign infrastructure operations has remained above 90% 

                                                   
7  The infrastructure sectors are: agriculture, natural resources, and rural development; energy; information and communications 

technology; transport; and water and other urban infrastructure services. 
8  The non-infrastructure sectors are: education; finance; health, industry and trade; and public sector management. 
9  The share of infrastructure operations in total projects evaluated has increased from 58% in 2015–2017 to 69% in 2016–2018, 

because of a surge in the number of energy projects. Energy sector operations accounted for 13% of the total projects evaluated 
in 2016–2018 compared with an 8% share in 2015–2017. Fifteen energy projects were validated in 2018. 

10  The PRC accounted for 29% of successful transport projects in 2016–2018. Of the transport projects in the PRC, 91% were 
evaluated successful in 2016–2018.   

11  Four of these MFFs were validated in 2018 (two were in India and two in Pakistan).  
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since 2012–2014, reaching a peak of 94% in 2014–2016 (Figure 3). This dropped slightly in 2016–2018 
to 91%. However, the relevance of agriculture operations fell from a high of 95% in 2015–2017 to 83% 
in 2016–2018, and energy declined from 100% in 2015–2017 to 92% in 2016–2018. Relevance 
performance also slightly declined in the water sector. Transport was the only sector that improved in 
relation to this criterion (Linked Document A).12  
 
24. The effectiveness of sovereign infrastructure operations has declined since 2012–2014. The 
percentage of infrastructure operations rated highly effective or effective dropped to 72% in 2016–2018 
from 83% in 2012–2014. This downward trend of the infrastructure sectors largely contributed to the 
stagnation of the overall effectiveness performance, as discussed above. Effectiveness was weakest for 
agriculture operations, for which performance fell from a peak of 84% in 2012–2014 to 54% in 2016–
2018. The energy and water sectors also registered a decline in effectiveness in 2016–2018, although the 
effectiveness performances for energy (81%) and water (73%) remained above or nearly on a par with 
the overall success rate for all infrastructure sectors (75%). The transport sector was the only sector that 
showed a minor improvement from 74% effective or highly effective projects in 2015–2017 to 75% in 
2016–2017. 
 

 
 
25. Efficiency has been improving for sovereign infrastructure operations since 2013–2015. It 
reached 75% in 2016–2018—the highest recorded so far. This improvement is largely underpinned by 
the consistently strong performance of energy. The efficiency performance of energy projects rose from 
64% in 2013–2015 to 85% in 2016–2018. Transport operations also showed a remarkable improvement 
from 53% in 2013–2015 to 77% in 2016–2018. The efficiency performance for water was also on an 
upward trend although this was more modest than for the other two sectors. In contrast, the efficiency 
performance of agriculture operations trended downward, from its peak of 83% in 2013–2015 to 71% 
in 2016–2018.    
 
26. The sustainability of sovereign infrastructure operations remained the lowest-ranked criterion at 
59%, well below the 3-year success average. The energy sector was the best performer against this 
criterion with 73% of projects rated likely sustainable in 2016–2018. Transport and water operations 
registered slight improvements during the same period, but the sustainability performance for these 
sectors, and for agriculture, remained below 60%.  
 
27. Non-infrastructure operations continued to perform strongly in 2016–2018, driven mostly by the 
continued improvement in public sector management (PSM), industry and trade, and health operations.13 
                                                   
12  Sovereign Operations: Analysis of Performance at Project Level (accessible from the list of linked documents in Appendix 10). 
13  There were no health or industry and trade operations evaluated in 2018. Health and industry and trade sectors combined 

accounted for only 4% of total operations evaluated in 2016–2018. The PSM sector accounted for 14% of total projects evaluated 
in 2016–2018 and 44% of total non-infrastructure sector projects.  

Figure 3: Performance of Sovereign Infrastructure Operations  
by Evaluation Criteria  

(3-year moving average, 2010–2018) 

Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 
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PSM operations—the dominant non-infrastructure sector—achieved a success rate of 92% in 2016–2018, 
the highest success rate so far and a vast improvement over the 67% recorded in 2013–2015. Health 
operations also improved from 77% in 2015–2017 to 86% in 2016–2018. Success rates of education and 
finance sector operations declined in 2016–2018. 
 
28. The relevance of sovereign non-infrastructure operations has declined since 2014–2016. This 
decline is largely underpinned by the weakening in the education sector, for which the relevance 
performance declined from 76% in 2015–2017 to 67% in 2016–2018 (Figure 4). The relevance of the 
finance sector also declined in 2016–2018, although the share of operations rated highly relevant or 
relevant remained above 80%. The reasons for the declining relevance performance mostly center on 
design aspects. Common issues included: (i) designs were ambitious and complex, with too many 
activities and components, and too many stakeholders; (ii) responses to changing contexts were not 
timely or appropriate; and (iii) causal linkages were not established between expected outputs and 
outcomes, development impact, and policy actions and intended results. 
 

 
 
29. The effectiveness of sovereign non-infrastructure operations has dropped since 2014–2016. The 
share of non-infrastructure operations assessed highly effective or effective went down from 77% in 
2014–2016 to 72% in 2016–2018. The largest decreases on this criterion were recorded for the finance 
sector (from 67% in 2015–2017 to 59% in 2016–2018) and industry and trade (from 75% in 2015–2017 
to 67% in 2016–2018). Education also registered a decline, although the share of effective operations 
was above 80%. The performance of PSM on this criterion improved from 77% in 2015–2017 to 83% in 
2016–2018. The share of effective operations also increased for the health sector, although it remained 
below 60%. 
 
30. The efficiency of non-infrastructure operations continues to improve, supporting the 
performance of the overall portfolio against this criterion. The biggest improvement took place in 2014–
2016; performance since then has steadied. The share of operations assessed efficient slightly improved 
to 78% in 2016–2018 from 76% in 2015–2017, largely due to the improved performance of finance 
sector operations (from 72% in 2015–2017 to 82% in 2016–2018). Education and PSM operations have 
suffered declines in efficiency but their shares of efficient operations stayed above 75%. The health sector 
was the weakest performer against this criterion, with only 57% of operations rated efficient in 2016–
2018. 
 
31. In contrast to infrastructure operations, the sustainability of non-infrastructure operations has 
followed an upward trend since 2010–2012, although it has plateaued at 78% since 2014–2016. 
Education was a strong performer, despite a decline in performance from 88% in 2015–2017 to 83% in 
2016–2018. The sustainability of PSM operations improved from 69% in 2015–2017 to 75% in 2016–
2018. The finance sector suffered a decline from 78% in 2015–2017 to 65% in 2016–2018. 
 

Figure 4: Performance of Sovereign Non-Infrastructure Operations by Evaluation Criteria  
(3-year moving average, 2010–2018) 

 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 
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d. Performance by Region  
 
32. East Asia was the best regional performer, although, the percentage of highly successful or 
successful operations declined slightly from 89% in 2015–2017 to 87% in 2016–2018. Operations in 
Central and West Asia have steadily improved since 2013–2015, and are now on a par with those in 
South Asia and Southeast Asia, and with the ADB average (Linked Document B).14 Pacific operations 
remained below the ADB average, although their performance improved from a 50% success rate in 
2015–2017 to 56% in 2016–2018 (Table 2). 
 

Table 2: Performance of Sovereign Operations by Region 
(3-year moving average, 2015–2017 and 2016–2018) 

Regions and Selected 
Countries 

2015–2017 2016–2018 
Total No. HS/S (%) Total No. HS/S (%) 

Central and West Asia 24 75 32 78 
Pakistan 4 50 5 80 
Uzbekistan 6 83 10 80 
Others 14 79 17 76 
East Asia 19 89 23 87 
Mongolia 5 80 2 50 
PRC 14 93 21 90 
Pacific 20 50 16 56 
Papua New Guinea 4 25 3 33 
Others 16 56 13 62 
South Asia 45 76 46 76 
Bangladesh 12 83 9 89 
India 15 67 19 63 
Nepal 7 86 7 86 
Sri Lanka 7 57 7 71 
Others 4 100 4 100 
Southeast Asia 47 74 37 78 
Indonesia 12 83 9 89 
Lao PDR 7 86 5 80 
Philippines 6 67 4 75 
Viet Nam 14 71 11 73 
Others 8 63 8 75 

HS = highly successful, Lao PDR = Lao People’s Democratic Republic, PRC = People’s Republic 
of China, S = successful.  
Note: Performance is assessed by the evaluated and validated projects during the stated period. 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 
 

33. Central and West Asia. Project success rates in energy (100%) and PSM (83%) were the main 
driver of the improved performance in this region in 2016–2018.15 Transport was also a strong performer 
(83%), although this was lower than the 90% success rate in 2015–2017.16 Factors that brought about 
the improvement in project success in Central and West Asia include: (i) strong partnerships among 
development partners and between ADB and the government; (ii) high-level government commitment 
and ownership of projects, (iii) timely and appropriate responses to changing contexts; (iv) ADB’s 
proactive participation in project implementation, supervision, and monitoring; and (v) improving 
capacity of implementing agencies, which was helped by ADB technical assistance (TA). The historical 
performance of the region is described in Box 1. 

                                                   
14  Sovereign Operations: Success Rates and Results of Project Evaluations (accessible from the list of linked documents in 

Appendix 10). 
15  Sector distribution of evaluated and validated operations in Central and West Asia in 2016–2018 were as follows: transport 

(30%); energy, finance, and PSM (15%); and agriculture (13%). 
16  Of total transport operations, 4% were MFFs, all of which were successful. These operations comprised a third of the successful 

projects in 2016–2018 in the sector. 
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34. East Asia. The success rate of operations in the PRC and Mongolia declined slightly to 87% in 
2016–2018 from 89% in 2015–2017. Transport sector performance declined from 90% in 2015–2017 to 
85% in 2016–2018.17 The performance of water operations improved from 80% in 2015–2017 to 88% in  
2016–2018. Operations in agriculture and energy continued their strong performance with a 100% 
success rate since 2012–2014. Three projects were rated less than successful in 2016–2018,18 mainly 
because of process inefficiencies and sustainability issues. 
 
35. Pacific. This region’s project performance improved in 2016–2018, propelled mainly by 
success in PSM operations. 19  Factors that contributed to the success of PSM operations included:  
(i) strong country ownership and commitment to reforms, (ii) extensive dialogue and coordination with 
development partners, (iii) simplification of the policy matrix to a few critical policy actions that can be 
delivered within an appropriate timeframe, and (iv) use of TA to support implementation of reforms. 
However, the performance of infrastructure operations remained low in 2016–2018, e.g., transport (33% 
success rate) and water sector operations (50%). The recurring poor performance was related to 
efficiency, with re-estimated EIRRs falling below the 12% threshold because of lower than anticipated 
benefits, substantial cost overruns, and implementation delays.  
  
36. South Asia. This region’s project performance plateaued in 2016–2018, largely because of the 
decline in project success rates in India, particularly in the energy, transport, and water sectors.20 Five out 
of the 15 operations evaluated in 2016–2018 in these sectors were less than successful, of which four 
were MFFs. Transport operations fared better in Sri Lanka and Nepal where they achieved 100% success 
                                                   
17  The sector distribution of evaluated and validated operations in East Asia in 2016–2018 was as follows: transport (41%); water 

(25%), agriculture and energy (16%), and education (3%). 
18  Two of the less than successful projects were in transport (one in the PRC and one in Mongolia). And one water project in the 

PRC was also less than successful. 
19  The sector distribution of evaluated and validated operations in the Pacific in 2016–2018 was as follows: transport and PSM 

(29%); water (19%); health (10%); agriculture, education, and finance (5%).  
20  The project success of energy operations fell from 100% in 2015–2017 to 83% in 2016–2018, transport from 71% to 57%, and 

water from 50% to 25%. Of operations in these sectors, 60% were MFFs.  
 

Box 1: Historical Performance of Operations in the Central and West Asia Region 
 

The upward trend in project performance in the Central and West Asia region has continued. The distribution of 
the portfolio across countries has changed over the years. Pakistan accounted for as much as 46% of the project 
portfolio in 2010–2012 compared with 16% in 2016–2018. At the same time, the performance of projects in 
Pakistan went up from 0% success rate in 2014–2016 to 80% in 2016–2018. The other three countries with large 
project portfolios are Kazakhstan, the Kyrgyz Republic, and Uzbekistan, which together comprise 56% of the 
completed Central and West Asia Department portfolio. The regional project success rate increased to 78% in 
2016–2018 from 47% in 2013–2015. A similar trend has been seen with the World Bank projects in the region. 
The World Bank Independent Evaluation Group found that whereas none of three operations in 2011–2013 were 
successful, six out of seven were successful in 2014–2016.   
 

Historical Performance of Operations in the Central and West Asia Region  
(%, highly successful or successful) 

Region and Selected 
Countries 

2010–
2012 

2011–
2013 

2012–
2014 

2013–
2015 

2014–
2016 

2015–
2017 

2016–
2018 

Central and West Asia  40 51 45 47 54 75 78 
Pakistan  13 30 36 25 0 50 80 
    Portfolio Share  46 35 29 27 13 17 16 
Kazakhstan, the Kyrgyz 
Republic, and Uzbekistan   

53 56 45 50 58 83 78 

  Portfolio Share  22 28 29 33 50 50 56 
Others  71 67 50 58 67 75 78 
  Portfolio Share  31 37 42 40 38 33 28 

 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 
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rates in 2016–2018. 21 Energy operations also performed better in Bangladesh (100%). Project success in 
the water sector, however, weakened in 2016–2018 in the region, mostly because of process 
inefficiencies (e.g., cost overruns and implementation delays), and challenges in materializing the 
appraised user charge revisions. 
 
37. Southeast Asia. Project success rates in all countries in this region improved in 2016–2018 from 
2015–2017, except for the Lao People's Democratic Republic (Lao PDR). By sector, there were notable 
improvements in energy (100%), finance (83%), and health (80%).22 The success rate of transport projects 
also improved, although it was below those of other regions23 except the Pacific, the lowest performer. 
The performance of water operations was stable at 50% during the period, but this was lower than the 
success rate posted by other regions in 2016–2018 (60% or above).24 PSM, a major sector in Southeast 
Asia, continued to be successful (100% since 2014–2016). Critical to the success of PSM operations were 
(i) the appropriate choice of modality (i.e., a programmatic approach) to allow for flexibility during 
implementation, (ii) the adoption of a long-term approach to institutional development; and (iii) the use 
of TA projects to complement reforms supported by the programs. 
 

e. Performance by Country Classification 
 
38. The performance of operations in countries eligible for funding from ordinary capital resources 
(OCR) and countries eligible for both concessional and regular OCR (blend countries) showed remarkable 
improvements in 2016–2018 (Figure 5). 
The success of transport, energy, and 
agriculture operations in the PRC was 
 the main driver of the performance 
improvement for the OCR-only 
countries.25 The improved performance 
for blend countries was mainly brought 
about by project success in Bangladesh, 
Sri Lanka, Uzbekistan, and Viet Nam. The 
performance of operations in countries 
eligible for concessional assistance only26 
declined during 2016–2018 after this 
group’s highest success rate in 2015–
2017. This was caused by the weaker 
performance of operations in transport, 
agriculture, and education. No individual 
concessional assistance only country 
drove this downturn. Less than 
successful projects were recorded in 
Cambodia, Lao PDR, Nepal, Samoa, 
Solomon Islands, and Tajikistan.  
 

                                                   
21  The sector distribution of evaluated and validated operations in South Asia in 2016–2018 was as follows: transport (28%); water 

and energy (18%); agriculture (14%); PSM (9%); finance, 7%; education, 5%; and industry, 2%.   
22 The sector distribution of evaluated and validated operations in Southeast Asia in 2016–2018 were as follows: transport (19%); 

PSM and education (13%); and finance, agriculture, and health (10%).  
23  The success rate of transport operations was above 80% in Central and West Asia, East Asia, and South Asia, compared with 

60% in Southeast Asia and 33% in the Pacific. 
24  Except for the Pacific, which also registered a 50% success in the sector in 2016–2018. 
25  In 2018 alone, 10 projects were rated successful in the PRC. The PRC accounted for 41% of total projects evaluated in OCR 

countries. 
26  Includes countries with access to ADF grants and concessional OCR. 
 

Figure 5: Performance by Country Classification 
(3-year moving average, 2015–2017 and 2016–2018) 

 
CA = concessional assistance, OCR = ordinary capital resources.  
Note: Blend countries are those with access to both concessional and 
ordinary capital resources. India was included in the OCR-only country 
grouping in this analysis, following the February 2018 concessional 
assistance country classification issued by the Strategy, Policy and Review 
Department. 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 
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f. Performance by Lending Modality 
 

39. Operations financed through policy-based lending (PBL) performed significantly better than 
investment projects in 2016–2018. The performance gap between the two was 14 percentage points 
(Table 3). This was because of improvements both in public sector management (PSM) operations and in 
non-PSM programs in education and finance. The recent PBL evaluation27 conducted by IED noted that 
the shift in policy focus toward PSM, particularly in public expenditure and fiscal management, 
contributed to the improved performance of PBL operations. In 2016–2018, public expenditure and fiscal 
management accounted for 42% of the successful PSM operations. This success in PSM PBLs emanated 
from major improvements in relevance (from 86% in 2015–2017 to 90% in 2016–2018), effectiveness 
(from 81% to 90%), and sustainability (from 67% to 75%). Policy-based operations in the education and 
finance sectors, which made up the majority of non-PSM operations in 2016–2018, also contributed to 
the overall success of this modality. These programs performed strongly for relevance, efficiency, and 
sustainability. Effectiveness, however, was much weaker at 67%, compared with 90% for PSM programs. 
 

Table 3: Performance of Sovereign Operations by Modality 
(3-year averages, 2015–2017 and 2016–2018) 

Modality 
2015–2017 2016–2018 

Total No. HS/S (%) Total No. HS/S (%) 
Project 120 74 125 74 

MFF 13 69 26 62 
    Of which: India 5 80 11 55 
Non-MFF 107 75 99 78 

Policy-Based 42 74 34 88 
PSM 21 81 19 95 
Non-PSM 21 67 15 80 

ADB 155 74 154 77 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, HS = highly successful, MFF = multitranche 
financing facility, PSM = public sector management, S = successful.   
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 
 

40. The success rate of investment projects plateaued in 2016–2018 at 74%, dampened in part by 
the poor performance of MFF projects, mostly in India.28 Of the 15 MFF projects evaluated in 2018, nearly 
half were rated less than successful or unsuccessful.29 This poor performance was caused by several 
factors, including (i) design issues in projects with high risks;30 (ii) the lack of consistency in political will 
for reform during the long duration of an MFF’s implementation period (e.g., in Sindh, Pakistan, the local 
government returned the municipal functions to the taluka municipal administrations to comply with the 
Supreme Court order disallowing the use of autonomous professional services, which hindered delivery 
of the reforms needed for improved service delivery);31 and (iii) sustainability concerns arising from the 
uncertain operational, institutional, and financial sustainability of the borrower and/or executing agency, 
and the lack of a cost-recovery mechanism or adequate budget allocation to ensure funds for post-project 
O&M.    
                                                   
27  IED. 2018. Policy-Based Lending 2018–2017: Performance, Results, and Issues of Design. Manila: ADB. The report noted that the 

performance of PBL that supported PSM reforms increased from a success rate of 37% in 1999–2007 to 88% in 2008–2017. 
28  While relatively small, the share of MFF projects in the total investment projects portfolio has risen to 21% in 2016–2018 from 

11% in 2015–2017. In 2018 alone, 15 MFF projects were evaluated (five in energy, four in transport, two in agriculture, three in 
water, and one in finance). Of the total MFFs in 2016–2018, 42% were in South Asia (all in India) and 50% in Central and West 
Asia (in Kazakhstan, Pakistan, and Uzbekistan). Of these, 38% were in the transport sector, 31% in energy, 15% in water, and 
8% each in finance and agriculture.  

29  This poor performance was underscored by low effectiveness and sustainability performance—91% were assessed less than 
effective or ineffective and 100% less likely or unlikely sustainable. Of these projects, five were in India (two in water, one in 
transport, one in energy, and one in agriculture). 

30  Two examples of projects with such issues were Housing for Integrated Rural Development Investment Program (Uzbekistan) 
and Sindh Cities Improvement Investment Program-Tranche 1 (Pakistan). 

31  ADB. 2017. Completion Report: Sindh Cities Improvement Investment Program: Tranche 1. Manila; and IED. 2018. Validation 
Report: Sindh Cities Improvement Investment Program: Tranche 1. Manila: ADB.   
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41. Most of the less successful MFFs were early tranches (particularly for India, where most of 
evaluated MFFs were tranche 1). Later tranches tended to be more successful, as, for example, in the 
completed Central Asia Regional Economic Cooperation (CAREC) transport projects. The flexibility of the 
MFF design allows for projects to be moved from one tranche to another, which can make evaluation or 
validation of MFFs difficult, as a DMF is not required for tranche 1, against which achievements on output 
and outcome could be measured. The fact that resources for preparing subsequent tranches are included 
in the first tranche gives the subsequent tranches a competitive advantage. It is also possible that the 
learning that takes place as the MFF implementation progresses may improve the success of projects in 
later tranches.   
 

2. Nonsovereign Operations  
 
42. This section presents the performance of nonsovereign operations completed in 2010–2018 and 
evaluated using the IED evaluation methodology for nonsovereign operations.32 Nonsovereign operations 
are loans, equity, or ADB cofinancing33 made without sovereign guarantees to support development in 
three broad operations areas: infrastructure, financial institutions, and private equity funds. The 
performance of completed projects is determined through program performance evaluation reports and 
IED’s validations of extended annual review reports (XARRs) prepared by the Private Sector Operations 
Department (PSOD). 
 

a. Overall Performance  
 

43. Nonsovereign evaluations for 2018. The analysis of the performance of nonsovereign operations 
drew on a total sample of 106 evaluations conducted by IED in the period 2010–2018,34 including  
12 new project evaluations finalized in 2018 (Linked Document C).35 Of these 12 projects, five were 
approved between 2005 and 2009, and seven between 2011 and 2014. The 2018 evaluations included 
three infrastructure loans (one for 
transport and two for energy 
projects), seven finance sector loans 
(four for the banking subsector, two 
for SME finance and leasing, and 
one for finance sector development), 
and two private equity funds. It is 
important to stress that the sample 
of nonsovereign operations added 
every year in the AER is small and for 
this reason the analysis of the trends 
in performance is analyzed by 
moving averages rather than by 
single years. 
 
44. The overall performance of 
nonsovereign operations remained unchanged from the previous period in 2016–2018 (56%). Figure 6 
presents the performance of nonsovereign operations in the study period using a 3-year moving average. 
The performance dropped from a peak of 67% successful projects in 2012–2014 to 56% in the last two 
periods. The key drivers underpinning performance are analyzed in the following section through an 
assessment of the four main evaluation criteria for nonsovereign operations. 
                                                   
32  IED. 2014. Guidelines for the Preparation of Project Performance Evaluation Reports on Nonsovereign Operations. Manila: ADB. 
33  ADB cofinancing includes B-loans and guarantees. 
34 The evaluation of nonsovereign operations is from 2010 to 2018 as the ratings methodology and sector definitions did not 

change over the review period. For nonsovereign ratings, each project has only one (primary) sector classification.     
35  The 12 evaluated projects include a 2017 XARR. The PPER for this XARR was completed in 2018 and therefore the project was 

included in the 2019 AER. Performance of Nonsovereign Operations (accessible from the list of linked documents in 
Appendix 10).  

Figure 6: Overall Performance of Nonsovereign Operations 
(3-year moving average, 2010–2018) 

 
n = number. 
Note: Validated results are shown using extended annual review report dates. 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 
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b. Performance by Evaluation Criteria 
 
45. The assessment methodology for nonsovereign projects used four main criteria: (i) development 
results, (ii) ADB additionality, (iii) ADB investment profitability, and (iv) ADB work quality. It used a four-
point scale of excellent, satisfactory, less than satisfactory, and unsatisfactory. Excellent and satisfactory 
ratings indicate a successful performance. Figure 7 shows the 3-year moving averages for all evaluated 
projects in 2010–2018 against the four main performance criteria.  
 

 
 

c. Development Results 
 
46. Development results performance dropped to 56%. Development results dropped from a peak 
of 67% successful projects in 2013–2015 to 56% in the last two periods, dragging performance down 
from the 2020 corporate target of 80% successful operations (Figure 8). In 2018, the performance was 
the lowest in the moving averages, with a 50% success rate. Six out of the 12 new nonsovereign 
operations were assessed successful for development results (Table 4), five less than successful, and one 
unsuccessful. This means that increased attention to the achievement of development results is key to 
improving overall performance if ADB is to move closer to the 2020 target of 80% successful 
nonsovereign operations.   
 

Table 4: Portfolio of Evaluations of Nonsovereign Operations Included in the 
 Annual Evaluation Review 

 Infrastructure Financial Institutions Private Equity Funds Total 
Year Successful Total Successful Total Successful Total Successful Total 
2010 1 1 0 2 1 2 2 5 
2011 1 1 3 3 0 1 4 5 
2012 3 4 3 8 0 1 6 13 
2013 6 6 2 5 2 5 10 16 
2014 5 5 5 5 5 7 15 17 
2015 4 4 4 9 0 3 8 16 
2016 3 6 3 3 2 4 8 13 
2017 3 4 2 4 0 1 5 9 
2018 2 2 3 8 1 2 6 12 
 Total 28 33 25 47 11 26 64 106 

 Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 
 
47. Overall, with the exception of private sector development and business success, performance 
against the development results criterion either stagnated or declined in 2016–2018 as compared with 
2015–2017. Development results are a composite of (i) private sector development and ADB’s strategic 

Figure 7: Development Performance of Nonsovereign Operations by Evaluation Criteria  
(3-year moving average, 2010–2018) 

 
Note: Success rates are based on independent evaluation of extended annual review reports prepared during 2010–2018. 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 
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objectives; (ii) economic performance; (iii) environment, social, health and safety performance; and 
(iv) business success (Figure 8). The following paragraphs explain the performance of ADB’s 
nonsovereign operations against this criterion.  
 

 
 
48. Projects’ contribution to private sector development and ADB’s strategic objectives slightly 
improved from 54% in 2015–2017 to 56% 2016–2018. Nevertheless, the 56% success rate in 2016–2018 
was well below the 74% peak reached in 2010–2012. A closer look at the single-year performance in the 
last moving average reveals a decline from 62% in 2016 to 45% in 2018.36   
 
49. The 2018 evaluations highlighted the factors that are conducive to satisfactory private sector 
development performance. First, successful operations were generally well-aligned with government and 
ADB priorities, policies and strategies. Second, some projects reported improved outreach to micro, small, 
and medium-sized enterprises (MSMEs) clients and more borrowers (including women), as in Armenia, 
Cambodia, and Georgia. In particular, an ADB loan in Georgia targeted MSMEs in lagging regions that 
supported growth in areas of high incidence of poverty.  
 
50. Successful projects were also innovative. For example, a project in Cambodia introduced digital 
financial products. It had positive demonstration effects as other banks subsequently expanded into 
digital banking, which contributed to financial sector development. Along the same lines, the ADB 
issuance of the first ever onshore Georgian lari-denominated bonds was an innovative feature of a 
program that contributed to the development of domestic capital markets in Georgia. 
 
51. However, independent evaluations indicated that design issues and monitoring and evaluation 
(M&E) shortcomings affected the achievement of outputs, outcomes and the overall contribution to 
private sector development. A project in India was not based on sound institution and risk analysis and 
underestimated the time and capacity building effort required to achieve development results. The single-
disbursement approach adopted in Mongolia ended up constraining ADB’s flexibility to intervene when 
it turned out that indicators were off-target. A private equity fund underperformed the benchmarks set 
at appraisal due to its wide geographical spread, which increased the fund’s financial risk during the 
investment period. Finally, the 2018 evaluations found shortcomings related to data collection and 
monitoring systems as well as inconsistencies in reporting, which limited the identification of project 
contributions to targeted development results.  
                                                   
36  The 12 projects evaluated included one successful project in 2017, five successful projects in 2018 and six less than successful 

projects in 2018.  

Figure 8: Development Performance by Development Results  
(3-year moving average, 2010–2018) 

 
ESHS = environment, social, health, and safety 
Note: Validated results are shown using extended annual review report dates. 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 
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52.  The economic performance of ADB’s nonsovereign operations followed the same trend as that 
for private sector development. In the last two periods, the performance plateaued at 59%. In 2018, 
5 of the 12 projects made a successful economic contribution. Measurement of a project’s economic 
contribution is generally based on its gross profitability and the jobs it created. The economic 
performance of a private equity fund was found to be excellent due to its contribution to employment, 
training, institution building, gross domestic product (GDP), and the tax base. Other successful projects 
contributed to an increase in credit in the SME sector in Armenia, the implementation of the development 
agendas and achievement of relevant objectives of development finance institutions in Indonesia, the 
mobilization of long-term financing in Georgia, and better financial inclusion and increased domestic 
credit to the private sector in Cambodia. 
 
53. The less than satisfactory projects did not make economic contributions that were in line with 
ADB’s target returns. A project in Thailand had an EIRR below 5% while a finance sector project in India 
with overly restrictive criteria for on-lending could not produce economic results. 
 
54. Performance on environment, social, health, and safety was the best over the 10-year period, 
including in 2016–2018 when 76% of projects were rated successful. In 2018, 9 of the 12 projects were 
successful, reflecting the focus on compliance with ADB safeguard requirements. These projects ensured 
the implementation of environmental management systems, the appointment of environmental 
coordinators, the submission of annual environmental and social performance reports, better-than-
average compensation and benefits for employees, and the adoption of ADB’s environmental and social 
safeguard policies. The three less than successful projects did not report on environmental, social, health, 
and safety performance and, in general, were not fully compliant with ADB safeguard requirements. 
 
55. Business success reached a peak in performance in 2016–2018, with 71% of projects assessed 
successful. The primary indicator for business success is the project’s financial internal rate of return; 
9 of the 12 evaluated projects successfully met the targets for returns, including two exceptional results. 
These were a private equity fund with a diversified portfolio of 10 investments in five countries which 
contributed to the successful development of the investee companies, and a renewable energy project in 
Thailand that was an early entrant into the sector. The unsuccessful projects did not meet targets for 
returns or development outcomes. 
 

d. ADB Additionality  
 
56. The ADB additionality37 performance was among the best, with 65% of projects and seven out 
of the 12 new projects assessed successful in 2016–2018. ADB’s early commitment in raising private 
equity funding at the regional level helped the investment environment and catalyzed funding from other 
institutions. The innovations introduced by ADB contributed not only to development results, but also to 
ADB’s additionality, as in the case of a TA project in Armenia that strengthened the application of SME-
specific lending techniques. 
 
57. However, there is still room to improve the additionality of ADB’s operations. The percentage of 
successful projects declined from 74% in 2014–2016 to 65% in 2016–2018. Most of the nonsovereign 
operations rated less than successful for additionality in 2018 had progressed before ADB’s support. 
Performance against this criterion was sometimes affected by design issues, as in India. Finally, weak 
project M&E systems and results measurement impinged on ADB’s capacity to provide evidence of its 
value added in achieving results. In 2018, ADB developed a new harmonized framework on 

                                                   
37  The evaluation of ADB’s additionality considers ADB’s value proposition in providing support to the project. It is based on a 

counterfactual assessment of how the projects would (or would not) have proceeded without ADB support. It considers:  
(i) financial additionality in providing funding or catalyzing other funding; and (ii) nonfinancial additionality in improving the 
project’s risk profile, design, functioning, and development impact. 
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additionality,38 which is being rolled out to relevant operational staff across ADB. This will help in tackling 
these shortcomings and will drive an improvement in the performance of future private sector operations. 
 

e. Investment Profitability  
 
58. Investment profitability has consistently improved since 2014–2016, with a peak in performance 
in 2016–2018. The success rate of ADB profitability increased from 65% in 2014–2016 to 74% in the last 
period. In 2018, 9 of 12 projects were rated satisfactory and 1 was rated excellent. An equity investment 
exceeded its return targets. Overall, successful projects met ADB’s pricing requirements and complied 
with scheduled interest and debt repayments. The three projects that did not succeed included a private 
equity fund which did not meet return targets, a financial institution project which was redesigned during 
the implementation period, and a financial institution project which had a delayed start-up that impacted 
returns as of the time of the evaluation.  
 

f. ADB Work Quality  
 
59. ADB work quality did not improve in 2016–2018 over 2014–2016 and this was the lowest 
performing criterion, with only a 53% successful rating in 2016–2018. This is a composite criterion that 
includes assessments of: (i) screening, appraisal, and structuring; and (ii) monitoring and supervision. 
ADB work quality was assessed successful in five projects evaluated in 2018. Features of positive 
performance included the capacity to capture and build upon lessons learned from previous operations 
as in the case of a regional private equity fund, and the adoption of a program-based approach which 
enabled ADB to broaden development impact in Armenia. ADB’s work quality was successful in projects 
that were considered innovative, with a loan size appropriate to the achievement of the project’s 
objectives, an efficient disbursement structure, and effective supervision of the client’s compliance with 
social and environmental requirements.  
 
60. The 2018 evaluations pointed to three key constraining factors in ADB’s work quality. First, there 
were weaknesses in project designs, which have already been analyzed under development results. 
Second, there were shortcomings in the monitoring and supervision of the environment and social 
performance of ADB. Finally, flaws in the overall M&E systems of some projects meant they did not 
measure the project’s contribution to development impact and their reporting criteria were inadequate 
and not complied with.  
 

g. Performance by Subsector and Country Classification 
 
61. The 2018 AER analyzed ADB’s performance by sector over 2008–2017. Given the small sample of 
projects included in the 2019 AER, the same type of analysis would repeat the same findings. Therefore, 
instead of focusing on the sector, the 2019 AER analyses the performance by finance subsectors. 
 
62. Finance projects made up 65% of the nonsovereign portfolio evaluated since 2010. Of the total 
of 106 projects, 69 were in the finance sector and covered investment funds (24 projects), the banking 
system (18), and SME finance and leasing (16). Overall, 52% of the finance sector projects were assessed 
successful in 2010–2018. As shown in Figure 9, the success rate of the sector reduced by nearly 11 
percentage points from 2014–2016 (66%) to 2016–2018 (55%). It is important to note that 35% of the 
overall sample is private equity funds (PEFs), which are riskier in nature than other types of project, with 
a lower likelihood of success. 
 
63. SME finance and leasing was the best performing subsector in 2010–2018. Of the SME finance 
and leasing interventions, 63% were successful. This is an encouraging result given that SME growth is a 
key factor for private sector development, inclusive economic growth, and employment generation. 

                                                   
38  https://www.adb.org/documents/mdbs-framework-additionality-private-sector-operations 
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Based on ADB’s country classification, 67% of SME finance projects were successful in Central and West 
Asia, and 69% were successful in blend countries such as Armenia. In general, successful projects were 
those supporting the enabling environment, women’s participation, the development of new financial 
products and approaches, and enhanced outreach to less-developed areas. The constraining factors were 
the insufficient support that ADB gave for project implementation and monitoring and design 
weaknesses, such as the lack of SME data to monitor progress and results. 
 

 
 

h. Performance by Region 
 
64. Given the small number of projects added to the evaluated portfolio in 2018, performance by 
region did not change significantly from that reported in the 2018 AER. Southeast Asia had the highest 
share of successful projects, followed by South Asia and Central and West Asia (Figure 10). Of the 72 
projects evaluated since 2014, 39 were implemented in low- and middle-income countries and of these 
27 (69%) were successful. Nearly half of the successful projects were implemented in Central and West 
Asia. Some were successful despite economic downturns and fragile contexts, as was the case for projects 
in Afghanistan and Papua New Guinea (Linked Document D).39  
 

 
 

65. Since the validations of self-assessments by the regional departments form an important input 
into the AER, this report examined the timeliness of the preparation of PCRs and XARRs (Box 2). 

                                                   
39  Performance of Nonsovereign Operations by Region (accessible from the list of linked documents in Appendix 10). 

Figure 9: Development Performance of Finance Sector Nonsovereign Operations  
Compared with Overall Nonsovereign Operations 

(3-year moving average, 2010–2018) 

 
Note: Validated results are shown using extended annual review report dates. 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 
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Figure 10: Development Performance of Nonsovereign Operations by Region, 2010–2018 

 
n = number. 
Note: Validated results are shown using extended annual review report dates. 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 
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Box 2: Delivery of Project Self Evaluations  

Project completion reports (PCRs) and extended annual review reports (XARRs) form an important knowledge 
base for learning lessons from past operations. They are the essential database for Independent Evaluation 
Department (IED) to undertake independent evaluations. Lack of timely information on self-evaluations is not 
in the interest of accountability and the timely learning of lessons from implementation experience.   
 

The IED of the Asian Development Bank reviewed all closed sovereign projects between 2010 and 2017 to 
examine the extent of delays in preparing program or PCRs, and nonsovereign projects reaching early operating 
maturity (EOM) between 2011 and 2017 in preparing XARRs.  

Concerning sovereign operations, as of 31 December 2018, it was found that a PCR is yet to be produced for 
41 closed projects.a For 32 of these 41, the elapsed time from project completion was less than 24 months and 
thus were within the accepted delivery time as per the Project Administration Instruction (PAI) 6.07A for PCR 
completion.b. Of the nine remaining projects whose PCRs have not been prepared 2 years or more beyond their 
closing dates, two have been delayed for more than 4 years. Separately, based on preliminary assessment, IED 
has found 15 closed loans and grants which do not yet require PCRs for the reasons of ongoing additional 
financing operations and/or active subprograms in the case of policy-based lending, have an average elapsed 
time of almost 3 years since loan or grant closing.c   

Status of Delivery of Project Completion Reports for Projects Closed During 2010–2017  
(no. of projects) 

Item CWRD EARD PARD SARD SERD Total 
Closed projects that require a PCR 7 3 2 21 8 41 
  Of which:       
 Projects that require a PCR but still within the 24-

month allowed period 7 3 2 14 6 32 

 Projects for which a PCR is due, but not yet produced  0 0 0 7 2 9 
PCRs overdue by more than 2 years but less 
than 3 years 0 0 0 3 1 4 

PCRs overdue by more than 3 years but less 
than 4 years 

0 0 0 2 1 3 

PCRs overdue by more than 4 years 0 0 0 2 0 2 
Memo item: Closed loans/grants not requiring PCRs due 
to active additional financing or active PBL subprograms  1 1 1 5 7 15 

CWRD = Central and West Asia Department, EARD = East Asia Department, PARD = Pacific Department, PBL = policy-
based lending, PCR = project completion report, SARD = South Asia Department, SERD = Southeast Asia Department. 

      Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 
 

With respect to nonsovereign operations, IED reviewed projects with EOM between 2011 and 2017 to identify 
those projects where more than 1 year had elapsed since the achievement of EOM and an XARR has not been 
prepared yet.d Project Administration Instructions 6.07B (Extended Annual Review Reports) requires that XARRs 
be produced soon after EOM has been achieved. EOM criteria depend on the type of project but mark a starting 
point from which preparation of an XARR should be actively considered.e The review revealed that as of 31 
December 2018, XARRs had not been produced for 50 such projects (excluding the 20 projects that Private 
Sector Operations Department (PSOD) included in its XARR program for 2019). Of these 50 projects with no 
completion reports, 24 had no XARR prepared yet despite 12 months or more elapsed since the EOM date. 
Three of these were for projects with multiple follow-on financing facilities and their XARRs will be prepared 
when the most recent investments have reached EOM. PSOD has developed a timetable to schedule XARRs for 
the remaining 21 projects due for review under current PAI. To note, the number of XARRs produced by the 
PSOD has risen recently and have been of good quality despite the complexity of PSOD’s external private sector 
client engagements (where ownership changes often occur) and internal staffing constraints. In 2018, PSOD 
won awards for the quality of its work on project self-evaluations. 
 
a  A PCR is not required to be produced in the case of project cancellations without disbursements, or in the case where a 

project is funded by the Asia Pacific Disaster Response Fund. 
b   Elapsed time was calculated as of 31 December 2018 from the date of project completion. 
c  Elapsed time was calculated as of 31 December 2018 from the date of project completion.  
d  Projects approved later than 2013 were not considered as it may be too early for XARR preparation for such projects. 
e For the definition of EOM corresponding to the different types of nonsovereign operations projects, see Asian Development 

Bank. 2017. Extended Annual Review Reports for Nonsovereign Operations. Project Administration Instructions. PAI 6.07B. 
Manila.  

Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department).  
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3. ADB Country Program Performance  
 
66. Overall, 87% of the country programs assessed in 2016–2018 were successful, exceeding the 
corporate target of 80% successful country programs under Strategy 2020. The 2019 AER covers four 
country evaluations completed in 2018: one CAPE for Azerbaijan and three CPSFRVs for the Kyrgyz 
Republic, Solomon Islands, and Uzbekistan. Of all the country program evaluations conducted during 
2010–2018, 72% were assessed successful (Figure 11). The success rate in 2016–2018 was 87%, 
noticeably higher than the 58% rate in 2010–2012 (Figure 12). 
 

 
 

 
 
67. The program covered by the Kyrgyz Republic CPS, 2013–2017 was assessed successful. Outputs 
and outcomes were mostly achieved and likely contributed to reduced poverty, inclusive growth, and an 
improved private sector business environment. The sustainability of outcomes was affected by below-
cost tariff settings and underfunding of operation and maintenance of infrastructure assets.  
 
68. The program covered by the Uzbekistan CPS, 2012–2016 was assessed successful on the 
borderline. The program delivered most of the physical outputs, but the sustainability of the 
infrastructure outputs and outcomes was challenged by limited institutional and financial arrangements 
for operation and maintenance, and weak cost recovery. The Uzbekistan program positively contributed 
to regional cooperation and integration, gender equality, and knowledge management. 
 
69. The program covered by the Solomon Islands CPS, 2012–2016 was assessed successful. Project 
outputs and outcomes were mostly achieved and likely contributed to development outcomes, including 

Figure 11: ADB Average Country Program Performance, 2010–2018 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, CAPE = country assistance performance evaluation, CPSFRV = country partnership 
strategy final review validation, n = number. 
Source: ADB (Independent Evaluation Department). 
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Figure 12: ADB Country Program Performance  
(3-year moving average, 2010–2018) 

 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, n = number. 
Source: ADB (Independent Evaluation Department). 
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reduced poverty and a better private sector business environment. However, efficiency of implementing 
the CPS was affected by cost inefficiencies and implementation delays.   
 
70. The Azerbaijan CAPE, 2011–2017 assessed the main sector programs in energy, transport, water 
and other urban infrastructure and services, and public sector management, as well as the overall 
program, successful. The transport program was borderline successful due to weak effectiveness and 
efficiency, especially in the earlier years. ADB’s five special priorities for the 2011–2017 Azerbaijan 
program were (i) inclusive economic growth and reduction of regional disparities, (ii) environmentally 
sustainable growth, (iii) regional cooperation and integration, (iv) economic diversification, and  
(v) capacity development. These were all relevant and impactful. Regional cooperation and capacity 
development projects were rated highly impactful, exemplifying some of the main drivers of improved 
project performance not only in Azerbaijan but across many former Soviet Union countries. 

 
71. In the country programs evaluated in 2018, the success rate of operations in the energy, 
education, water and other urban infrastructure sectors exceeded 80%. In general, operations in these 
sectors performed better than those in health, agriculture, natural resources and rural development, 
finance and public sector management (Figure 13). In the Solomon Islands CPSFRV, the improved 
performance of ADB’s program in PSM was due to better results in revenue generation, debt 
management, and the business climate, among other gains.  The Azerbaijan CAPE rated the performance 
of all sovereign programs successful, and it emphasized that the energy and PSM programs performed 
well across all evaluation criteria. The CAPE noted that an additional focus on human and social capital 
development would be beneficial, when accompanied by physical infrastructure improvements and 
support for policy reforms.40  
 

 
 
72. The performance of country programs by country classification in 2010–2018 was similar to that 
for 2010–2017. The 2019 AER uses the 2018 country eligibility classifications.41 Blend countries continued 

                                                   
40  This augurs well for the response to the recommendation of sustaining capacity building efforts, especially in non-traditional 

sectors that will also involve public–private participation (see IED. 2017. Lessons from County Partnership Evaluation: A 
Retrospective. Manila: ADB. 

41  This refers to the February 2018 concessional assistance country classification issued by the Strategy, Policy, and Review 
Department, which grouped countries as: concessional-assistance-only countries (eligible for ADF grants and concessional OCR), 
blend countries (eligible for concessional and market-based ordinary capital resources [OCR] loans), and countries eligible for 
OCR assistance only.    

 

Figure 13: Sector Level Performance in Country Programs, 2010–2018 

 
ANRRD = agriculture, natural resources, and rural development; ENE = energy; EDU = education; FIN = finance;  
HLT = health; n = number; PSM = public sector management; TRA = transport; WUS = water and other urban 
infrastructure and services. 
Notes: Based on 84 sector assessments from 13 country assistance program evaluations. Sectors with only three 
assessments or less were not included. 
Sources: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department) country assistance program evaluations 
from 2010 to 2018. 
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to underperform (50% success rate) and were 
far below the average success rate of 72% 
(Figure 14). This is consistent with the project 
level performance observed by country 
classification (Figure 5). 
 
73. The analysis of country program 
performance by evaluation criteria reveals 
that country programs have consistently 
remained relevant to developing member 
countries’ (DMCs) development needs and 
sector priorities and aligned with ADB’s 
corporate strategies. In aggregate, most ADB 
country programs were assessed relevant and 
effective over 2010–2018 (Figure 15), with 
relevance showing an upward trend since 
2011–2013 on a 3-year moving average basis. 
Effectiveness improved in 2016–2018 by 11 
percentage points from 69% in the preceding 
period. The CAPE and the three CPSFRs 
evaluated in 2018 assessed their respective 
programs effective. Sector and country 
development targets were largely achieved as 
the programs and projects supported under 
the CPSs achieved most of their anticipated outputs and outcomes. However, the Uzbekistan CPSFRV 
noted the poor or unclear selection of outcome indicators, which impeded the assessment of ADB’s 
contribution to sector outcomes. 

 

 
 
74. The lowest performances among the criteria were still for efficiency and sustainability. Of the five 
evaluation criteria for assessing the performance of country programs, efficiency has traditionally been 
the weakest, with an improving trend from 2012–2014 to 2015–2017 reversed in 2016–2018 (Table 5). 
The CAPE and the three CPSFRVs rated their respective country programs less than efficient, and drew 
attention to major issues on procurement, government procedures, disbursement, and project 
preparation and implementation. These led to project delays, cost overruns, and low EIRRs. The 
Uzbekistan CPSFRV highlighted several factors that contributed to project delays, which eventually led to 
the projects’ low EIRRs. 
 

Figure 15: Country Program Performance by Evaluation Criteria, 2010–2018 

 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 
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Figure 14: Country Program Performance According 
to the ADB Country Classification, 2010–2018 

 
 

ADF = Asian Development Fund, CA = concessional assistance,  
COL = concessional ordinary capital resources lending, n = 
number, OCR = ordinary capital resources. 
Note: Blend countries can borrow from both concessional and 
market-based OCR. India was included in the OCR-only country 
grouping in this analysis, following the February 2018 concessional 
assistance country classification issued by the Strategy, Policy, and 
Review Department. 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation 
Department). 
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75. Regarding sustainability performance, operation and maintenance (the Kyrgyz Republic and 
Uzbekistan), capacity constraints (Azerbaijan, the Kyrgyz Republic, Solomon Islands, and Uzbekistan), 
safeguards (the Kyrgyz Republic), and cost recovery (Uzbekistan) are the major concerns. 
 

Table 5: Country Program Performance by Evaluation Criteria 
(3-year moving average, success rates reported in 2010–2018) 

 

Evaluation Criteria 
2010–
2011 

2011–
2013 

2012–
2014 

2013–
2015 

2014–
2016 

2015–
2017 

2016–
2018 

No. of Country Assessments 13 15 11 11 12 16 15 
Relevance (%) 77 73 73 82 92 94 100 
Effectiveness (%) 62 60 73 73 83 69 80 
Efficiency (%) 31 27 27 36 42 44 33 
Sustainability (%) 31 40 36 55 50 63 60 
Development Impact (%) 46 53 82 73 67 50 60 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 
 

 Progress on Key Results from ADB Operations 
 
76. This section examines key development results of ADB operations noted in high-level IED 
evaluations in 2018. IED contributes to the assessment of ADB’s strategic agendas and priorities from a 
corporate and/or thematic perspective through these evaluations. This section distills the findings from 
the corporate, thematic, and country program evaluations completed by IED in 2018, discusses the 
factors determining results, and examines how results can be improved toward the achievement of the 
objectives of Strategy 203042 and its focus areas. 
 
77. Figure 16 shows the distribution of  high-level evaluations across the Strategy 2030 key 
operational priorities, including agriculture, natural resources, and rural development (ANRRD),43 policy-
based lending (PBL),44 state-owned enterprises (SOEs),45 small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs),46 
the energy sector in Pakistan,47 private sector equity investments (PSEI),48 and the Pacific Private Sector 
Development Initiative (PSDI).49 These high-level evaluations cover a minimum of 10 years and they assess 
a comprehensive portfolio of operations  during  the evaluation period.  

 

                                                   
42  ADB. 2018. Strategy 2030: Achieving a Prosperous, Inclusive, Resilient, and Sustainable Asia and the Pacific. Manila.  
43  The evaluation covered the period 2005–2017, during which ADB’s support for the agriculture, natural resources, and rural 

development sector amounted to $12.2 billion. IED. 2018. Sector-wide Evaluation: ADB Support for Agriculture, Natural 
Resources, and Rural Development. Manila: ADB.  

44  The evaluation covered the period 2008–2017, during which the PBL operations amounted to $27.1 billion. IED. 2018. Corporate 
Evaluation: Policy-Based Lending 2008–2017: Performance, Results and Issues of Design. Manila: ADB.  

45  The evaluation covered the period 2005–2017. The portfolio comprised more than 85 sovereign loans and grants, and 12 
nonsovereign operations that had been independently validated or evaluated by June 2018. The People’s Republic of China, 
India, Papua New Guinea, Uzbekistan and Viet Nam were selected for the case assessments. These countries accounted for more 
than 40% of the SOE reform portfolio. IED. 2018. Thematic Evaluation: State-Owned Enterprise Engagement and Reform. Manila: 
ADB.  

46  The evaluation covered the period 2005–2017 during which 182 operations amounting to $5.3 billion were provided to 25 
developing member countries in Asia. IED. 2018. Thematic Evaluation: Support for Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises, 2015–
2017: Business Environment, Access to Finance, Value Chains and Women in Business. Manila: ADB. August  

47  During the evaluation period (2005–2017), Board approvals amounted to $7.76 billion, and financing commitments totaled 
$6.17 billion (28 sovereign loan commitments totaling $5.43 billion, 12 nonsovereign operations totaling $725 million, and 10 
technical assistance projects worth $8.3 million). IED. 2019. ADB’s Support to Pakistan Energy Sector. Manila: ADB.  

48  The evaluation covered the period 2006–2017, a committed amount of $1.8 billion in private sector equity investment through 
67 investments. IED. 2019. ADB’s Private Sector Equity Investments. Manila: ADB.  

49  The evaluation covered the period 2007–2017. Since 2007, the PSDI has launched 276 subprograms, of which 93 had been 
completed as of 30 June 2017. The evaluation period saw 80 ADB loan approvals for Pacific DMCs totaling $2.2 billion, and 113 
grant approvals totaling $707 million Of the loans, 44 (55%) included PSD as a theme or driver of change, the rest had no PSD 
components. By amount, these 44 loans totaled $1.25 billion, 57% of the total. IED. 2018. Performance Evaluation Report: 
Regional Pacific Private Sector Development Initiative. Manila: ADB.  
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1.  Relevance of IED Evaluations to Strategy 2030  
 
78. Strategy 2030 defines ADB’s strategic approach to the emerging development issues facing 
DMCs.  First, it expresses ADB’s commitment to tackle the unfinished agendas of eradicating remaining 
poverty and lessening vulnerability, reducing inequality, closing infrastructure gaps, promoting 
connectivity, and supporting sustainable use of environment and natural resources. Second, it aims to 

Figure 16: Independent Evaluations in 2018 Correlated with Strategy 2030 Operational Priorities 

 
Sources: Asian Development Bank. (Independent Evaluation Department). 
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address emerging trends, including technological advances, growing urbanization, and demographic 
shifts, which open new opportunities and present new challenges to the region. The key long-term goals 
of Strategy 2030 are grouped into seven operational priorities.  Each of the IED evaluations covered in 
the 2019 AER has findings and results related to one or more of these priorities (Figure 16). 
 
79. IED’s ANRRD evaluation was relevant to at least three operational priorities of Strategy 2030:  
(i) rural development and food security, (ii) poverty and inequality, and (iii) climate change and 
environmental sustainability. ADB’s ANRRD program has the potential to reduce poverty and inequalities 
through support for increases in agricultural productivity and improved value chains, and better natural 
resource management. Strategy 2030’s aim is for ADB to support increases in agriculture productivity 
and improved value chains to help raise the incomes of rural populations.  
 
80. Strategy 2030 supports public management reforms and financial stability and holds that good 
governance and institutional capacity are prerequisites for a country’s development. IED evaluations of 
PBL, SOEs, SMEs, PSDI, and the energy sector in Pakistan were all relevant to Strategy 2030’s support for 
public management reforms and financial stability, improving the functioning of SOEs for better service 
delivery, and improving the business environment for SMEs. IED’s evaluation of support to the energy 
sector in Pakistan, for example, evaluated the sector reforms and institutional capacity in the sector. 
 
81. The SME evaluation reviewed ADB’s SME work in support of gender equality, another operational 
priority of Strategy 2030. ADB explicitly recognized women-led SMEs in its operations. The evaluation 
was also relevant to the operational priority of reducing poverty and inequality as ADB is committed to 
improving the business environment for SMEs and supports inclusive businesses. SMEs are also assumed 
to be a bedrock of widespread economic activities and are particularly important for employment 
creation and generating inclusive development. 
 
82. Apart from its operational priorities, Strategy 2030 underscores the importance of developing 
the private sector. It seeks to refine and expand ADB’s financing products and modalities, including equity 
investments, and credit enhancement products. With most ADB DMCs now acquiring middle-income 
status, the potential role of private sector investments has increased and the IED evaluations of PBL, SME, 
PSDI and PSEI were all relevant to this focus area.  
 

2.  Results of the High-Level Evaluations 
 
83. This section highlights the key contributions to Strategy 2030’s operational priorities and focus 
areas, and is limited to the findings from the 2018 corporate, thematic, and sector evaluations.  
 

a. Promoting Rural Development and Food Security  
 
84. The ANRRD evaluation found that, in terms of lending volume, ADB’s overall support for 
sustainable agriculture and food security has been significant, reversing the earlier decline in support. 
Overall, ADB’s performance in the sector has been improving since 2005, in particular where ADB support 
was combined with agriculture advisory support. Gender mainstreaming resulted in positive outcomes 
in the ANRRD sector, and related efforts in integrated value-chain development produced positive results 
in sovereign and nonsovereign operations.  ADB’s contribution to improving the links in agriculture value 
chains focused on input supply and production, and the infrastructure for market links, e.g., rural roads.  
 
85. Nevertheless, development results were modest. The contribution of the irrigation subsector to 
increase in agriculture productivity was poor. Only a few of the ANRRD projects supporting policy and 
institutional capacity made a substantial effort to address policy constraints on agriculture value chains. 
Along the same lines, the evaluation showed that ADB had limited success in reducing food losses and 
improving food safety and nutrition, which are priorities for the region.  
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86. These important shortcomings can be addressed by refocusing ADB’s engagement in the sector 
in the context of Strategy 2030. This means providing more strategic guidance, paying more attention 
to development outcomes, and ensuring adequate institutional arrangements for delivery. This approach 
would offer an opportunity for ADB to rationalize its approach to the sector, improve its performance, 
and make a greater contribution to more sustainable rural development and increased food security. 
 

b. Strengthening Governance and Institutional Capacity  
  
87. IED’s high-level assessments provided evidence of the ADB’s contribution to strengthening sector 
governance and institutional capacity along with financing infrastructure development. ADB’s energy 
operations in Pakistan supported an expansion of the sector and introduced measures to ensure its 
efficient functioning. Policy-based lending helped improve public finance management and capital 
market development, and supported countries through difficult financial periods. In particular, PBL 
operations supporting public financial management and decentralization reforms produced better results 
in countries that initially had low country performance assessment ratings for quality of governance and 
PSM. Scores for the country performance assessment component—which measures the quality of 
governance and PSM—improved in most of the countries eligible for concessional financing. 
 
88. Overall, PBL was an effective response to country financing needs and provided ADB with an 
opportunity to influence policy reform in member countries. The use of PBL to respond to country 
financing needs helped shape the Asia and Pacific policy reform agenda. A combination of analytical 
work, dialogue, and PBL gave ADB the capacity to influence reforms. Combined with financing support 
from ADB’s development partners, and other lending modalities, PBL could be a transformative 
instrument in promoting growth and poverty reduction. 
 
89. However, while PBL has contributed to positive results in public sector management (PSM) and 
capital market reform, the evidence that PBL has been a critical factor in these results is less conclusive. 
This could be because development outcomes as proposed in the theory of change or in project 
documents are long-term and not observable at program completion, implying that longer-term 
monitoring beyond PBL completion may be necessary to assess the outcomes intended by PBL. Assessing 
results of PBL is also constrained by design issues such as the lack of baselines and counterfactuals and 
difficulties in collecting country data. Given the complexity of PBL, a strong design is imperative if ADB is 
to understand how this modality adds value.  
 
90. The evidence provided by the PBL evaluation indicated that less progress was made in PBL 
operations supporting transport, energy, and water sector reforms—areas where there are significant 
ADB project investments.50 Common issues included the political interference in pricing and supply that 
is often encountered in energy sector financing. For example, cost recovery was a problem in India, and 
electricity sector unbundling and privatization was not completed in Pakistan. In general, development 
outcomes such as equitable access to quality services will take many years to achieve. However, less 
controversial PBL support for reforms such as medium-term fiscal frameworks or budget preparation has 
helped build foundations for further reforms. 
 
91. This finding is supported by the analysis conducted for the energy sector in Pakistan, which 
highlighted a lack of thoroughness in sector reforms. ADB contributed substantially to the improvement 
and expansion of the transmission network capacity, but the performance of distribution companies 
continued to be weak. Although nonsovereign operations supported increases in the share of renewable 
energy, limited progress was made in improving access to electricity. The main lesson for ADB is that it 
needs to strike a balance between expedient expansions in output and the implementation of core sector 
reforms. Expansion and reform should go hand in hand to avoid financial indebtedness. Strong political 
support and guidance are essential to implementation of significant reforms. ADB’s analytical and 
                                                   
50  IED’s PBL assessment said, “PBL has not been used strategically in these sectors to remove constraints on development outcomes 

that go beyond investment in physical structure.” 
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capacity building support to improve the performance of the power sector entities was inadequate. The 
design flaws of MFF programs reduced the effectiveness of the portfolio, and ADB internal reporting and 
information on the portfolio was inadequate. 
 
92. Along the same lines, ADB’s performance in supporting SOE reforms has been mixed, with macro-
level reforms making a limited contribution to improving the performance and governance of state firms. 
The PSDI evaluation revealed that the reforms that contributed to improvements in SOE performance and 
an increase in the number of public–private partnership (PPP) transactions included policy formulation, 
plans for SOE restructuring and privatization, advising on PPPs, community service obligation regulations 
of SOEs, and strengthening governance. 
 
93. The evaluation of SOE engagement and reform noted that ADB’s sector interventions contributed 
to improving government fiscal positions through the closure, restructuring, or privatization of loss-
making SOEs. Sovereign operations promoting PPPs achieved good results. Yet ADB’s contribution to 
improving the operational efficiency and commercial viability of SOEs was only modest. The evaluation 
found that ADB’s SOE support was not sufficiently strategic, and that organizational mechanisms did not 
allow for a more strategic reform program. Several inefficient and loss-making SOEs continued to be 
subsidized, hampering the sustainability of the support.  
 
94. Overall, while ADB’s investments to leverage the reform effort and to support governance 
improvements at the sector level and in specific SOEs influenced SOEs’ performance, it was not clear how 
sustainable these gains will prove to be. In most cases, SOE performance was closely linked to direct 
investment that did not address the reform components, which are indispensable for the outcomes to 
be sustainable. SOE reforms will only become discernable over a time horizon that extends beyond a 
typical project time line. ADB does not, however, monitor progress of its interventions beyond project 
closing, and it is difficult to ascertain whether ADB-supported reform measures have been replicated by 
the SOEs ADB was working with or by other SOEs in the same sector. 
 
95. More efforts are needed to address SOE reform issues more comprehensively and to improve the 
monitoring and reporting of ADB support. In particular, the thematic evaluation highlighted the 
importance of continuous and intensive policy dialogue on SOE reform with governments, supported by 
an analysis of issues relevant to fiscal management, competition policy, and corporate governance 
practices as well as SOEs’ operational and financial performance. Moreover, the monitoring and reporting 
of ADB’s support would be helped if SOE reform indicators are included in the CRF, which would allow 
contributions to reforming SOEs to be measured in line with Strategy 2030. 
 
96. The thematic evaluation of ADB support for SMEs highlighted the positive results achieved in 
developing the capacities of participating financial institutions (PFIs) and in improving the enabling 
business environment. TA projects contributed to positive results, particularly in improving regulatory 
efficiency, supporting policy formulation, and developing the capacity of national agencies and PFIs. 
Some improvements were noted in PFI business processes, including reduced collateral requirements and 
shorter loan processing times. However, the PFIs were selected without much consideration for their 
commitment to SMEs and development targets, the choice of institutions was primarily made on the 
basis of financial due diligence. Nonsovereign operations were often provided without complementary 
TA support that could have helped banks develop new SME financing products and assisted these 
enterprises, especially smaller ones and those outside major urban areas, prepare loan documents.  
 

c. Addressing Remaining Poverty and Reducing Inequalities  
 
97. Strategy 2030 calls for increased emphasis on human development and social inclusion to 
address the non-income dimensions of poverty. It also focuses on quality job creation, including by small 
and medium-sized enterprises and inclusive businesses.  
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98. The thematic evaluation of ADB’s support for SMEs found that access to finance primarily focused 
on providing credit lines for onlending to SMEs and that ADB paid inadequate attention to 
developmental impact. Operations that targeted SMEs’ access to finance constituted the bulk of ADB 
support for SMEs, taking up nearly 88% of the financing. SMEs that took out loans experienced positive 
impacts on employment, assets, and sales. However, ADB operations focused on providing credit lines 
for onlending to SMEs, an instrument that recent evaluations of SME support by development institutions 
unanimously agree is a less than optimal way to address the issues of SME financing. Often subloans 
were provided to larger SMEs that had been in business for some time and therefore already had access 
to commercial finance. Access to finance operations did not focus on servicing underserved SMEs, which 
are likely to have a direct impact on the poor. Equity investments and credit lines went mostly to well-
established large or medium-sized enterprises, with participating financial institutions catering to the 
mid- and upper segments of SMEs that required larger loans and had adequate collateral. Support for 
SME access to value chains was limited and mostly recent. Catalytic or demonstration effects were not 
found.    
 
99. The main reason for the below-average SME results was the lack of adequate sector operational 
guidance to staff. Although ADB provided financing to many SMEs, it did not succeed in developing the 
sector on sound lines. Problems were encountered because ADB tried to support a large variety of SMEs 
in the context of multiple policy and market failures. Financing alone is not adequate in the face of 
institutional shortcomings.  When it came to measuring results and identifying appropriate interventions, 
the lack of appropriate data and monitoring systems was a handicap. 
 
100. PBL used as contingent financing for countries vulnerable to disasters was important in 
preventing people from falling into poverty. For example, Pacific island economies are highly vulnerable 
to external shocks; natural disasters are frequent and sizeable and can push marginal households into 
poverty. The budget flexibility provided by contingent financing allows governments to protect those 
households highly vulnerable to disasters. 
 
101. Agriculture and rural development projects promoted inclusive growth and supported 
smallholder development, but at a limited scale, and did not have an impact on the whole value chain.51 
The community and poverty alleviation focus often provided important outputs for development (e.g., 
small-scale infrastructure, access to microcredit, and capacity building). But few projects tried to 
commercialize smallholders or to establish better off-farm linkages, which would make small farmers 
active participants in the value chains. Rural water supply and sanitation projects in the portfolio provided 
important services for the rural population. 
 

d. Accelerating Progress in Gender Equality  
 
102. Most of the completed SME operations supporting women in business delivered on planned 
outputs such as the number of loans to women and the number of women participating in training 
activities. In some countries, ADB’s support helped improve the capacity of women entrepreneurs. In the 
case of agriculture sector projects, gender mainstreaming through gender action plans resulted in 
positive outcomes. Although many of the large water infrastructure projects included gender targets for 
participation, they provided few direct benefits to women.  
 

e. Climate Change and Disaster Resilience and Environmental Sustainability 
 
103. ADB projects in the ANRRD sector contributed positively to the protection and resilience of 
natural resources, both for their own intrinsic value and for the ecosystem services they provided, 
including support for agriculture. Agriculture and rural development projects have likewise contributed 
positively to natural resource management and climate resilience through conservation farming and 
                                                   
51  Independent Evaluation Department. 2018. Sector-wide Evaluation: ADB Support for Agriculture, Natural Resources, and Rural 

Development. Manila: ADB. 



Performance and Results of ADB Operations  31 
 

 

reforestation, the rehabilitation and development of rural infrastructure, structural and nonstructural 
flood protection and management, resettlement, environmental management, and development of 
stronger institutional capacities. 
 

f. Private Sector Development  
 
104. ADB’s SME operations to support the business environment performed well and helped ease the 
cost of doing business. They helped improve the overall policy environment and regulatory system, but 
the contribution was modest and mostly in Southeast Asia. These operations were largely focused on 
national rather than subnational issues and lacked support for implementation of the reforms they 
initiated. They focused on enabling policy and legal frameworks, and on putting in place more efficient 
business regulation and administration systems. New SME registrations increased in Armenia, Cambodia, 
and Lao PDR. A few of the operations provided SMEs with access to value chains by establishing backward 
and forward market linkages. 
  
105. Private sector interventions have been highly effective when deployed in SOEs. Through private 
sector investments with SOE clients, ADB has helped to improve their compliance with higher standards 
for environment and social safeguards. Nonsovereign and sovereign projects that promoted the PPP 
modality for developing new infrastructure recorded high success rates. Policy-based lending contributed 
to positive results in capital market development. In Indonesia, for example, ADB programs contributed 
to an expansion in government bond markets and the Islamic capital market. Similar results were found 
in Bangladesh. 
 
106. The PSDI supported the provision of several important inputs necessary for a modern, functioning 
private sector in a difficult political economy environment for private sector reforms. Reforms for business 
law, company registries, SOEs, and secure transactions provided the building blocks necessary for a 
vibrant private sector in the Pacific. But the evidence of an improved business environment, as reflected 
in increased private sector economic activity, is limited and dispersed across the Pacific DMCs. Greater 
strategic guidance and more relevant private sector assessments would have helped in this regard. The 
implementation of a secure transactions framework in several Pacific DMCs will help to improve the 
underlying conditions for improving access to finance. Business law reforms in Pacific DMCs helped 
strengthen and modernize legal and regulatory frameworks and laid the foundations for reforms in other 
areas, including improving access to finance. Clearly, a more effective M&E system would enable progress 
to be monitored more accurately and enable corrective measures to be taken when necessary.  
 
107. Private sector equity investments were assessed to have strong potential but to lack strategic 
focus. The findings show that ADB's direct investments and those through PEFs have had markedly 
different performances and results. While many of the interventions have added some financial and non-
financial value, direct equity operations have been more financially sustainable and contributed more 
effectively to development outcomes. Direct equity investments in initial public offerings have increased 
recently and these have performed relatively well, but there are questions about the ADB additionality in 
such investments. PEFs have significantly underperformed in both financial and development terms. The 
recent ADB move to invest in more commercially oriented PEFs has not yet significantly improved the 
performance of these investments as this change in direction is still at an early stage. There are also 
questions about the value addition of this shift in focus.  
 
108. A range of institutional and staff capacity building measures is needed to make private sector 
equity investments sustainable. ADB needs to build expertise among its staff specializing in these 
operations; skills in originating, managing, and disposing of equity investments need to be developed.  
ADB has to strengthen oversight and monitoring mechanisms. The broader macroeconomic context of 
these operations needs to be factored in to mitigate risks and volatility. In short, several housekeeping 
and preparatory measures need to be in place to achieve the objectives in the 2030 Strategy, and PSOD 
has begun to implement these.        
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3.  Results from Country Program Evaluations  
 
109. Four country program evaluations were completed in 2018: the Azerbaijan CAPE and three CPS 
final review validations for the Kyrgyz Republic, Solomon Islands, and Uzbekistan. This section discusses 
results for the operational priorities identified in Strategy 2030, as assessed by the country program 
assessments done by IED in 2017–2018. 
 
110. Reducing poverty and inequality. Country programs helped reduce poverty and inequality 
through infrastructure interventions targeted at the needs of the less wealthy. In Azerbaijan, electricity 
supply and access were expanded in rural areas and this has the potential to expand economic 
opportunities for rural communities, including women. ADB support for the rehabilitation of rural power 
networks in Azerbaijan is facilitating a continuous supply of power to some rural customers. The coverage 
of water and sanitation services was improved in urban and rural areas, with projects located in low-
income areas. All the projects were located where incomes are lower, and needs are greater. In the case 
of road projects in Azerbaijan, inclusiveness was reduced by the cancellation of a component to 
rehabilitate local roads, which could have benefited local towns and villages adjacent to the primary road 
network. In the Kyrgyz Republic, improvements were made in education management and the labor 
market through information and communication technology knowledge solutions. 
 
111. Regional cooperation and integration. ADB promotes regional cooperation and integration (RCI) 
as part of the CAREC subregional cooperation program in the Central and West Asia region. In Azerbaijan, 
the Kyrgyz Republic, and Uzbekistan, contributions to RCI were made by developing cross-border links in 
transport and energy supported through CAREC. This helped increase trade and the transit of cargo, and 
power exports to neighboring countries. In Uzbekistan, road corridors supported through ADB projects 
are carrying increasing numbers of international trucks although there are challenges to the sustainability 
of the basic infrastructure, particularly with regard to O&M. Some power was exported to neighboring 
countries as a result of the ADB-financed Talimarjan power project.  
 
112. Gender equality. ADB supported national efforts to mainstream gender equality and improve the 
business environment and economic opportunities for women. In the Kyrgyz Republic, ADB helped 
implement a national strategy and action plan on gender equality with a focus on increasing economic 
opportunities for women. In Solomon Islands, ADB-supported transport projects helped women diversify 
their economic activities and provided employment in road maintenance. The Uzbekistan program 
promoted a better business environment for women entrepreneurs and helped increase their access to 
financing. The gender equality plan introduced in Ipak Yuli Bank helped increase women entrepreneurs’ 
access to financing and to open more opportunities for female staff within the bank. However, the rural 
housing program fell short of meeting the target for women beneficiaries. The program failed to benefit 
the poor much as it was prepared without the benefit of preparatory TA or studies on affordability and 
beneficiary selection. 
 
113. Climate change and environmental sustainability. Contributions to climate change mitigation 
and adaptation, and environmental sustainability, were made in the Azerbaijan program through energy 
interventions that lowered carbon emissions. In the Kyrgyz Republic, ADB climate-proofed transport and 
energy project designs to protect investments, people, and ecosystems. However, this work could have 
benefited from a more explicit understanding of the climate change risks the country faces, in particular 
their possible severity.  
 
114. Governance and institutional capacity. The Solomon Islands’ PSM program contributed to better 
governance of SOEs, reduced costs of doing business, and strengthened government capacity to apply 
safeguard procedures and carry out financial management. The Uzbekistan program helped improve the 
financial and corporate governance of some government agencies, although governance issues remain 
and institutional reforms have been only modest. Persistent fiduciary and implementation risks in 
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implementing ADB projects in Uzbekistan remain. The Azerbaijan program contributed to improvements 
in the technical capacity of government staff responsible for infrastructure sectors. 
 
115. Private sector development. In Uzbekistan, ADB was not able to intensify its private sector 
support through nonsovereign operations. Although the sovereign rural housing program involved 
private sector construction companies, it did not fully promote the private sector because only state-
owned banks were selected to participate. In Solomon Islands, PSDI supported efficiency improvements 
in the private sector enabling environment, such as a reduction in the time required for company 
registration and related declines in the cost of doing business.  
 

 Summary 
 
116. Performance of ADB sovereign operations. The success rate of sovereign operations improved 
from 71% in 2017 to 73% in 2018 (as per 3-year period: from 74% in 2015–2017 to 77% in 2016–2018).  
 

(i) Relevance performance declined while effectiveness remained stable. Although relevance 
remains ADB’s best performing area, the percentage of projects rated highly relevant or 
relevant declined slightly in 2016–2018 due to design issues.  

(ii) The examination of performance by region indicated that CWRD has continued to 
improve steadily. Similar trends were seen in World Bank projects in countries of the 
former Soviet Union. 

(iii) The lowest ranked performance was the sustainability of sovereign operations. More 
effort is needed on this front. However, efficiency performance reached the same level 
as effectiveness in 2016–2018.   

 
117. Performance of ADB nonsovereign operations. The performance of nonsovereign operations 
dipped from 60% in 2017 to 45% in 2018 (as per 3-year period: 2016–2018 was the same with 2015–
2017 at 56%).   
 

(i) Performance was either stagnating or declining in 2016–2018 for most of the subcriteria 
for development results and this affected the achievement of outputs and outcomes and 
the overall contribution to private sector development. 

(ii) Increased attention to the achievement of development results will be key to improving 
overall performance and to moving ADB closer to the 2020 target of 80% successful 
nonsovereign operations.   

(iii) The best performances were for investment profitability and ADB additionality. There are 
opportunities to further improve the additionality of ADB’s nonsovereign operations by 
enhancing their design as well as their M&E systems and by strengthening results 
measurement to provide evidence of ADB’s value added in achieving results.  

(iv) The lowest-ranked performance was for ADB work quality, with only 53% of operations 
ranked successful in 2016–2018. 

 
118. The main results noted in the high-level evaluations in 2018 were as follows: 
 

(i) Reducing poverty and inequality. ANRRD projects promoted inclusive growth and 
supported smallholder development. ADB’s access to finance operations focused more 
on well-established large or medium-sized enterprises rather than on underserved SMEs 
that could have more directly benefited the poor.  

(ii) Gender equality. Gender mainstreaming through gender action plans resulted in positive 
outcomes.  

(iii) Governance and institutional capacity. ADB’s PBL support contributed to improvements 
in public financial management and built resilience to external shocks and disasters. 
However, less progress was made through PBL operations supporting reforms in the 
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energy, transport, and water sectors.  Modest contributions were made to improving 
SOE performance and government fiscal positions. ADB operations did not address SOE 
board issues. 

(iv) Climate change resilience and environmental sustainability. ANRRD projects contributed 
positively to the protection and resilience of natural resources.  

(v) Rural development and food security. Support for water infrastructure projects produced 
only modest improvements in productivity due to the lack of complementary advisory 
support. Not much effort was made to address policy constraints on agricultural value 
chains. 

(vi) Private sector development. Investments in PSEI were financially sustainable but had little 
value addition. SME operations made a modest contribution to improving the business 
environment. PBLs made a positive contribution to public financial management and 
building resilience to external shocks but were less effective in supporting infrastructure 
and finance sector reforms. PSDI provided the building blocks necessary for a vibrant 
private sector in the Pacific with improved conditions for accessing finance, but this is 
not enough for Pacific countries to register substantial progress.  
 

119. The following results were noted in the country program evaluations:  
 

(i) Reducing poverty and inequality. In Azerbaijan, infrastructure interventions addressed 
the needs of the less wealthy. In Uzbekistan, the design of the rural housing program did 
not provide sufficient subsidies for the poorest households to receive housing benefits. 
In the Kyrgyz Republic, improvements to education management and labor market were 
made through the use of information and communication technology.  

(ii) Regional cooperation and integration. Operations in Azerbaijan, the Kyrgyz Republic, and 
Uzbekistan supported through the CAREC subregional cooperation program improved 
cross-border trade and transit and power trading across the borders.  

(iii) Gender equality. The Kyrgyz Republic program supported a national action plan on 
gender equality. The Solomon Islands program helped women diversify their economic 
activities through the provision of better transport infrastructure and services and by 
providing employment in road maintenance. The Uzbekistan program promoted more 
access to financing and a better business environment.  

(iv) Climate change and environmental sustainability. Contributions were made through 
energy interventions that lowered carbon emissions in Azerbaijan and to climate change 
adaptation by climate proofing transport and energy projects in the Kyrgyz Republic.  

(v) Governance and institutional capacity. SOE governance improved in Solomon Islands. 
Financial management and corporate governance of government agencies were 
improved in Solomon Islands and Uzbekistan. The technical capacity of government staff 
responsible for the infrastructure sectors was built in Azerbaijan. 
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A. ADB Corporate Results Framework and Scorecard 
 
120. Evolution of corporate scorecards. Corporate scorecards were developed to provide a framework 
to measure the nonfinancial aspects of the performance of private industry. They proved equally 
applicable to public sector organizations because of their potential to assess and/or measure progress in 
implementing missions and mandates, as well as results not linked to profitability.52 Scorecards were 
developed in the early 1990s through the work of Robert Kaplan and David Norton of the Harvard 
Business School.53 Since then, they have evolved from being a performance measurement tool to a 
performance management tool. Scorecards can help align an organization behind a shared vision, and 
get people working on the right things and focusing on results. A scorecard serves both accountability 
and managerial purposes. As a tool for accountability, scorecards are valuable for communicating 
corporate results to shareholders and external audiences. As a managerial tool, scorecards can inform 
various management decisions. By pinpointing variations in performance, a corporate scorecard can help 
guide an organization toward achieving the goals set out in its corporate strategy. Its value comes from 
continuous self-inquiry and the in-depth process of discovery and analysis that lies at the heart of 
strategic planning and performance management systems. 

 
121. A CRF underlies most scorecards and is an explicit articulation of the chain of results expected 
from a corporate strategy. It translates the results chain into specific indicators and attaches baseline and 
target values to these indicators within a set timeframe. It is intended to drive an organization forward 

                                                   
52  H. Rohm. A Balancing Act. Perform. 2 (2). 
53  R. Kaplan. 2010. Conceptual Foundations of the Balanced Scorecard. Boston: Harvard Business School. 
 

Highlights 
A corporate results framework operationalizes a corporate strategy, incentivizes an organization 
to achieve results using a scorecard-based reporting system, and contributes to an evidence-
based approach to decision making.  

In multilateral development banks, the move toward reporting systems based on scorecards 
began in 2002 and in 2008 ADB was one of the first to have its results framework approved by 
its Board of Directors. ADB has worked closely with the other multilateral development banks 
implementing similar frameworks.  

The ADB corporate results framework has generally worked well, although it contains some 
indicators that are not particularly useful and the links among the level 1, 2 and 3 indicators have 
not been optimal.  

The indicators for outputs, inclusive economic growth, environmentally sustainable growth, 
disbursement, and quality at implementation have not worked very well as management tools.  

Indicators that incentivized ADB operations to move in the right direction include those for 
business processes, gender mainstreaming, cofinancing, regional cooperation and integration, 
and education. 

A limitation of the corporate results framework so far has been that it cannot rely on a set of 
adequate underlying thematic and country results frameworks and scorecard-oriented reporting 
systems. Reporting on the progress of the sector and thematic operational plans for Strategy 
2020 has not been regular and was not directed to the Board. 

This chapter discusses a number of opportunities for improvement in the context of devising a 
new corporate results framework for 2019–2024. It is intended as a contribution toward efforts 
to improve results-based management in ADB. 
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to achieve its goals and help it to measure progress at defined intervals. A CRF facilitates the coordination 
of efforts at various levels of the organization and contributes to an evidence-based approach to decision 
making. 54  However, it is important to clearly define and elicit the purpose of the results-based 
management approach, with its results frameworks and/or scorecards, which need to be strategy- and 
not indicator-driven. The structure of the framework must ensure that strategic objectives are prominent, 
with indicators serving as a supporting tool. Strengthening alignment with indicators at various levels 
boosts the coherence of the results framework and/or scorecard.55  A comparative overview of the 
structure of CRFs and/or scorecards of selected MDBs and non-MDBs is in Linked Document E, including 
an overview of the strengths of corporate scorecards.56 
 
122. ADB was one of the first MDBs to have its corporate results framework formally approved by its 
Board of Directors. This took place after the approval of Strategy 2020 in 2008. The framework was 
intended as a guide to corporate decision making, a means of strengthening accountability for results, 
and a way to improve the communication of corporate performance to shareholders, partners and 
general public. ADB is still one of the few MDBs whose targets and performance standards are approved 
by its Board, which therefore has ownership of them.57 The setting of Board-approved targets with 4- to 
5-year timelines provides stability to these targets. This is a contrast with several other CRFs of MDBs, 
where indicators and targets were set by Management, and changed frequently.  
 
123. The Asian Development Fund (ADF) results framework, used from 2008 to 2016, has been a 
subset of the ADB corporate results framework.58 It shares the same set of indicators, but has ADF-specific 
baselines and targets. In 2017, after changes in the ADF, the ADF subset was replaced by one focusing 
on countries and operations financed by concessional ordinary capital resources (OCR) loans and ADF 
grants. 

 
124. ADB’s first results framework in 2008 had 77 performance indicators at four levels.59 These 
tracked (i) development progress in Asia and the Pacific, (ii) ADB’s core outputs and outcomes, 
(iii) operational effectiveness, and (iv) organizational effectiveness. A transitional results framework for 
2017–2020 retains the four levels, but levels 2–4 are relabeled as follows: (ii) ADB’s contributions to 
development results, (iii) operational management, and (iv) organizational management. 

 
125. The logic of the ADB results framework is that it allows target setting and monitoring of 
important parts of the results chain, showing the interconnectivity of development impacts (level 1) and 
outputs and outcomes (level 2) with some key inputs and activities and processes (levels 3 and 4). The 
CRF is complemented by an annual progress report that includes a scorecard. The scorecard provides a 
snapshot of ADB’s performance, combining an assessment of achievements against various targets that 
are part of larger categories. Green or red marks indicate progress to the reader.  
 
126. An example of a summary performance scorecard for ADB is given in Table 6. This shows four 
levels and some main categories of targets, as well as a number of signals (level 1) and “traffic lights” 
(levels 2–4). Internal reviews of the CRF were done in 2012 and 2016 (with updates in 2013, 2014, and 
2017). The 2012 review led to the CRF, 2013–2016. Since 2008, ADB has issued its annual progress report 
and action plan, the Development Effectiveness Review (DEfR), and summarized the main elements of 
                                                   
54  Development Assistance Committee Working Party on Aid Evaluation. 2000. Results Based Management in the Development Co-

operation Agencies: A Review of Experience. Executive Summary. Paris. 
55  H. Rohm. 2008. Using the Scorecard to Align your Organization. Balanced Scorecard Institute. http://balancedscorecard.org 
56  Corporate Results Frameworks and Scorecards and the Experience of Selected Multilateral Development Banks and Bilateral 

Organizations (accessible from the list of linked documents in Appendix 10). 
57  For example, the 80% success rate standard of sovereign and nonsovereign projects and policy-based lending corresponds to a 

view that four out of five projects must be successful, and that a level of risk can be tolerated that may lead to one out of five 
projects failing. 

58  The transitional results framework, 2017–2020 changed this to concessional assistance countries, or operations financed by 
concessional OCR loans and ADF grants. ADB. 2017. The Asian Development Bank’s Transitional Results Framework, 2017–2020. 
Manila. 

59  Appendix 7 provides a detailed list of indicators for each level. 
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progress against performance targets (based on 85 indicators) using the scorecard. An example of the 
signals for individual performance targets is given in Table 7. 

Table 6: Summary Performance Scorecard, Development Effectiveness Review 2017 

Development Progress in Asia and the Pacific 
(Section I: Level 1) 

Item ADB CA 
Poverty 70% 10%  20%  50%  50% 0% 

Other development 
outcomes 

36% 64% 0% 17% 83% 0% 

ADB’s Development Effectiveness 
(Section II: Levels 2–4) 

ADB’s Contributions to Development Results (Level 2) 

ADB CA 
Country assistance programs successfully completed 

Results in Strategy 2020 core operational areas achieved 

ADB’s Operational Management (Level 3) 
Operations satisfactorily implemented 

High quality country strategies and operations prepared 

Development finance mobilized and transferred 

ADB operations focused on strategic agendas and core operational areas 

ADB operations promote drivers of change 

ADB’s Organizational Management (Level 4) 
Sufficient staff resources maintained, and staff motivation and diversity increased 

Budget efficiency and adequacy improved 

Business process efficiency and client orientation improved 

= progressed above the baseline,  = no significant progress,  = declined from the baseline,  = good,  = mixed, = poor. 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, CA = ADB concessional assistance. 
Source: ADB (Strategy, Policy and Review Department).

Table 7: ADB Results Framework and Scorecard Sample, Level 2 
(baseline, target and progress in 2017, with signal) 

Indicator 
Baseline 
Year (RY) 

Baseline 
Value RY2017 

2020 
Target Signal 

Quality at Completion 
1. Completed country strategies and assistance programs

rated successful (%)
2014–2016 71 69 80 

Completed sovereign operations rated successful  

2. Projects 2014–2016 78 75 80 

3. Policy-based operations 2014–2016 74 74 80 

4. Completed sovereign operations rated likely sustainable (%) 2014–2016 67 66 80 

5. Completed Nonsovereign operations rated successful (%) 2014–2016 67 58 80 

6. Completed technical assistance projects rated successful (%) 2014–2016 87 86 80 

7. Completed sovereign operations delivering intended gender
equality results (%)

2014–2016 74 77 70 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, ADF = Asian Development Fund, OCR= ordinary capital resources, RY = reporting year. 
Source: ADB. 2018. 2017 Development Effectiveness Review: Scorecard and Related Information. Manila. 
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127. Some of the critical elements of an effective CRF have been discussed in literature reviews60 and 
lessons have been communicated by the official development assistance community. Results frameworks 
need to be strategy- and not indicator-driven, arbitrary target setting must be avoided, and organizations 
should focus on the critical areas of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). Two challenges for 
drawing up robust CRFs are (i) the difficulty of developing a performance culture, and (ii) the misaligned 
incentives for self-evaluating performance that can arise from an excessive focus on ratings. The wrong 
indicators can have serious consequences—the well-known example of a police force focusing on issuing 
parking tickets in order to achieve its performance targets comes to mind. A reduction in the indicators 
for the sake of a concise results framework can oversimplify complex goals and distort the picture. Too 
much attention to quantitative aspects of scorecards can overshadow the need to pay attention to 
qualitative results, which are less easy to measure. Data quality is a crucial component of any meaningful 
effort to manage for results. CRFs need to be flexible and to contain procedures to accommodate quick 
adjustments in indicators or targets due to special and unforeseeable circumstances. The question this 
assessment seeks to answer, both for ADB and for the wider development community using CRFs, is: how 
can the use of these frameworks and contributing reporting mechanisms be optimized?  
 
B. Multilateral Development Bank Experience with Corporate Scorecards 

and Result Measurement Frameworks  
 
128. Results frameworks emerged over 2002–2014 at MDBs. They were initially mostly project-based 
and aggregated aspects of project performance. The first MDBs to use them were the International 
Finance Corporation (IFC, in a form of precursor to CRF) and the International Development Association 
in 2002,61 followed by the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development in 2003, the African 
Development Bank (AfDB) in 2003,  ADB and the International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD) 
in 2008, the Inter-American Development Bank (IADB) in 2010, and the International Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development in 2011. In 2014, the World Bank Group, consisting of the IFC, 
International Bank for Reconstruction and Development, International Development Association, and the 
Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency, launched the first group-wide scorecard to track the results 
and performance of these organizations. 
 
129. The structures of the corporate-level results frameworks and/or scorecards of the MDBs are very 
similar, although they are adjusted to the needs of each MDB based on its mandate and operational 
challenges. As Table 8 indicates, two MDBs—AfDB and ADB—have a four-tier framework that covers 
both development results and MDB performance. Inter-American Development Bank (IDB), IFAD, and the 
World Bank Group have three tiers as they have opted to combine operational and organizational 
performance under a single category on performance.  
 

 

  

                                                   
60  A. Evans. 2014. Implementing the Results Agenda: A Quick Review of Key Trends and Challenges. Copenhagen: Danish Institute 

for International Studies; October 2018. Learning from Results-Based Management Evaluations and Reviews. Discussion paper 
Paris: OECD-Development Assistance Committee Results Community. 

61  Departmental results-based scorecards for project performance were introduced in 2002 at the IFC. These were followed in 2005 
by the Development Outcome Tracking System (DOTS) for investment operations (IFC. 2009. Biennial Report on Operations: 
Evaluation in IFC 2008—Enhancing Monitoring and Evaluation for Better Results. Washington, DC). IFC has been using both a 
corporate results framework and a scorecard.  It did not have a full-blown CRF and scorecard in 2002; but had a development 
outcome tracking system, which acted as precursor to the CRF and scorecard. Its development outcome tracking system monitors 
the results of its investments and advisory services. Its corporate scorecard tracks development impact, financial sustainability, 
client and stakeholder satisfaction, and people management. The IFC Development Goals and the scores drawn from the 
development outcome tracking system (the percentage of investments mostly successful or better) feed into the corporate 
scorecard. World Bank. 2014. IFC Road Map, FY2015–FY2017: Implementing the World Bank Group Strategy. Washington, DC: 
World Bank Group).  
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Table 8: Selected Multilateral Development Banks: Tiers of Corporate Result Frameworks  

Multilateral 
Development Bank 

Development 
Context 

Results 
Supported 

by MDB 
Operations 

Operational 
Management/ 
Performance 

Organizational 
Management/ 
Performance 

Performance  
(Combined Operational 

and Organizational 
Effectiveness) 

African 
Development 
Bank  

● ● ● ●  

Asian Development 
Bank  

●  ●  ●  ●   

European Bank for 
Reconstruction 
and Development  

  ● ●  

Inter-American 
Development 
Bank  

● ● c c ● 

International Fund 
for Agricultural 
Development  

● ● c c ● 

World Bank Group  ● ● c c ● 
c = combined levels (existing but in slightly different tier groupings). 
Note: The European Bank for Reconstruction and Development’s framework has five tiers but it uses a slightly different nomenclature to 
reflect its focus on transition economies and its predominantly nonsovereign borrowing and private sector focus. Instead of development 
context, it uses transition impact, which has six transition quality indicators: competitive, innovative economies; well-governed 
institutions and firms; environmentally sustainable, green economies; inclusive, gender-equal economies; resilient economies and firms; 
and well-integrated, connected markets. It has an additional tier for financial performance and for resource framework (expenditure and 
efficiency investment).  
Sources: Reports of multilateral development banks, various years. 

 
130. MDBs, including ADB, continue to work together and jointly produce the common performance 
assessment system (COMPAS) report. This reports annually on a series of common results indicators 
across the MDBs’ public and private operations, (e.g., the number and percentage of projects with 
unsatisfactory implementation progress); and updates peers on innovations, changes, and improvements 
in their CRFs. The multilateral discussions to identify good practices and generate lessons for CRFs and 
results-based management in development cooperation include the Results Community, established by 
OECD after the Paris Declaration in 2005.62 These discussions are based on reviews and evaluations that 
examine the challenges, suggested solutions, and recommendations for these good practices and lessons. 
They note, for example, the importance of a results culture and the need to “encourage staff initiative, 
risk-taking and learning from failure as well as from success.” In addition, and more importantly, MDB 
results units work together in a managing for development results working group that convenes annually. 
ADB currently chairs this group, which produces the COMPAS report and includes the World Bank Group, 
ADB, AfDB, IDB, Caribbean Development Bank, Islamic Development Bank, IFAD, and European Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development.  
 
131. Implementation of CRFs by MDBs has not been without its challenges. Discussions have focused 
on how multilateral agencies can reconcile donor performance monitoring and reporting requirements 
and the need to align interventions with partner country goals and results, as well as with the agencies’ 
own goals and strategies. A recent discussion paper on this noted that, as the needs of bilateral providers 
and multilateral organizations are different, expectations may also differ.63 However, the paper also 
noted that the need for providers to report results to their domestic constituencies has translated into 
positive pressure to improve the results-based management systems of many multilateral organizations. 

                                                   
62 OECD. 2018. Learning from Results-Based Management Evaluations and Reviews. Discussion Paper. Paris: OECD-Development 

Assistance Committee Results Community. 
63  OECD. 2018. Measuring and Managing the Results of Multilateral Contributions: Perspectives and Shared Challenges. Discussion 

Paper. OECD Results workshop. October. Paris. 
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It needs to be noted that the requirements of bilateral donor reporting can at the same time undermine 
the needs and efforts of the management of multilateral organizations to report on results in a consistent 
and efficient way across their organization. The Multilateral Organisation Performance Assessment 
Network’s institutional reports aim to provide a common basis for bilateral assessment. Unfortunately, 
these reports have not yet led to a significant drop in bilateral assessments and reviews.64   
 
132. MDBs recognize the need to improve their underlying measurement systems and to increase 
measurements of different aspects of CRFs. While all stakeholders agree on the need for standardized 
key indicators to enable the contribution of individual donor agencies to be assessed, and many 
indicators are similar among the MDBs, a full consensus has not yet been reached on the choice of 
indicators for the appropriate CRF level. A study 65  involving many development cooperation 
organizations identified a number of limitations in indicator choice that mirror some of the concerns at 
ADB on both the use of standard indicators and the effects of aggregation. These seem to confirm the 
need for underlying datasets and analytical reports (or evaluation reports) that capture with more 
granularity the results intended and achieved in different countries and through different types of 
interventions. The limitations include the following: 
 

(i) Standard indicators measuring intervention results have limitations as a measure of 
development effectiveness because the effects of outputs and outcomes on longer-term 
development progress are not considered. 

(ii) Standardized key indicators usually measure results that are very broadly defined and 
only provide a very rough and overly simplistic approximation of the results achieved. 

(iii) Since data are aggregated across countries and interventions, it is difficult to identify 
reasons for failure or success, which also makes it difficult to draw conclusions that are 
relevant to decision making and that improve performance at the agency level.   

 
133. Meanwhile, MDBs have addressed indicator choice by regularly modifying some of their 
performance indicators, streamlining their results frameworks and revisiting their corporate scorecards. 
Sometimes this was to align with a new strategy, sometimes it was to improve the meaningfulness of 
indicators. ADB reduced the number of indicators in its transitional results framework, 2017–2020 from 
91 to 85 to sharpen the focus on strategic priorities and improve the cost effectiveness of results 
measurement.66 It changed some indicators on development outcomes to correspond with those in the 
SDG framework. Similarly, IDB revisited its results framework and reduced its main indicators to 55 (from 
84 in the previous framework) to focus on key strategic priorities.67 IDB also introduced a set of auxiliary 
(“tracking”) indicators to complement the results framework indicators (ADB aims to add 85 auxiliary 
indicators to its main 60). Table 9 shows the changes in the number of indicators in selected MDBs.68 

 
  

                                                   
64  The 2013 Multilateral Organization Performance Assessment Network (MOPAN) report on ADB noted that: “The most recent 

revision to the corporate results framework (including the addition of outcome-oriented indicators in level 2) demonstrates an 
honest intellectual effort to include outcomes in the framework and, in turn, improve corporate reporting.” MOPAN. 2013. ADB 
Report, Executive Summary.) 

65 S. Holzapfel. 2014. The role of indicators in development cooperation. Bonn: German Development Institute/Deutsches Institut 
für Entwicklungspolitik (DIE): 

66 ADB. 2017. The Asian Development Bank’s Transitional Results Framework 2017–2020. Manila. 
67 Inter-American Development Bank. 2015. Corporate Results Framework 2016–2019. Revised Version. Washington, DC. 
68  A further description of indicator choice across different tiers is given in Corporate Results Frameworks and Scorecards and the 

Experience of Selected Multilateral Development Banks and Bilateral Organizations (accessible from the list of linked documents 
in Appendix 10). 
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Table 9: Number of Indicators in the Most Recent Corporate Results Frameworks of  
Selected Multilateral Development Banks 

 

Multilateral Development Bank 
Number of Indicators Most Recent Results 

Framework Period Old New 
African Development Bank  111 105 2016–2025 
Asian Development Bank  91 85 2017–2020 
European Bank for Reconstruction and 

Development  
21 21 2018–2020 

Inter-American Development Bank  84 55 2016–2019 
International Fund for Agricultural 

Development  
57 62 2019–2021 

World Bank Group  70 58 2017–2020 
Note: The World Bank Group Corporate Scorecard (October 2017) reflect the scorecards of each World Bank agency, 
which all reflect the World Bank Group strategic priorities. The World Bank’s current scorecard has 55 indicators and 
International Development Association has 84.  
Sources: African Development Bank Group. 2017. The Bank Group Results Measurement Framework 2016–2025. Côte 
d’Ivoire; Asian Development Bank. 2017. The Asian Development Bank’s Transitional Results Framework 2017–2020. 
Manila; European Bank for Reconstruction and Development. 2017. Strategy Implementation Plan 2018–2020. London; 
Inter-American Development Bank. 2015. Corporate Results Framework 2016–2019. Revised Version. Washington, DC; 
International Fund for Agricultural Development. 2017. Report on the IFAD11 Results Management Framework. Rome; 
World Bank Group. 2017. Corporate Scorecards. October. Washington, DC. 

 

C. Assessment and Analysis of the ADB Corporate Results Framework and 
Scorecard 
 

134. This assessment of ADB’s CRF, DEfR, and other results frameworks was carried out during the 
final stages of preparing the new CRF, 2019–2024 for Strategy 2030. It also coincided with the global 
challenge to implement, attain, and report on the SDGs and Agenda 2030. ADB is a well-established 
development institution with strong relationships with governments in Asia and the Pacific and, 
increasingly, with the private sector and civil society in the region. This is an opportunity for ADB, through 
its convening influence and experience, to provide valuable knowledge for the region and beyond on the 
indicators and processes needed to attain the SDGs.69  
 
135. The current transitional results framework under Strategy 2020 runs from 2017 to 2020. Its 
level 1 indicators track development progress in Asia and the Pacific in key areas for ADB, in order to 
monitor the continued relevance of the strategy (Appendix 7). Level 2 sets performance standards for 
success rates of ADB-supported operations (80%) and achievement rates for some key quantifiable 
development results in six key sectors (85%) as delivered by recently completed operations, to provide 
some impression of their significance and performance. Level 3 sets targets for ADB’s operational 
management of new and ongoing operations. Level 4 sets targets for ADB’s organizational performance, 
in terms of managing its internal resources and processes to support its operations effectively. The DEfR 
then provides an annual update on the progress made at the four levels, to see whether performance is 
on track, off track or needs to be watched. 
 

1.   Structure of the ADB Transitional Results Framework, 2017–2020 
 

a. Corporate Results Framework Level 1: Development Progress in Asia and the 
Pacific 

 
136. The focus and metrics of the level 1 indicators correspond with many SDGs but not all. A credible 
effort has been made to find meaningful indicators in various areas of importance to ADB, including in 
those for roads, energy, and employment in Asia. However, several indicators are in areas that are not 

                                                   
69  Appendix 4 provides a more detailed review of ADB CRF indicators. 
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represented in level 2 (e.g., employment), while some level 3 indicators are not in either levels 2 or 1 
(e.g., social protection). Many indicators in level 1 have no region-specific flavor. Some regional 
development banks accentuate region-specific priorities in level 1, for example, ”industrialize Africa” for 
AfDB which reports on the value added of manufacturing (constant 2010 US$ billions) and ”adaptation 
to a changing environment” for the Caribbean Development Bank which reports on economic losses 
resulting from natural disasters and climate variability (% of GDP). Both the AfDB and the World Bank 
Group have aligned level 1 statements with level 2 statements, making the relationship between the 
levels clearer.  
 
137. The level 1 indicators are dependent on data that are not from the same time frame as the data 
for other indicators in the DEfR. The most up to date progress that can be reported for level 1 indicators 
comes from 3–5 years ago. Therefore, the implications of level 1 progress are hard to draw out and the 
progress reported is generally of limited relevance to assessing the need for changes in ADB’s strategies. 

 
138. The significance of development progress in Asia and the Pacific is discussed in more detail in 
ADB’s annual publication Key Indicators in Asia and the Pacific.70 This is a strong report, very much aligned 
with the SDGs, but there is no reference to it or any of its findings in the DEfR, which is surprising.  

 
139. Most importantly, the presentation of the development progress in Asia and the Pacific does not 
culminate in any assessment in the DEfR, however brief, of the need for any adjustment in ADB strategy. 
For example, it is reported that there has been limited progress in increasing the secondary education 
graduation rate in large parts of Asia, but this does not lead to a reassessment on whether special action 
in this area is needed. For this reason, the purpose of the detailed level 1 discussion in the DEfR is unclear.  
 

b. Corporate Results Framework Level 2: Contribution to Development Results 
 
140. Level 2 indicators in the transitional results framework, 2017–2020 are of three types. They 
indicate (i) the level of achieved success of public and private sector operations (80% target), TA 
operations (80% target), and gender operations (70% target), based on evaluation methods; (ii)  the level 
of sustainability of public sector operations (80% target), also based on evaluation methods; and  
(iii) results achieved in quantities and as share of planned results (85% target) in some key areas of ADB-
supported operations. While the actual success rates and sustainability rates to be reported in the DEfR 
originate completely from IED assessments of operations, that is not the case for the satisfactory 
performance ratings for TA operations and gender operations. Ratings for TA operations are currently 
based on self-assessments by operations departments and IED is currently developing a validation system 
for these self-assessments. Ratings for gender operations are based on work done by the gender unit in 
the Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department. IED is not involved in the reporting of 
results achieved in quantities and as share of planned results. 
 
141. IED findings indicate that the previous practice of aggregating outputs and even outcomes over 
an entire portfolio, although useful as a communication tool, is often of limited value, at least for results-
based management. This is because of data problems, and also because of its limited meaning from a 
performance perspective. For instance, when lengths of different types of road projects are added up 
there is no differentiation among new road construction, road widening, or road resurfacing. So, even if 
the expansion of ADB’s transport program would normally warrant projecting higher output aggregates, 
this might not be the case if the composition of the types of road work changes. Aggregation of various 
types of road works constructed with ADB support would be more meaningful at the country level, and 
the result could then be compared with the country’s total roads and road needs to illustrate the 
significance of such investments. At the country level, road needs could then be set against the effort 
made through the ADB-supported program. The same discussion could be held for the outcome indicator 
on the use of roads built or upgraded. Although the quantitative outputs and outcomes of ADB-

                                                   
70  ADB. 2018. Key Indicators for Asia and the Pacific 2018. Manila. 
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supported operations can be useful to ADB for communication purposes, perhaps another report could 
be used for this purpose rather than the DEfR. Most of the output and outcome indicators for which the 
achieved quantities are reported rely on only a few new PCRs every year, leading to large variations across 
years, which further reduces the value of the achievements reported as an instrument for planning. This 
also means that the reporting of the share of planned results that was achieved, and whether it was 85% 
or more, is of limited analytical power. 

 
142. The use of quantitative level 2 indicators for outputs and outcomes does not capture the 
outcomes of the increasing number of projects that work with innovative infrastructure financing 
schemes or high technology applications. In level 3, there are targets for gender equality, governance 
and capacity development, and private sector development, which are not reflected at level 2. Indicators 
ideally need to capture the spectrum of services that have been enhanced, rather than just reflecting the 
construction of infrastructure facilities.  
 
143. Success rate indicators (and sustainability indicators as a subset) for level 2 operations have 
sometimes been criticized as backward-looking, and therefore not indicative of the likely success of the 
ongoing portfolio, which may already be based on different approaches. There may be some truth to 
this criticism, but it is necessary for a results framework to have a final results discussion. The criticism 
becomes more valid if there is a long delay between completion of the project and the PCR, and 
subsequently the validation or evaluation report. ADB’s project administration instructions allow 
operations 2 years to produce a PCR which is much longer than the 6 months that the World Bank allows 
its operations to produce such a report. Delayed reporting on results becomes even more of an issue 
when it is considered that ADB does not have a very good system for reporting the progress and problems 
of the active portfolio. While the success rates of completed operations do reflect the situation in the 
recent past and may not be the best indicator for the likely success of ongoing operations, it is also fair 
to note that, in many sectors, ADB’s approaches have not changed significantly over the years. Projects 
in sectors such as water supply and sanitation and finance have performed more poorly than other 
projects for many years. As with many other types of indicators in the CRF, there is a constant need for 
deeper analysis in special reports, alongside the reporting of the headline results in the DEfR, to gain a 
better perspective. Although interesting, the extensive work done in analyzing success rates and 
outcomes in the DEfRs (often 12 pages or longer in the past, but 7 pages in the 2018 DEfR) can also 
duplicate similar AER discussions, and could be reduced further in order to achieve a leaner results 
framework document. 
  

c. Corporate Results Framework Level 3: Operational Management  
 
144. IED regards level 3 as a key building block of the ADB CRF, even when it includes several indicators 
at the ADB input and activity level. The level provides the institutional basis of information, reports and 
other more detailed results frameworks to inform, “upwards,” the discussion on ADB’s contribution to 
development outcomes. At the same time, it articulates the priorities “downwards” that allow the inputs 
and activities in the results chain—the detailed budget, operational planning and human resources 
decisions that underpin the organization’s operations. A solid theory of change is important to several 
indicators as this will lead to an understanding of what needs to happen, so that appropriate targets can 
be set. However, such a theory of change seems to be missing from the results framework 
documentation. 
 
145. In the transitional results framework, 2017–2020, alignment of the 24 level 3 indicators with the 
22 at level 1 and 30 at level 2 is only partially achieved. Level 2 in particular has few indicators that 
resemble those generally associated with inclusive and environmentally sustainable growth and regional 
cooperation and integration. Indicators for the various drivers of change are also poorly represented at 
this level. In level 1, there is some association, but it is not very systematic.  
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146. Level 3 strategic agenda indicators are not always clearly linked with those at other levels in the 
CRF. The agenda indicators are good if they are clearly defined and have meaningful targets. For example, 
the indicator ”operations contributing to inclusive economic growth” and its three sub-indicators (pillar 
1 on operations focusing on growth and creation of jobs and opportunities, pillar 2 on operations 
focusing on inclusive access to jobs and opportunities, and pillar 3 on operations focusing on social 
protection) are automated in eOps, and the bar for tagging an operation for either the first or the second 
of the three pillars is set so low that virtually all projects are categorized as contributing to one indicator 
or another. The sub-indicators have no target but to “monitor” except for pillar 3 which has a modest 
target on social protection operations. This does not make for an interesting indicator whose target will 
challenge ADB. Similarly, greater differentiation in the categories “operations supporting environmental 
sustainability” and “climate change mitigation and/or adaptation” would enable better indicators that 
better reflected the wide variation in actual extent and nature of ADB support regarding the environment 
and environmental sustainability. This could have been done by adding sub-indicators with meaningful 
targets, but this was not done. The indicator “operations supporting innovative regional cooperation and 
integration” is more meaningful and has a challenging target of reaching 30% of operations by 2020 but 
does not differentiate between “national” regional projects which do not require an international 
agreement, and truly internationally agreed regional projects. On the other hand, several other strategic 
indicators and targets set at level 3 in the transitional results framework, 2017–2020 were more 
appropriate (on education operations, health operations, gender, private sector [development], 
governance,71 and web-distributed knowledge solutions).  
 
147. The measures of active project implementation quality and performance have been less useful in 
all versions of the CRF so far. The system does not allow a true assessment of the frequency of technical 
problems in active projects as it relies on voluntary reporting of such cases. Mainly technical problems 
that have already come to a head are reported in practice; problems likely to materialize over the next 
year are seldom reported beforehand (e.g., likely cost overruns). For this reason, aggregate reporting on 
actual and potential problem projects does not work optimally in the DEfR or in more detailed reports, 
such as the Annual Portfolio Performance Report (APPR).  In addition, there is no assessment or rating 
for the likely outcome or sustainability of active projects, not even during the second half of the project’s 
implementation period or toward the end. A working group is currently trying to find a better reporting 
system for project implementation quality.  
 
148. Time from approval to first contract is a useful indicator with a challenging target in the 
transitional results framework, 2017–2020. However, some staff have complained that it may set 
inappropriate incentives to speed up implementation, whereas in fact, time may be needed to do things 
properly. This is an example of an indicator that would benefit from being based on some further 
breakdown of various steps, and an agreement on proper service standards for taking each step. A good 
analysis of issues with various steps could then be done, differentiating between ADB and client problems 
or delays, for instance in the APPR.  

 
149. Disbursement ratio targets and actual disbursement ratios are viewed by IED (and by some 
directors general interviewed) as poor indicators of implementation progress. They do not take account 
of the age of the portfolio (especially if the S-curves for expenditure patterns are not well prepared),72 
given different country contexts, the changing sizes of country portfolios over time, changes in prevalent 
loan modalities over time, currency devaluations in individual countries, and use of contingencies. 
Underspending may point either to currency depreciations, efficiency in implementation, low bids, poor 
S-curves, or poor project preparation, or a combination of several of these. In practice, actual aggregate 

                                                   
71  Though the indicator ‘operations supporting governance and/or capacity development’ often reaches over 70% of operations, 

making it less useful and in need of further breakdowns in sub-indicators to allow better assessments and target setting. 
72 An S-curve denotes the planned disbursement pattern of a project over the course of its implementation, often following an ‘S” 

shape, with lower expenditure levels at the start of a project, which pick up fast in year 2 or 3, then accelerate to top levels and 
falling slightly in the last years. 
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disbursement ratio for sovereign investment projects vary in a narrow band around 20% over the years, 
but it is unclear what the disbursement ratio target should be.73 It has been a finding for many years 
that, while the intended average investment project duration is around 5 years, the actual average 
duration achieved was about 6.5 years in 2017.74 Clearly, the transitional results framework, 2017–2020 
target of a 22% annual disbursement ratio for sovereign projects and results-based lending in the 
aggregate leads to a 6- to 7-year implementation period. It is not suitable as a target if the aim is a  
5-year implementation period for the average sovereign investment project. The fact that the indicator 
may be replaced in the next CRF, shows Management’s concern regarding the usefulness of this indicator. 
 
150. There are no targets in the transitional results framework, 2017–2020 to assess profitability, 
financial sustainability, returns to equity, or the opportunity cost of capital. The framework also does not 
reflect the innovative mechanisms that ADB should be considering; e.g., mezzanine finance, commercial 
cofinancing, and financing for scaling-up. Some of this could also be included in the private sector 
development effectiveness review (see also para. 182 on developing new metrics for the private sector).  
 
151. The indicator on “sovereign operations using country systems” is made up from two very 
different sub-indicators on national procurement and national audits. This is confusing and is under 
review for the next CRF. This is a key indicator of the 2005 Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness against 
which ADB has been assessed in a 2008 OECD follow-up survey.75   

 
152. The indicator on “civil society organizations’ participation in sovereign operations (% of 
committed operations)” has traditionally had a very high percentage of achievement, making it less 
useful as a management tool. Further analysis of the various categories of civil society participation and 
its importance and prevalence within ADB operations would be interesting, including a statement by ADB 
on what it regards as minimum service standard for various kinds of civil society participation. However, 
this is an example of an indicator without a clear theory of change (on how civil society participation may 
impact on projects), and hence without a basis for setting service standards. 
 
153. The indicator on direct value-adding cofinancing is too simplistic, and the target set by ADB in 
its Strategy 2020 has proved too ambitious. IED findings76 confirm that the “one to one” target for 2020 
($1 of cofinancing for every $1 of ADB lending) has contributed to departments increasing the 
cofinancing of projects. However, the indicator aggregates official development aid and commercial 
cofinancing, questionably adds trade finance volumes, and does not distinguish (in the main 
framework)77 various categories of such cofinancing.  
 
154. The transitional results framework, 2017–2020 has few indicators that gauge client feedback. 
The World Bank Group uses a variety of client surveys for tier 3, including country opinion surveys, client 
surveys for investment and advisory services, World Bank satisfaction survey, and a staff engagement 
survey. This is in addition to program document reviews, country partnership framework reviews, and 
the work of the Independent Evaluation Group.  
 

                                                   
73  The current disbursement ratio target of 22% is an experience-based percentage. As such it perpetuates slow progress and 

demonstrates that ADB continues to set unrealistic implementation periods. 
74  The 2017 APPR recommended that realistic implementation periods should be ensured instead of the 5-year default by reviewing 

average implementation periods by sector.  
75  OECD. 2008. Survey on Monitoring the Paris Declaration. Paris. The 2008 survey included (i) use of country procurement systems, 

and (ii) use of country financial management systems. It assessed all MDBs. ADB was assessed as using country systems in 36% 
of countries for indicator (i) and 61% of countries for indicator (ii). The World Bank was assessed as 52% and 62% while the 
AfDB was assessed at 42% and 44%. 

76 IED. 2016. Effectiveness of Asian Development Bank Partnerships. Manila: ADB. 
77  Standard explanatory data indicators (tracking indicators) report disaggregated data for commercial cofinancing (including by 

type, e.g., parallel loans, B loans, or net direct value adding guarantees) and official and other concessional cofinancing.  
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d. Assessment of Corporate Results Framework Level 4: Organizational 
Management  

 
155. Nine level 4 organizational management indicators cover human and budget resources, process 
efficiency, and client orientation. These indicators and targets are important but some lack underlying 
sub-indicators or organizational performance standards (staff and consultant recruitment speed, time 
for filling vacancies, for example). An indicator with target for special categories of staff to be recruited 
is also missing (e.g., staff for private sector operations); having such an indicator would seem important 
given ADB’s ambition to grow its private sector work. For other indicators, the theory of change seems 
to be weak (as for CRF level 3). Opportunities exist to improve the existing indicators, modify redundant 
ones, and introduce new indicators that would, in particular, emphasize client orientation. 
 
156. IED believes that the processing times for procurement contracts and nonsovereign operations 
are problematic indicators. While these indicators offer a useful snapshot of operational performance, 
the more important feature is that processing times vary a lot by country, and by project type. If the 
dominance of certain country programs or types of operations changes over the years, then any change 
in the scores for the indicators would not reflect increases or decreases in efficiency. 
 
157. The two indicators covering internal administrative expenses per $1 million disbursement and 
the share of operational expenses for portfolio management are subject to the same limitation. Several 
operational directors surveyed regarded them as more useful for the Board as indicators of value for 
money than they were for management as guidance for operational decision making. Operational 
directors are concerned that accepting a causal relationship between administrative expenses and 
disbursement could lead to ADB limiting itself to larger, easier projects. In practice, problematic projects 
with slow disbursements may require more review missions and therefore have higher operational 
expenses for portfolio management to achieve intended results. IED agrees with this view, but expects 
that experience with ADB’s time management system will gradually allow ADB to set benchmarks and 
service standards for different types of operations, different country groupings, and different phases in 
the project cycle of these operations. This would enable the use of the indicators as management 
instruments to increase over time. The same could be said for the indicator “share of operational expenses 
for portfolio management (% of total operational expenses attributable to portfolio management and 
processing of operations)”. The analytical underpinning for the target is unclear. In some country 
groupings and for certain types of operations the expenses may need to be higher. 
 
158. Progress on resident mission involvement has proved to be very slow in recent years and 
operations departments argue that this indicator is not in line with the “One ADB” approach. In IED’s 
view, a more deliberate approach to delegation of authority is needed and one or two indicators may 
need to be introduced to measure decentralization. Such indicators would also respond more effectively 
to DMC needs. 
 
159. ADB’s client orientation is not well targeted or measured in the transitional results framework, 
2017–2020. In earlier CRFs, client satisfaction was measured by a survey of DMC officials every 3 years. 
The survey was discontinued in recent DEfRs, but the ongoing preparations for the new CRF indicate that 
ADB plans to revive it. 
   

2.  Production of the Results Framework and the Development Effectiveness Review  
 

160. Time taken to produce the CRF. The CRF has been produced for 3–4 year periods from 2008 
onwards. Several midterm revisions have been made, all based on board papers. These require a great 
deal of analytical work, consultation with the Board and clients, and baseline data collection or collation. 
Indicator definition documents have had to be produced, and there have been repercussions for the 
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project classification system. This process could become more efficient with longer time periods 
applicable to these frameworks (the next version of the CRF, 2019–2024 will be for 6 years). 
 
161. Time taken to produce the DEfR. IED acknowledges the need for Management to lead the design 
of the CRF and the annual delivery of the DEfR. Delivery of the DEfR in mid-April meets the crucial 
requirement that it be produced and discussed by the Board before the Annual Meeting in early May. 
The time taken to produce it is similar to that for the AER and the APPR. The production of the DEfR is a 
key task of a division in the Strategy, Policy, and Review Department, while other departments consulted 
stated that they did not consider the time they had to spend on supplying the information to be excessive. 
The DEfR is produced in a few months. This is appropriate; once indicators are selected, baselines 
established and targets set, updating the annual progress in tables and scorecards should be relatively 
straightforward. 
 
162. IED believes production of the DEfR should continue to be annual. Many targets need close 
monitoring and the DEfR incentivizes ADB to improve the quality of its operations. This is also the view 
of the many in the Board and operational directors in ADB. Findings from IED surveys of these two groups 
of respondents (Appendix 3) indicate a preference for an annual rather than a biennial report 
 
163. Access to data is a challenge for the production of the DEfR. The current eOps does not always 
contain the most updated project status and relevant records, and hence is not regularly used for day-
to-day portfolio management. eOps is used mainly for checking historical project data. Some 
departments are working with parallel, stand-alone Excel databases and input data from other databases. 
Some progress is being made in improving the systems and this is also evident from the introduction of 
a dashboard. 

 
3. Reporting in the Development Effectiveness Review 
 

164. The DEfR is built on data produced by a number of ADB departments, several of which also 
produce their own more comprehensive and analytical reports, such as the AER written by IED on success 
rates for completed operations, the APPR written by the Procurement, Portfolio and Financial 
Management Department (PPFD) on disbursement ratios and contract awards, and Key Indicators for 
Asia and the Pacific written by the Economic Research and Regional Cooperation Department (ERCD) on 
SDGs. Some of the information is drawn from or related to the Work Program and Budget Framework 
(WPBF) coordinated by SPD and the ADB Budget, as coordinated by Budget, Personnel, Management 
Systems Department (BPMSD). This is appropriate: the CRF should ideally be a presentation of key 
indicators that are also separately and more comprehensively reported elsewhere. So far, the CRF and 
DEfR have gone in part another way, complementing the results framework indicators by a very large set 
of “standard explanatory data indicators” to provide more detailed information. A listing of these is 
provided in an appendix to the CRF policy paper, and an analysis of the progress of these indicators is 
attached annually in a linked document of the DEfR.78 
 
165. The CRF’s alignment and complementarity with other ADB frameworks is not perfect. ADB has 
several results frameworks that should ideally correspond fully with the CRF: (i) the country partnership 
strategy results framework (appended to a CPS); (ii) the country sector results framework, which forms 
part of country sector assessments; (iii) the project DMF included in each report and recommendation of 
the President ; and (iv) ADB-wide sector operational plan results frameworks in ADB’s sector operational 
plans (produced since 2010). They however have different structures and often have very limited or no 
overlap in indicator sets – as will be elaborated further in below paragraphs. For private sector operations, 
PSOD issues a useful annual private sector development effectiveness report, though it is not based on a 
separate private sector results framework, and has no performance signaling or scorecard. Board 
members responding to an IED survey regarded the CPS results framework as a useful document, but 
they saw the DMF as more useful still. 

                                                   
78  For the next CRF, 2019–2024 these indicators are labeled tracking indicators. Their number has been reduced to 85. 
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166. Operational plan progress reporting. The sector and thematic operational plans that followed 
Strategy 2020, 13 in all, have not been consistently followed up with public reporting on progress made. 
Sector and thematic groups have been engaged in internal progress reporting and for some plans there 
was a midterm review, but overall it was done on an irregular basis (every 3 years or longer), and it has 
not been shared widely within ADB or with the Board. The format of these reports could have been made 
more consistent, and the results frameworks attached to the operational plans were sometimes not 
suitable as a basis for succinct progress reporting, unlike the CRF which is entirely geared to enabling 
concise reporting of annual progress. Assigning “traffic lights” to targets in these operational plan results 
frameworks would be very difficult for most of their indicators, hence most of these results frameworks 
did not lend themselves to becoming scorecards.  
 
167. Country performance reports. There is no region or country specification in the CRF, and there 
are no midterm public reports on the progress of region or country program implementation, including 
for the seven or so largest country portfolios that cover 80% of ADB’s financing. The Board can only 
obtain assessments of the performance of country programs in evaluation documents, and these are 
produced only at the end of CPS periods—though a CPS final review79 is only accessible to the Board, 
when IED validates it five months later, as the final review is appended as a linked document to the IED 
validation. Due to a focus on country objectives and targets, the current country results frameworks that 
are attached to CPSs have poor indicators for the performance of the ADB supported program, often 
without baselines or concrete targets. The indicators are not structured along the four CRF levels to an 
extent that would allow them to become serious management tools and convenient for comparing 
country performances on a regular basis. The country results framework was not devised to set targets 
for, or to assess the results of, the ADB-supported program in a country—it presents a number of 
government objectives and targets of relevance to ADB, and juxtaposes these with financial data on the 
areas of ADB’s intended interventions. Such a results framework cannot be used to assess the results of 
the ADB-supported program, and is currently not used, or hardly used, by operations departments or IED 
as a basis for evaluations. Both operational directors and Board respondents saw the project DMFs in 
reports and recommendations of the President as more practical than the current generation of country 
results frameworks. 
 

4. Use of the ADB Corporate Results Framework, Scorecard, and Development Effectiveness 
Review   

 
168. The CRF and its annual report the DEfR have several important functions. The CRF helps set 
concrete targets and performance standards at various levels in a medium-term framework and allows 
convenient reporting in a scorecard format on annual basis. This means that progress can be tracked and 
adjustments made if necessary, and the CRF can be used by the organization’s owners to hold the 
organization to account. The CRF helps country programs and departments to monitor and report on 
operational results and to prepare country partnership strategies and department annual work plans. In 
particular, the “actions to address challenges,” that were contained in earlier DEfRs provided planning 
guidance for directors, who would be responsible for implementing the required actions. In recent years, 
this function has been performed by the Strategy 2020 Midterm Review Action Plan produced in 2014. 
The CRF also indirectly or directly drives work planning and individual work priorities of staff. At the same 
time, the choice of CRF indicators should not lead to goal displacement and their quantification should 
not narrow the focus at the expense of qualitative or unquantifiable results. So far, the CRF and the DEfR 
have done a reasonable job, and, although several indicators have not worked optimally and have sent 
ambivalent messages, the reporting of their progress did not do any major damage. Several ambivalent 
indicators have nevertheless led to useful discussions, while the best indicators have had ambitious 
targets that set special incentives for improved performance, notably on increasing the operations that 
target business processes, gender, cofinancing, regional cooperation and integration, and education. 

                                                   
79  This is a mandatory self-assessment produced by operations departments at the end of the CPS period in case IED has not 

announced it will do a country assistance program evaluation. 
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Overall, CRFs and DEfRs have led to significant improvements in ADB’s results-based management, 
though further improvements and wider applications are possible. 
 
169. The value of results-based management is diminished if targets are set with only limited 
ambition, as the scorecard will then tend to show mainly green signals. Green signals should be more 
frequently found toward the end of a results framework period, indicating that overall, most, or all, of 
the targets have then been achieved. The summary ADB scorecard in the DEfR 2017 for the transitional 
results framework, 2017–2020 showed four out of 10 areas with amber (i.e., to be watched) or red (i.e., 
off track) signals. This indicates an appropriate level of ambition, since after the first of the 4 years of the 
framework, one would expect four or five out of 10 areas to not yet be fully on track to achieve their 
2020 targets. By contrast, the summary scorecard for the draft 2018 DEfR shows perhaps all too quick 
progress, with only two areas left with amber and red signals, 2 years before the results framework 
targets are to be met fully. 
 
170. Nevertheless, survey respondents from the Board and operational directors agreed on the 
positive role the CRF has played in planning and steering the achievement of Strategy 2020 goals and 
drivers of change. In particular, Board members highlighted the CRF’s role as a broad institutional 
incentive for performance and alignment of strategic priorities. Others, particularly operational directors, 
saw the CRF as more of a guide to align operational planning with ADB strategies and policies.  
 
171. Board respondents used the DEfR primarily to assess ADB’s progress against outcomes and 
outputs, establish accountability, and inform their respective capitals of progress. Fewer Board members 
or staff explicitly used the DEfR to assess ADB’s internal organizational management, indicating perhaps 
that they felt that this aspect was better left to other reports and discussions at other, more appropriate, 
times. While the four levels were all seen as valid in themselves, some felt they may not necessarily need 
to be reported on exclusively in one report. Given the lack of linkage so far, some felt ADB’s development 
effectiveness and outcomes under level 2 could be separated from levels 3 and 4, and reported in 
different reports and scorecards altogether. This would defeat the purpose of one scorecard straddling 
the results chain throughout the four levels, but this suggestion reinforces the difficulties with the 
tightness of the linkage among the levels. Another solution could be more ADB reports following a 
scorecard structure. 
 
172. There is some evidence that the use of the DEfR’s results presentation to steer Management 
actions has decreased over the years. The action plan that used to follow and address the issues found 
by the DEfR is now reporting progress against the Midterm Review of Strategy 2020 action plan.  
 
D. Opportunities for Improvements  
 
173. The good experience with results-based management and accountability at the ADB level as a 
result of the use of the corporate results framework and the DEfR should be an inspiration for further 
applications of results-based management in ADB. In some areas, this is already happening—for instance, 
department-level results frameworks and scorecards are currently being introduced (though these are 
not public and any progress reports that are produced are not copied to the Board). Two main areas 
where results frameworks and a regular performance scorecard reporting could yield benefits are in 
relation to the operational priority plan and the country program. Other opportunities lie in the selection 
of indicators in the new CRF. 
 

1.  Opportunities for Further Application of Results-based Management through the Use of   
Scorecards  

 
174. While one or two indicators (with baselines and targets) per operational priority would seem to 
be a minimum for levels 2 and 3 of the CRF, more extensive scorecard-type progress reports on the 
operational priorities themselves would be beneficial. Such reports could be offered to the Board and 
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Management perhaps every 2 or 3 years. They would present a more rounded, comprehensive picture, 
and would be based in turn on the operational priority plans’ own results frameworks with sets of 
baselines and targets. This would also reduce the risk of an inordinate focus on just a few targets in a 
CRF when the priorities are in fact very complex undertakings and need nuanced consideration. Ideally, 
such reports would provide a major opportunity for codifying tacit knowledge at the operational plan 
level, as the DEfR has done for corporate management knowledge. The reports should become major 
knowledge products in their own right and galvanize the work of the operations departments and sector 
and thematic groups. Introducing regular reporting on progress against each new operational priority 
plan and providing this to the Board, preferably using scorecards, as with the CRF, would turn this into 
an exercise that went beyond providing accountability, to focus on results-based management and 
learning. Such reports would provide better incentivization within ADB. The CRF and its scorecard 
reporting are widely regarded as having done this; the same may well be the case for operational 
priorities in the future. 
 
175. Country program performance scorecard reporting could have similar benefits. A portfolio review 
at the midterm of the CPS implementation period and a CPS final review report in its last year based on 
reporting in a scorecard structure would be of significant interest to many stakeholders, including ADB’s 
Board of Directors. To do this, the results framework in the CPS would have to be transformed. The CRF 
with its four levels should be the inspiration for this, with the CPS results framework containing useful 
baselines and targets, including for operational and organizational management. Formal reporting on 
the progress of country programs through a scorecard could be attached to a country operations business 
plan (in year 3 of a CPS period) or be a stand-alone report that is produced at the midterm of the CPS 
implementation period. The reporting should also be part of the final review of the CPS.80 Doing this 
would also be a step in the direction of Strategy 2030’s resolve to pay more attention to differentiated 
approaches to different groups of countries.81  
 

2. Opportunities for Improving the Corporate Results Framework, 2019–2024 
 
176. At level 1, there is a case for selecting indicators for the SDGs and operational priorities that link 
back to similar level 2 and 3 indicators. The new CRF initiative offers opportunities to better align outcome 
indicators both with both ADB’s new operational priorities and approaches, and with the SDGs. These 
are often cross-sectoral (i.e., different from those collected and displayed at level 2 for CRF, 2017–2020 
and earlier versions). 
  
177. As one example, new indicators for the livable cities strategic priority at level 1 could use the 
indicators developed for the Economist Intelligence Unit’s Global Livability Index.82  Here, cities are 
assigned a rating for over 30 qualitative and quantitative factors across five categories: stability 

                                                   
80  The revised template for inclusive and sustainable growth assessments for the CPS provides an opportunity for regional 

departments to reflect on the consequences of country-level differentiation for the country program, key parameters of economic 
development and sustainable growth, and broader processes for social transformation and action on climate change. Better 
reporting of progress against SDG targets and progress, first of all in the CPS’s inclusive and sustainable growth assessments, 
and then in the country results framework, would link ADB’s work more explicitly with the global SDG effort. It would also 
provide stronger ownership—and therefore monitoring—by governments. It would also provide an opportunity for the ADB 
country programs to inform and influence the corporate monitoring processes of the national priorities of the key client, the 
borrower. 

81  Strategy 2030 identifies four groups: (i) fragile and conflict-affected situations, (ii) small island developing states, (iii) low-income 
and lower middle-income countries, and (iv) upper middle-income countries. It states that: “Given the significant diversity across 
countries, ADB will apply differentiated approaches to various groups of countries. It will prioritize support for the poorest and 
most vulnerable countries in the region, including fragile and conflict-affected situations and small island developing states. ADB 
will tailor its business processes and strengthen its human resources and field presence in these countries. It will provide 
predictable and substantial long-term financing to support low-income and lower middle-income countries. ADB’s support in 
upper middle-income countries will be selective, focusing on areas where it can add the most value. Across these country groups, 
ADB will prioritize support for lagging areas and pockets of poverty and fragility.” ADB. 2018. Strategy 2030: Achieving a 
Prosperous, Inclusive, Resilient, and Sustainable Asia and the Pacific. Manila.  

82  Economist Intelligence Unit. The Global Livability Report 2017. London.  
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(e.g., prevalence of petty crime); health care (e.g., availability of public health care); culture and 
environment (e.g., discomfort of climate to travelers); education (e.g., availability of private education); 
and infrastructure (e.g., quality of energy provision). Other sources of indicators could include Mercer’s 
Quality of Living ranking83 and the Monocle’s Quality of Life survey.84 Some of these indicators could be 
used first  in a progress report on country development effectiveness at level 1. New urban projects could 
consider carrying out baseline and end surveys to establish baseline and end values for the livability of 
cities and towns to be included. 
 
178. At level 2, more timely preparation of PCRs and extended annual review reports (XARRs) should 
be enforced. It often takes longer than 2 years for these reports to be issued. Timely production of PCRs 
and XARRs is important for striking a good balance between the comprehensiveness of the coverage and 
the timeliness of evaluation. Shortening the mandated period during which they need to be produced 
(currently within 2 years for sovereign operations, and no less than 1.5 years for nonsovereign operations) 
would make the results and success rates more relevant to present day considerations, as the previous 
chapter also argued.  
 
179. In the survey conducted for this AER, some Board members argued that ADB should consider 
combining CRF indicators to reduce the overall number and to reflect individual country dynamics and 
specific development issues, possibly showing a range of indicator values. Complementing the DEfR by 
producing similar reports at the country program level would help an overall understanding of ADB 
performance. Once outcome and output targets are set at the country program level, and performance 
reports are available, the current output and outcome indicators at level 2 of the CRF and DEfR reporting 
could perhaps be synthesized better, to provide more meaningful information. 
 
180. At level 3, various opportunities for improvement exist. These range from indicators that reflect 
the new operational priorities, indicators for private sector operations, climate change indicators, project 
implementation quality indicators, disbursement indicators, and cofinancing indicators. 
 
181. The project classification system has not been thoroughly updated (a working group is studying 
this). The system needs to be revised in a few areas because of deficiencies with tagging in the past and 
the emergence of new themes since the approval of Strategy 2030. An update should establish better 
categories and definitions, e.g., under what conditions can a project address SOEs or PPPs? In previous 
evaluations, IED noted a lack of specification in the indicators covering operations addressing 
environmentally sustainable growth and regional cooperation and integration, missing opportunities for 
more relevant target setting and monitoring. Given the seven new operational priorities, for which many 
new indicators need to be established, a large effort to update the project classification system may well 
be required. 
 
182. Developing new indicators that reflect ADB initiatives with the private sector could improve 
monitoring of their value additionality, impact, profitability, financial sustainability, and returns on 
equity. Such indicators should draw on the ongoing MDB collaboration. ADB’s Private Sector Operations 
Department already uses the harmonized indicators for private sector operations in the private sector 
annual DEfR and current practice in other MDBs offers further options. For example, IDB recently 
introduced a development effectiveness learning tracking and assessment tool to support project design 
and monitoring of nonsovereign operations. The IFC is in the process of implementing an anticipated 
impact measurement and monitoring (AIMM) system to assess an intervention’s project outcomes and 
its systemic effects on the market. IFC is developing 29 sector frameworks for public launch in mid-2019 
covering manufacturing, agribusiness, services, financial intermediation, infrastructure, natural 
resources, and communications. Each framework has a “development impact thesis” with the key 
objective being market creation. ADB could use these indicators from other MDBs to strengthen the 

                                                   
83 Mercer. Quality of Living City Ranking. https://mobilityexchange.mercer.com/Insights/quality-of-living-rankings 
84 Monocle. Quality of Life Survey: top 25 cities, 2018. https://monocle.com/film/affairs/quality-of-life-survey-top-25-cities-2018/ 
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current DEfR for the private sector and convert it into a report that also follows a results framework and 
scorecard reporting structure.  
 
183. Climate change is another area where innovative indicators are critical. The Caribbean 
Development Bank has a level 1 indicator for “reported economic losses resulting from natural disasters 
and climate variability (% of GDP),” and a level 2 indicator for the construction of sea defences, landslip 
protection, and urban drainage.85 Adaptation and mitigation should be disaggregated so that progress on 
both can be assessed.86  
 
184. The need to establish good systems and indicators for project implementation quality is 
recognized by other MDBs. Several initiatives have been launched. While ADB discarded the CPS midterm 
review some years ago, the World Bank has moved in the opposite direction. Every 2 years during the 
implementation period of a country partnership framework and/or at mid-term, the World Bank works 
with a country to produce a performance and learning review, a process that recognizes the importance 
of country-level reporting. This is followed by a completion and learning review at the end of the country 
partnership framework that draws on a results framework that is fundamentally different from ADB’s 
country results framework and better suited to evaluation. The completion and learning review assesses 
the country partnership framework along three dimensions: (i) development outcomes—the extent to 
which the country partnership framework was successful in achieving its stated objectives, (ii) World Bank 
Group performance—how well the country programs were designed and implemented, and 
(iii) alignment with the World Bank Group corporate goals. The World Bank’s country results framework 
pays much more attention to the baselines and targets of the program it supports in a country, although 
in some areas it remains difficult to identify, isolate, and aggregate results satisfactorily, and in such 
cases, national or overall government targets are reflected. The MDB managing for development results 
working group of which ADB and World Bank are members should look into best practices and further 
harmonization of systems. 
 
185. MDB portfolio performance indicators. While all MDBs use procurement status and disbursement 
to assess performance, MDB experience indicates that there is scope for ADB to consider developing or 
modifying additional indicators and presenting their baselines, targets and progress information in the 
APPR. An annual disbursement target could be set in the annual (February) Planning Directions. To 
address project implementation quality, taking into account the risks of particular operating 
environments, IFAD is developing 26 indicators to assess ongoing portfolio performance. The AfDB’s 
“proactive project management” approach includes separate indicators for non-performing operations 
and operations at risk; projects facing implementation challenges and delays; and, timely coverage of 
country portfolio performance reviews. As part of ADB’s ongoing MDB results liaison work and 
membership of the COMPAS initiative, it continues to consult with other MDBs. ADB is part of various 
MDB working groups and can assess best practice in other MDBs in specific areas such as portfolio 
performance.  
 
186. ADB needs a better disbursement monitoring system. Given that portfolios have expanded and 
that expenditure follows an S-curve pattern, the aggregate disbursement target should be different in 
volume and percentage each year (ADB is working on a different target for its new CRF, 2019–2024 but 
this cannot be a fixed quantity for each year between 2019 and 2024). In other words, the disbursement 
indicator cannot provide good targets for a longer period, which is what is required for a meaningful 
results framework. The President’s Planning Directions may be a more useful place in which to set annual 
targets and the APPR a more useful place to reflect on the progress made up to the year reviewed. 
 

                                                   
85  Caribbean Development Bank. 2014. Strategic Plan 2015–2019. Barbados. 
86  The MDB approach has been biased toward hard engineering adaptation solutions and does not sufficiently value non-structural 

measures or nature-based solutions, but it does mean ADB follows a consistent approach, and allows for inter-MDB comparison. 
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187. Complementing the current commercial cofinancing target by a sovereign cofinancing target 
may incentivize operations departments. A 2016 IED report found that cofinancing had beneficial effects 
on the likelihood of the success of a project.87 Interviews with staff and the Board indicated an interest 
in separate annual or biennial reporting on various categories of resource mobilization (cofinancing). 
ADB should report annually on the details of cofinancing progress in a dedicated report, including 
commercial, sovereign, and parallel cofinancing.  

E. Summary  

188. This chapter has assessed progress and gaps in ADB’s CRF and scorecard and on the indicators 
and quality of information provided through supporting reports and results frameworks. It aimed to 
provide a broad perspective on the strengths and weaknesses of the CRF, and the related summary 
scorecard, as a self-evaluation mechanism. It identified opportunities for improvements. 
 
189. Results frameworks such as the one used by ADB have worked well and in IED’s view can work 
even better. ADB has used corporate results frameworks since 2008 and has worked closely with the 
other MDBs implementing similar frameworks. MDB CRFs have operationalized organizations’ strategies, 
supported operational planning, and provided a useful framework for holding the MDBs to account for 
progress, particularly by their executive boards. This is borne out by evidence from the development 
community and other MDBs, and is supported by surveys and interviews with important internal 
stakeholders.  

 
190. IED found that the DEfR was not complemented by adequate country and operational plan 
results frameworks and reporting systems, which limited the effectiveness of results-based management 
in ADB. The chapter identified areas where important improvements can still be made, including, 
improving the country results framework structure, creating operational priority results frameworks, 
adding information on the performance of the active portfolio to the APPR, providing an annual 
cofinancing and partnerships report, revising the project classification system, enforcing quicker 
completion of PCRs, and improving the project implementation and performance data in eOps. These 
improvements would also help ADB become a knowledge bank.  
 
191. In preparing the CRF, 2019–2024, ADB will have to design new indicators and approaches that 
better align and monitor the SDGs with the level 1 indicators as reflected in Strategy 2030 and its seven 
operational priorities. The level 2 indicators on actual outcomes and level 3 indicators on planned 
outcomes of the seven operational priorities will need to be aligned as closely as possible, and further 
alignment with level 1 indicators would further cement the coherence of the CRF. A proposed approach 
for level 1 indicators was discussed in February 2019 by Management. At the time of issuing this AER, a 
draft working paper on a new CRF is being finalized for the Board containing initial key indicators for the 
results frameworks and the individual draft operational plans. 
 
 
 
 

                                                   
87  IED. 2016. Effectiveness of Asian Development Bank Partnerships. Thematic Evaluation Study. Manila: ADB. 
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Highlights 
Acceptance rate. Management acceptance of Independent Evaluation Department recommendations was 96% 
during 2016–2018, a significant increase from a low of 52% in 2014 and 76% in 2015. This can partly be 
attributed to an agreement by the Independent Evaluation Department and Management to hold a technical 
meeting before the finalization of an evaluation report to discuss the quality of recommendations with a view 
to strengthen their substantiation, clarity, and actionability.  
 
Implementation success rate. Nine out of eleven accepted recommendations in 2018 were validated as having 
been fully or largely implemented, the most in recent years. This successful implementation rate of 82% is a 
significant improvement over the average of 75% from 2011 to 2017. 
 
High-level evaluations with all recommendations completed in 2018. The rates of successful implementation 
varied significantly in all three evaluations—trade finance, role of technical assistance, and the Asian 
Development Bank response to natural disasters and disaster risks. Of their 13 accepted recommendations, 
9 were either fully (2) or largely implemented (7)—a 69% success rate, which is slightly below the 2011–2017 
average of 74%.  

 
192. This chapter is an annual update of Management’s acceptance and implementation of evaluation 
recommendations and discusses progress since the previous AER.88 It also looks at continuing efforts to 
improve the management action record system (MARS) process and to build on the system’s basic 
tracking and reporting function to make it a more dynamic learning tool.  
 

 Acceptance and Implementation of Evaluation Recommendations 
 
193. This section looks at Management’s acceptance of the recommendations made by evaluation 
reports issued in calendar year 2018 and the actions that were taken on individual evaluation 
recommendations due in 2018.89 Management records the acceptance, partial acceptance, or non-
acceptance of each recommendation. The acceptance rate for a reporting year is the percentage of 
recommendations that Management agrees to implement (fully or partially) from new IED reports issued 
in that year 
 

1. Acceptance of Evaluation Recommendations 
 
194. Management’s acceptance of evaluation recommendations was high (96% in calendar years 
2016–2018).90 This was consistent with recent trends and continued the reversal of the low acceptance 
rates that were registered in 2014–2015. 
 
195. The acceptance rate for the 30 recommendations in the six approved evaluation reports in 
calendar year 2018 was 93%. This was lower than the 100% in 2016 and 96% in 2017 (Figure 17). In 
2018, Management fully accepted 90% of the recommendations, just under the figure for 2017 (93%). 
From 2017 to 2018, partial acceptance is unchanged at 3%. Management partially agreed to the 
recommendation on improving the monitoring and reporting of SOE reforms. It disagreed with one of 
the four sub-recommendations, which proposed a central database to monitor the progress of reforms. 

                                                   
88  MARS tracks the individual recommendations of reports discussed at Development Effectiveness Committee meetings. These are 

usually corporate and thematic evaluation reports, and CAPE reports. Each evaluation receives a response documenting 
Management’s commitment to implementing evaluation recommendations. A recommendation is either accepted or not 
accepted in MARS. These accepted recommendations lead to actions that are monitored and validated. 

89  For the purposes of this analysis, the periods are based on reporting year unless specified otherwise (e.g., calendar year). In 
particular, the discussion relating to the assessment of the implementation of actions on recommendations is based on reporting 
year. For the 2019 AER, the reporting period refers to 1 October 2017 to 30 September 2018. 

90  An evaluation normally contains more than one recommendation and Management records its acceptance, partial acceptance, 
or non-acceptance of each recommendation.  
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This was deemed unnecessary as existing platforms already provide a structure for monitoring at the 
country level (i.e., post-project monitoring of reforms under CPSs, sector road maps, regular portfolio 
reviews, and project design and monitoring frameworks). Management disagreed with 7% (or 2 of 30) 91 
of the recommendations in calendar year 2018—a recommendation to develop a public sector 
management operational plan92 and another to enhance reporting on MARS.93 The six new reports for 
2018 are listed in Table 10. 
 

 
 

Table 10: Approved Evaluation Reports with Recommendations in the MARS, Calendar Year 2018 

Evaluation Report Accepted 
Partly 

Accepted 
Not 

Accepted Total 
AR 
(%) 

2018 Annual Evaluation Review: The Quality of Project 
Design and Preparation for Efficiency and Sustainability 

3 0 1 4 75 

Corporate Evaluation on Policy-Based Lending 2008–2017: 
Performance, Results, and Issues of Design 

6 0 1 7 86 

Impact of Cost-Shared Water Supply Services on Household 
Welfare in Small Towns: Ex-Post Impact Evaluation of a 
Project in Nepal 

3 0 0 3 100 

Thematic Evaluation on Support for Small and Medium-
Sized Enterprises, 2005–2017: Business Environment, Access 
to Finance, Value Chains, and Women in Business 

4 0 0 4 100 

Thematic Evaluation on State-Owned Enterprise 
Engagement and Reform 

3 1 0 4 100 

Sector-Wide Evaluation on ADB Support for Agriculture, 
Natural Resources, and Rural Development 

8 0 0 8 100 

 Total 27 1 2 30 93 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, AR = acceptance rate, MARS = management action record system.  
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department).  
 

                                                   
91 In 2018, recommendations from two high-level evaluation reports were not required to be uploaded to the MARS: IED. 2018. 

Pacific Private Sector Development Initiative. Manila: ADB; IED. 2018. Leading Factors of Success and Failure in Asian 
Development Bank Urban Sanitation Projects Manila: ADB. 

92  IED. 2018. Corporate Evaluation: Policy-Based Lending 2008–2017—Performance, Results, and Issues of Design. Manila: ADB  
93  IED. 2018. Annual Evaluation Review. Manila: ADB 

Figure 17: Management Acceptance of IED Recommendations, Calendar Years 2011–2018 

 
IED = Independent Evaluation Department, n = total number of recommendations. 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 
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196. The continued high acceptance rate is driven by the greater attention given to the 
recommendations. This includes a technical meeting before finalization of an evaluation report at which 
a valuable exchange of views takes place between IED and Management on the quality of the 
recommendations. This closer interaction between IED and Management on the evaluation 
recommendations contributed to maintaining the full acceptance rate at a minimum of 90% in the last 
2 years. Since the adoption of a technical meeting before the meeting of the Development Effectiveness 
Committee on the evaluation, as proposed in the 2017 AER, the rate of full acceptance increased from 
83% in 2016 to an average rate of 92% during calendar years 2017 and 2018. The technical meetings 
aim to produce high-quality recommendations, irrespective of Management’s decision on whether to 
adopt them. The rigorous discussions at the meetings seek to strengthen substantiation, clarity, and 
actionability. The process itself is not a guarantee of full agreement. Generally, full or partial acceptance 
or rejection by Management will likely vary considerably from year to year, especially for complex and 
sensitive evaluations. Table 10 shows the approved evaluations in calendar year 2018 in the MARS and 
the breakdown of full and partial acceptances, and non-acceptance (Linked Document F).94 
 

2. Implementation of Actions on Evaluation Recommendations 
 
197. The number of validated fully or largely implemented actions in 2018 was the highest recorded 
in recent years. The 2018 MARS validation exercise covered 11 accepted recommendations (from nine 
pre-2018 evaluation reports) whose implementation was due to be completed in 2018 (Linked 
Document G).95 Nine of 11 accepted recommendations were validated by IED as having been fully (6) or 
largely (3) implemented.  The share of actions validated as fully implemented (55%) was much higher 
than in 2017 (23%), and the highest recorded since 2011 (Figure 18). In IED’s view, the technical meeting 
on evaluation recommendations ensures that the recommendations are fully understood by Management 
and therefore more actionable when they are accepted. 
 
198. Of the eight actions that were self-assessed by operations departments as fully implemented in 
2018, IED concurred with six and downgraded one to largely implemented and the other to partly 
implemented, a relatively small divergence compared to trends in the previous years.  The downgrades 
were largely because IED found the actions taken to be inadequate. For example, half of the planned 
sub-actions in the corporate evaluation of ADF X and XI operations were validated by IED to have been 
fully implemented,  IED viewed the other half as having been not implemented, i.e., a facility to support 
regional organizations undertaking work that support ADF priorities and a multi-country fragile and 
conflict-affected situation financing facility were not introduced.  Because of this, the action was 
downgraded from fully implemented to partly implemented. 
 

                                                   
94  Evaluation Recommendations, Management Responses, and Action Plans in Report Year 2018 (accessible from the list of linked 

documents in Appendix 10). 
95  Self-Assessment and Validation of Actions on Recommendations Due in Report Year 2018 (accessible from the list of linked 

documents in Appendix 10). 
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199. In the other instance was the corporate evaluation on the role of TA in ADB operations. 
Management’s self-assessment was that the actions taken on a recommendation on programmatic TA 
were fully implemented but IED’s validation found that two of these actions (establishment of a long-
term mechanism to mainstream pilot-testing, replication and scaling up of innovative knowledge 
solutions; and use of knowledge sharing TA to support the mainstreaming of innovation) were not 
achieved, causing IED to downgrade this recommendation to largely implemented. As reported in the 
2018 AER, this gap is being addressed through stronger interaction between IED and Management 
during the formulation of the action plans on the recommendations. 
 

 Results of Evaluations with All Accepted Recommendations Completed  
 
200. Three evaluation reports had all their recommendations completed in 2018. These evaluations 
were on trade finance, response to natural disasters and disaster risks, and role of TA in ADB operations 
(Appendix 8). This section presents an after-action review of the implementation and results achieved in 
these evaluations. 
 

1. Implementation of Evaluations with All Recommendations Completed 
 
201. Of the 13 accepted recommendations, nine were either fully or largely implemented—a 69% 
success rate, which is slightly below the 2011–2017 average of 74%. In terms of implementation periods, 
actions taken on the recommendations of the three evaluations took an average of 4.1 years to 
complete—about the average length of implementation for thematic and corporate evaluations 
(Table 11 and Appendix 9, Table A9). 96 
 
  

                                                   
96 IED. 2018. 2018 Annual Evaluation Review. Manila: ADB.  

Figure 18: Independent Evaluation Department-Validated Implementation of 
Recommendations, 2011–2018 

n = number of recommendations  
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 
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Table 11: Implementation of Accepted Recommendations for Evaluation Reports Completed in 2018 

Evaluation 
AR 
(%) 

Total 
Completed 
(number) 

Years 
Implemented 

IED Validation Rating 

FI LI PI NI NR 
% of 
FI/LI 

Corporate Evaluation on ADB's Trade 
Finance Program 

17% 1 3.17 1 0 0 0 0 100 

Corporate Evaluation on the Role of 
Technical Assistance in ADB 
Operations 

40% 6 3.25 1 1 4 0 0 33 

Special Evaluation Study on ADB's 
Response to Natural Disasters and 
Disaster Risks 

100% 6 5.17 0 6 0 0 0 100 

 Total Recommendations 
 

13 4.13 2 7 4 0 0 69 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, AR = acceptance rate, FI = fully implemented, IED = Independent Evaluation Department, LI = 
largely implemented, NI = not implemented, NR = not rated, PI = partly implemented. 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 
 
202. The successful implementation of the recommendations of the special evaluation study on ADB's 
response to natural disasters and disaster risks took more than 5 years, which is consistent with the 
longer-term trend that evaluations implemented for more than 4 years show better success rates. This 
observation—a longer implementation period is associated with higher likelihood of success—was 
already noted in past years, as reported in the 2018 AER, when actions on recommendations from 
completed CAPEs and thematic and corporate evaluations implemented for more than 4 years had the 
highest implementation rates (over 90%) during 2011–2017.97 Careful attention must be given to setting 
the action completion target dates of evaluation recommendations. For example, thematic and corporate 
evaluations are implemented ADB-wide, and therefore call for an ample period for implementation.98 
 
203. A total of seven accepted recommendations in the evaluations of the Trade Finance Program and 
of the response to natural disasters and disaster risks were either fully or largely implemented. In the 
case of the Trade Finance Program evaluation, its only accepted recommendation was fully implemented. 
IED validated all six accepted recommendations from the response to natural disasters and disaster risks 
evaluation as having been largely implemented. 
 
204. Most recommendations in the corporate evaluation on the role of TA in ADB operations were 
validated as having been partly implemented. Only six recommendations (40%) were accepted. At the 
closing of all accepted recommendations, only two recommendations of these six (33%) were validated 
as having been fully or largely implemented (Box 3). 
 
205. Several recommendations in the evaluation of the role of TA that were described as partly 
implemented are actually ongoing and may still be achieved. The other four were assessed as partly 
implemented. The implementation of these was reported as ongoing at the time they were due for 
assessment. There needs to be more realism in action completion target dates, especially for high-level 
evaluations which require a longer implementation period (Table 12). 
 

                                                   
97  In practice, Management endeavors to complete and close all actions within 3 years of their formulation to ensure that action 

plans remain relevant to the changing context.  
98  IED. 2018. 2018 Annual Evaluation Review. Manila: ADB. para. 168. 
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Table 12: Role of Technical Assistance Evaluation Recommendations That Were Partially Implemented 
 

Recommendation Accepted Self-Assessment 
IED 

Validation 
1. Revise technical assistance completion report guidelines and 

develop the management information system for technical 
assistance tracking 

FA PI PI 

2. Improve the use of consultants for technical assistance 
needs by: 

   

(i) ensuring a comprehensive consultant review under 
Strategy 2020 Midterm Review Action Plan 

FA PI PI 

(ii) experimenting with modalities to cofinance fixed 
term staff or long-term consultants 

NA   

(iii) improving staff capacity related to consultant 
recruitment and management 

FA PI PI 

(iv) improving the consultant performance assessment 
system and its analysis 

FA PI PI 

FA = fully accepted, IED = Independent Evaluation Department, NA = not accepted, PI = partially implemented. 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 

 
2. Report-Level Results of Evaluations with All Recommendations Completed  

 
206. The results of evaluations with all recommendations completed are now being reported annually 
at the report level in the AER, as recommended in the 2017 AER. This underscores the continuing efforts 
by IED to strengthen its influence on ADB operations. In 2018, IED and Management piloted a learning 
activity99 that considered after-action reviews of recommendations and their implementation at the 
report level. While it was recommended by the 2018 AER that this practice be continued, there was no 

                                                   
99 The learning exercise involves discussion with IED, SPD, and officers from the concerned implementing and coordinating 

departments to identify learning lessons, among others. IED. 2018. 2018 Annual Evaluation Review. Manila: ADB. para. 172.  

Box 3: Implementation of Recommendations of the Evaluation of the Role of Technical Assistance  
 

Nine of the 15 recommendations in this evaluation were rejected by Management. Most of the rejected 
recommendations related to strategic direction and guidance and improvements in business processes. 
Management generally implied that existing strategies and business processes, or ongoing related actions, were 
adequate to address these recommendations. A preference for a different approach or action was asserted as 
the reason for Management’s rejection of two of the recommendations.  

Four of the remaining six recommendations were self-assessed and validated as partly implemented. It was 
reported that these partly implemented actions had components that were either initiated only, for approval, or 
to be rolled out (beyond its action completion target date) at the time they were due for assessment.a In addition, 
in this particular case, the recommendations that were not fully implemented involved large-scale investment in 
an information technology platform for keeping track of technical assistance (TA) operations, and an institutional 
issue of how to balance the use of ADB staff versus consultants in TA operations.  

A common observation of these partly implemented actions was that the implementation period of about a year 
given by the implementing department was too short. Thematic and corporate evaluations are implemented 
ADB-wide and therefore normally require an ample period for implementation. 

IED is currently working on establishing a new TA completion report validation system to be rolled out in the 
second half of 2019. A working group has been established with membership from IED; the Strategy, Policy and 
Review Department; the Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department; the Private Sector 
Operations Department; and the South Asia Department.  

a The action target completion date is set by the implementing department. 
 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 
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action taken, which was a missed opportunity for ADB. More details on IED’s validation of the key results 
of actions taken on the recommendations of the three evaluations are in Appendix 8, Table A8.2.  
 
207. IED reviewed the self-assessments on the implementation of recommendations of the three high-
level evaluations and found that all provided a sufficient description of outputs and enough outcome-
level information. The self-assessments for the recommendations in the evaluations of trade finance, the 
role of TA, and ADB’s response to natural disasters and disaster risks described in detail the resulting 
outputs from the planned actions on recommendations. In all three evaluations, ADB went beyond 
reporting the results by providing information on outcomes.100 The validated key results of the completed 
recommendations of these evaluations are listed below.  

 
208. The Trade Finance Program evaluation resulted in better information systems. Management 
agreed to one of the six recommendations in the evaluation: to provide adequate staff and to increase 
investment in technology so the program can be operated as an automated line-of-business. The actions 
were fully implemented, resulting in a vast improvement from the previous Excel-based information 
system; data entry processing and generation of reports became more efficient.  
 
209. The evaluation of the role of TA in ADB operations contributed to a range of TA reforms in 2015–
2017 which were at least in part a response to the evaluation and its recommendations. These reforms 
aimed to increase the development impact of TA operations by enhancing the relevance and quality of 
TA programs and accelerating the delivery of TA for project preparation. They included the alignment of 
TA with country programming and more use of programmatic approaches to deliver TA. This resulted in 
regional departments taking a more strategic and programmatic approach to tackling constraints, 
maximizing benefits and ensuring operational efficiency. Streamlined business processes and enhanced 
learning were also part of the reforms. The reforms implemented specifically for the TA allocation 
procedure in 2015 resulted in a massive clean-up of active TA projects, significantly reducing the number 
of such projects in the following years. This evaluation also raised the issue of the quality of TA completion 
reports and contributed to IED’s decision to begin validating TA completion reports in 2019. 
 
210. The special evaluation on ADB’s response to natural disasters and disaster risks resulted in more 
active ADB involvement in this area. All planned actions on recommendations were assessed to have been 
largely implemented. IED’s validation of the self-assessment found that the Operational Plan for 
Integrated Disaster Risk Management (2014–2020) set out a good framework for disaster response that 
could integrate livelihood restoration support as a project component. The plan also laid out a good 
platform for ADB to pursue a strong and proactive role in donor coordination. ADB has been very active 
in the field of disaster risk financing since the evaluation was conducted.   
 

 Actions Taken on Evaluation Recommendations Organized by Key 
Operational Priorities, 2017–2018 

 
211. This section provides a retrospective on the relevance of evaluation recommendations through 
their link and/or fit with ADB’s future operational priorities. The analysis covers evaluations with 
completed recommendations during reporting years 2017 and 2018 (Appendix 9). 
 
212. In 2017 and 2018, ADB completed 62 actions on recommendations from 13 completed 
evaluation reports in this period, with most of these focused on strengthening governance and 
institutional capacity. Almost 60% were classified as strengthening governance and institutional capacity. 
Climate change, building climate and disaster resilience, and enhancing environmental sustainability 
accounted for 15%. Actions on reducing poverty and inequality comprised about 13%. Actions taken to 

                                                   
100 Outcomes that were either formally written up as such in the self-assessment of actions in MARS, or that were based on key 

findings and assessment validations that could be distilled into some outcomes. 
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foster regional cooperation and integration and to promote rural development and food security 
accounted for 12%. 
 
213. Actions taken under strengthening governance and institutional capacity were either fully (30%) 
or largely (43%) implemented. Similar implementation success (with combined fully and largely 
implemented actions in the 75%–80% range) were observed in other key operational priorities, except 
for actions promoting rural development and food security (Figure 19 and Appendix 9).101  
 

 
 

 Progress on Improving the Management Action Record System 
 
214. A number of suggestions have been made to improve MARS. The AERs for 2016–2018 called for: 
(i) effective ways of capturing the broader context of evaluation recommendations and ADB efforts to 
address them; (ii) clear protocols to describe which recommendations are accepted, completed, 
evaluated, and reported; and (iii) ways to understand the ultimate results of implementing the evaluation 
and its recommendations.   
  
215. Recommendations to address these challenges in the MARS process have had mixed results. The 
key recommendation on the need for IED to make better formulated recommendations that take account 
of implementation challenges has been adopted and this is reflected in the higher acceptance rates. 
However, the impacts of the actions taken to strengthen action plans have yet to be 
demonstrated.102 Table 13 discusses progress on these recommendations.  
  

                                                   
101 All three actions are based on the impact evaluation study of shallow tube well irrigation in Nepal in 2012. The reason for actions 

partially or not implemented is primarily on the implementation delay of the Agriculture Development Strategy by the 
Government of Nepal. However, validation reported that planned actions has been “ongoing” and progress has been made. 

102 Actions taken aim to narrow the gap between the intent of recommendations and formulation of action plans. These may be 
done through email exchanges and follow-ups or by face to face meetings, as deemed necessary. 

Figure 19: Actions Taken from 13 Completed Evaluations by Operational Priorities, 2017–2018 

 
n = number of recommendations 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 
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Table 13: Summary of Actions Taken on AER Recommendations on the MARS Process, 2016–2018 

AER 
Report 

Summary of MARS-related 
Recommendations Status Action Taken 

2016 Action plans need to capture 
the broad context of the 
recommendations and the 
Management response.  

PI Differences between Management and IED on 
implementing action plans are being addressed in 
two stages: (i) prior discussion before 
recommendations are finalized, and (ii) further 
discussion on the action plan before implementation. 
Management and IED have already discussed action 
plans before their implementation in several recent 
major evaluations (in face- to-face meetings). For item 
(ii), this process needs to be institutionalized as a 
standard practice in the MARS process. 

Make recommendations that 
are clear, actionable, and 
practical   

FI/LI Prior discussion now takes place before 
recommendations are finalized to seek Management 
acceptance of the proposed recommendations and to 
ensure that there is complete consistency between 
IED’s recommendations and Management’s response 
to the accepted recommendations. 

2017 Fully discuss recommendations 
prior to their incorporation into 
IED reports as standard 
practice.   

FI/LI As stated in IED’s handbook on business practice and 
processes, technical meetings on recommendations 
are held about a week after the heads of departments 
and offices meeting and before issuance of the 
Management response. This is a rigorous discussion 
on possible changes to the recommendations.  

The rating system for the 
follow-up to recommendations 
should be more streamlined 
and simply state whether a 
recommendation was 
implemented or not.  

No action To date, no action has been taken on this 
recommendation. There is a high degree of 
subjectivity in self-assessment and validation. In the 
context of a review of the MARS process, the rating 
system can be jointly reviewed by IED and 
Management. In addition, the rating system for the 
follow-up to recommendations may be more 
streamlined and simply state whether a 
recommendation was implemented or not.   

Annual reporting should focus 
on the follow-up to the IED 
report and not on 
individual recommendations 
and disparate actions.  

No action Annual reporting continues to focus 
on individual recommendations and disparate 
actions. There is no system currently in place to 
capture the effects or results of ADB efforts to address 
sets of fully completed recommendations. There is no 
agreement by Management and IED on an action due 
date for the entire report or headline 
recommendations other than for the individual 
actions. 

2018 To complement the 2017 AER 
recommendations, continue 
strengthening the MARS 
process to ensure that 
assessments of actions 
go beyond their direct outputs 
and report on the outcomes of 
implementing the 
evaluation recommendations 
as well.  

Ongoing Management and IED will further discuss the details on 
how this recommendation can be formulated for 
implementation and  captured in MARS and later in 
the yearly AER chapter on MARS. Recent exchanges to 
enable closure at the report-level (effects or results of 
actions on recommendations) proposes the use of 
learning events(s) on select evaluations.   

AER = annual evaluation review, FI = fully implemented, IED = Independent Evaluation Department, LI = largely implemented, 
MARS = management action record system, PI = partly implemented. 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 
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216. Despite the recommendations in the 2017 and 2018 AERs, there has been no significant progress 
in recording the results of recommendations. In lieu of the rejected MARS recommendation of the 2018 
AER, there are ongoing discussions on implementing after-action learning event(s) on evaluations with 
all recommendations completed. Management and IED have held discussions on how ADB staff and 
Management can exchange and share their experience on implemented recommendations at the report 
level (i.e., the progress that has been made and the lessons that can be learned on how ADB reacted to, 
and improved upon, recommendations on operational performance, business processes and institutional 
arrangements).103 The mechanics for this activity still needs to be clarified and agreed upon. Management 
expressed its support for the use of a learning event approach rather than production of a closing report 
(an earlier proposal made by IED).104 It has also indicated its support for a strategic and selective approach 
to hosting learning events, but only when there would be clear value added from such an event, i.e., 
meetings would not automatically be held for all evaluation reports for which all recommendations have 
been fully completed. On the IED side, a critical missing element of the system is the recording of 
discussions of the identified effects and results of these evaluations, which will be important and useful 
knowledge to guide future operations.105  
 

 Inventory of the Management 
Action Record System  
Recommendations Due  

 
217. For 2019 and beyond, a total of 83 
recommendations will be due for completion 
from 25 evaluation reports. For 2019, 12 
recommendations from eight reports are due for 
completion and validation (Table 14). As of February 
2019, Management had proposed action plans for 
16 accepted recommendations from four of six 
evaluation reports circulated in calendar year 
2018.106 The action plan for recommendations from 
one evaluation report circulated in calendar year 
2017 has not been finalized yet.107  
 
218. None of the evaluation reports circulated in 
calendar year 2018 had action plans formulated 
within the required 60 days after the Development Effectiveness Committee meeting. Since 2015, only 
three of 18 approved evaluation reports complied with the set timeframe.108 This may have implications 
for the relevance and timeliness of the evaluation recommendations, which are mostly based on current 
and emerging development needs. Further, the 60-day period may need to be reviewed in terms of the 
allotted time for the formulation of action plans that is acceptable for both Management and IED. 

                                                   
103 In 2017, a pilot learning exercise (IED, SPD, and implementing and coordinating departments) sought to identify what worked, 

what did not and why on select completed reports. The objective of the exercise was look at the results and effects of ADB 
efforts to implement evaluation recommendations. 

104 In 2018, IED proposed the preparation of after-action closing reports on evaluations with all recommendations completed. 
It prepared a draft guidance note on ‘Preparing Closing Reports for Evaluations with Completed Recommendations’ for review 
and consideration by Management.   

105To achieve this, IED proposes the preparation of a memorandum summarizing the main issues and highlight the discussions 
during the learning event. The text of the memorandum would be recorded in MARS and reported it to the Board. 

106 The evaluation reports with action plans are: (i) 2018 Annual Evaluation Review; and (ii) Impact of Cost-Shared Water Supply 
Services on Household Welfare in Small Towns. Those with proposed action plans that are still to be finalized are: (i) corporate 
evaluation on policy-based lending, (ii) a thematic evaluation of state-owned enterprises, and (iii) a sector-wide evaluation on 
ADB Support for Agriculture, Natural Resources and Rural Development. 

107 IED. 2017. Corporate Evaluation: Boosting ADB’s Mobilization Capacity—The Role of Credit Enhancement Products. Manila. ADB. 
108 Management agrees that these delays should be addressed. It supports developing a protocol on IED evaluations for timely 

action plans, among others. 

Table 14: Timeline for Completing MARS 
Recommendations, 2019–2023 

Report Year 

Number of 
Recommendations 

Due 
2019 12 
2020 14 
2021 23 
2022 5 
2023 2 
Recommendations with no 
action plan and/or action 
completion target date, as 
of February 2019 

 
 
 

27 
 Total 83 

MARS = management action record system. 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation 
Department). 
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 Summary 
 
219. Management’s acceptance of evaluation recommendations remains high, above 90%, and is 
comparable with the rates for 2016 and 2017. The closer interaction between IED and Management on 
evaluation recommendations before an evaluation is completed contributed to this high level of 
acceptance. The technical meetings held before the completion of reports enable rigorous discussion on 
how to strengthen the substantiation, clarity, and actionability of evaluation recommendations. They are 
a key factor in the continued high rates of acceptance. The year also saw the highest recorded rate for 
implementation of recommendations in recent years. This is also related to the technical meeting, which 
ensures Management not only fully understands the recommendations, but also that the 
recommendations are made more actionable when accepted. 
 
220. The reporting of results of evaluations in order to understand their implementation and the 
changes that they have led to after completion remains incomplete. IED has started to integrate closure 
at the report-level through after-action reviews of evaluations with all recommendations completed, 
i.e., by having an AER section on annual reporting on the implementation of these recommendations. 
Management has expressed support for learning events on these evaluations in a more inclusive exercise. 
The critical missing element is the recording of the discussions in such a learning event to capture the 
knowledge and lessons from the results and changes made by the evaluation to guide future ADB 
operations.



Conclusions, Issues, 
and Recommendations
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A. Conclusions   
 
221. The performance of completed sovereign operations and country programs continued to 
improve. The success rate of ADB’s operations improved to 77% in 2016–2018 and this improvement 
was primarily because of the strong performance of operations in energy, transport and PSM. Since 
2013–2015, operations in Central and West Asia have steadily improved and their success rates are now 
on a par with the performance of South Asia, Southeast Asia, and with the ADB average. However, the 
performance of some completed nonsovereign operations remains weak. An improvement in the 
performance of the financial sector and private equity portfolios is needed, as private sector operations 
will become much more prominent in the context of Strategy 2030. Performance of country programs 
improved to 87% in 2016–2018 from 75% in 2015–2017 as four program assessments (Azerbaijan, the 
Kyrgyz Republic, Solomon Islands, and Uzbekistan) completed in 2018 were assessed successful. 
 
222. Good progress has been on key results from ADB operations in gender, climate change and 
disaster resilience, and RCI. However, IED high-level assessments on PBL, the Pakistan energy sector, SOEs, 
and SMEs highlighted mixed results on sector reforms. ADB supported efforts at the country level to 
mainstream gender equality in national policies and strategies and improve the business environment 
and economic opportunities for women. ADB projects in the ANRRD sector contributed positively to the 
protection and resilience of natural resources for the ecosystem services they provided, including support 
for agriculture. ADB support for RCI was assessed to have helped to increase trade and the transit of 
cargo and power exports to neighboring countries. ADB’s support for energy sector reforms in Pakistan 
was very limited in addressing circular debt and financial sustainability. The results achieved through 
ADB’s SOE engagement were mainly through direct investments rather than through reforms. PBL 
operations relating to sector reforms were limited in number and the results were weak in terms of 
bringing about the sector policy reforms that are required to complement project lending. ADB’s support 
for SMEs developed the capacities of participating financial institutions and improved the enabling 
business environment. However, participating financial institutions were selected without much 
consideration for their commitment to SMEs and development targets. They were primarily chosen based 
on financial due diligence.  
 
223. Barriers to improving project sustainability persist, despite some improvements. The most 
common barriers in infrastructure sector operations (agriculture, transport and water) were lack of 
government commitment, cost recovery problems, and lack of funds for post-project O&M. In these 
sectors, there is potential for revenue generation or for a revision to the existing service tariff structure. 
However, often revenue collection from user charges fell short of expectations and was insufficient for 
O&M either because the population served was lower than anticipated at appraisal or because user 
charge revisions failed to materialize at project completion. This then led to reliance on government 
budget allocations for post-project O&M.  
 
224. Lack of clear working definitions, scope, and classification of projects by themes affected 
monitoring and evaluation of ADB support for themes such as SOEs and SMEs subsectors. Procedures 
and tagging systems were found to be inadequate for close and periodic monitoring and evaluating of 
results at the thematic level as identified in the SOE and SME evaluations. The issue of project 
classification will become more important as ADB focuses on the operational priorities of Strategy 2030. 
This should be noted in the ongoing project classification system working group exercise. 

 
225. The ADB results framework and DEfR have generally functioned well and appropriately 
operationalized Strategy 2020 in many areas and has steered operations in the right direction. However, 
some further improvements need to be made in view of Strategy 2030. The MDB community recognizes 
the need to improve corporate results measurement systems. All agree on the need to standardize key 
indicators so the contributions of individual agencies can be assessed. Discussions at the OECD 
Development Assistance Committee have focused on how multilateral agencies can harmonize donor 
performance monitoring and reporting requirements, and on the need to align interventions with partner 
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country goals and results, and agencies’ own goals and strategies. This raises issues for the new Strategy 
2030 CRF. 

 
226. ADB’s acceptance and implementation rate of recommendations has increased. In 2016–2018, 
Management acceptance of evaluation recommendations was above 90%. 2018 also saw the highest 
recorded rate for implementation of recommendations in recent years, which is also related to the 
technical meeting, which ensures Management not only fully understands the recommendations, but 
also that the recommendations are made more actionable when accepted. 

 
B. Issues 
 
227. Lack of timely delivery of PCRs and XARRs disrupts sharing of information at the right time with 
the Board members and other stakeholders. This is important not only for accountability but also for the 
learning process, as lessons from past projects are useful inputs for the design of new projects, especially 
the follow-on projects. Analysis of projects closed between 2010 and 2017 revealed that PCRs are yet to 
be produced for 41 of the closed projects. Of these 41, 9 have no PCRs for more than 24 months after 
completion. Further, IED’s preliminary assessment found that 15 closed loans and grants are not yet 
required to do PCRs due to various reasons but have an average elapsed time of almost 3 years after loan 
or grant completion. For nonsovereign operations with early operating maturity between 2011 and 2017, 
IED found that 50 did not yet have XARRs as of 31 December 2018. Of these 50, 24 had no XARR for 
more than 12 months after the early operating maturity date.109    
 
228. The corporate results framework has so far not been complemented by underlying public 
progress reports in scorecard format on the implementation of sector and thematic operational plans, 
nor on country program performance reports in such a format. Because of this, it is not possible for the 
Board to gain an impression of the performance of country programs except through evaluation 
documents.  
 
229. There are incomplete links in the ADB corporate results framework, 2017–2020 between level 1 
SDG oriented targets and level 2 targets set for the outcomes and outputs of ADB supported operations 
on the one hand, and level 3 targets for different types of operations. For level 2, for example, there are 
few indicators that associate with inclusive and environmentally sustainable growth, and regional 
cooperation and integration. For level 3 indicators, for example, on environmental sustainability, they 
should reflect more precisely the wide variation in actual extent and nature of ADB support.   
 
230. Level 3 targets for some operational areas have not been clearly defined or were easy to meet. 
Examples include the indicators on “operations contributing to inclusive growth (%),” “operations 
supporting environmentally sustainable growth,” and “operations supporting climate change mitigation 
and/or adaptation (%).” Project portfolio quality during implementation is an important area for 
improvement as there is currently no underlying and comprehensive reporting to the Board on the various 
categories of technical problems that projects can face; the emphasis is simply on disbursement and 
contract award ratios. Learning from problem projects through structured feedback loops at project, 
country, and regional levels needs to improve. 
 
231. There is no system currently in place to capture the results of ADB efforts to address the full set 
of recommendations in an evaluation report. The process of institutionalizing this through MARS has 
been difficult, because there are currently (i) no clear protocols on where such efforts can be reported 
(i.e., indications of progress, lessons, and experiences on how ADB adjusted to implementation 
challenges, and improved operations performance, business processes and institutional arrangements); 

                                                   
109 Currently, ADB’s Project Administration Instruction (PAI) does not specify the deadline of XARR submission after early operating 

maturity. For definition of early operating maturity, please see Appendix 1, Box A1.  
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and (ii) ADB lacks a system to enable the ultimate impact of the evaluation and the effectiveness of its 
recommendations to be understood. 
 
C. Recommendations 
 
232. Focusing on the improvement of ADB’s results, IED recommends that ADB should:  
 
233. Take suitable and clear steps to ensure the timely delivery of PCRs and XARRs and reduce the 
timeframe for such reports to 12 months after loan closing date (or after achieving early operating 
maturity in the case of XARRs), while improving the system to track closed projects without completion 
reports and updating the PAIs for PCR/XARR preparation accordingly. For projects with substantial delays, 
the reasons for those delays need to be flagged in the annual portfolio performance report and remedial 
actions taken. The CRF should incorporate an indicator relating to timely production of completion 
reports. Reducing the time for preparation of PCRs to 12 months ensures timely availability of lessons 
and knowledge from completed operations to benefit design of new projects and availability of 
information for higher-level evaluations. In situations when PCRs are not available and when 10 years 
have already elapsed since project effectiveness, interim completion reports should be considered on the 
completed individual components of a large project or program.   
 
234. Improve the periodic reporting on the development effectiveness of country programs by using 
a scorecard format. A progress report in a scorecard structure (at the mid-term and end of the CPS 
period) would be an opportunity to provide more structured and consistent reporting across different 
country groupings, but for this to work the current results framework structure would need to be revised. 
Something similar to the four level indicators at CRF would need to be translated at the country program 
level. A shift to listings of indicators with columns on baselines and targets would need to be made, 
from the current format of the country results framework. Four levels could be distinguished, mirroring 
the CRF: one on SDGs in the country, relevant to ADB; one on major outputs and outcomes foreseen; 
one on targets in the seven operational priority areas, with some further indicators on design and 
implementation quality targets, and development finance targets; and one with some indicators on 
staffing and budget as relevant to the country program. Reporting of progress in simple 3- or 4-page 
tables could be attached to a country operations business plan (perhaps in the third year of a CPS) and 
should be part and parcel of the CPS final review document, with explanations of the red signals. 
 
235. Establish a robust system to report progress on the new operational priority plans, which are 
being developed in connection with Strategy 2030. Biennial or triennial reporting can be implemented, 
based on clear results frameworks that follow the CRF structure, paying significant attention to 
appropriate SDG targets at level 1 and ADB operational targets at level 3, with a suite of relevant 
outcomes and outputs planned at level 2. Appropriate baselines and targets set in the Operational Priority 
results frameworks can be used to report progress using a traffic lights or signaling system like the one 
used in the DEfR. Reporting should be primarily intended for the Board, to provide them with a 
comprehensive picture, looking also at country groupings identified in Strategy 2030, and with regional 
specification. 

 
236. Establish internal learning events on reports covering all corporate, thematic, and sector 
evaluations for which all recommendations have been completed. Management, staff, and IED can 
exchange and share progress, lessons, and experiences on how ADB reacted to recommendations and 
improved operational performance, business processes, and on any changes to institutional 
arrangements following IED’s evaluations. Management and IED would jointly organize these events. A 
record should be prepared that summarizes and highlights the discussions during the event, and the text 
of the record should be reflected in MARS. 
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APPENDIX 1: INDEPENDENT EVALUATION REPORTS COMPLETED IN 2018 
 
 

Table A1.1: List of Completed Evaluation Reports 

Evaluation Report Type Title 
Program/Project 
performance evaluation 
report (sovereign 
operations) 

Bangladesh: Chittagong Port Trade Facilitation Project  

Indonesia: Coral Reef Rehabilitation and Management Project Phase II 

Lao People's Democratic Republic: Northern Region Sustainable Livelihoods Through 
Livestock Development Project (A Joint Evaluation with IFAD) 

Maldives: Economic Recovery Program 

Uzbekistan: Housing for Integrated Rural Development Investment Program—
Tranches 1, 2, and 3 

Uzbekistan: Surkhandarya Water Supply and Sanitation Project 

Project performance 
evaluation (nonsovereign 
operations) 

People’s Republic of China: Clean Bus Leasing (Far East Horizon Limited) 

People’s Republic of China: Clean Bus Leasing (Industrial Bank Financial Leasing) 

Indonesia: Indonesian Infrastructure Financing Facility 

Thailand: Bangchak Solar Power Project 

Technical assistance 
performance evaluation  

Core Environment Program and Biodiversity Conservation Corridors Initiatives in the 
Greater Mekong Subregion 

Pacific Private Sector Development Initiative 

Country partnership 
strategy final review 
validation 

Kyrgyz Republic, 2013–2017 

Solomon Islands, 2012–2016 

Uzbekistan, 2012–2016 

Country assistance 
program evaluation 

Azerbaijan, 2011–2017 

Impact evaluation  Impact of Cost-Shared Water Supply Services on Household Welfare in Small 
Towns: Ex-Post Impact Evaluation of a Project in Nepal 

Thematic evaluation  State-Owned Enterprise Engagement and Reform 

Support for Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises, 2005–2017: Business 
Environment, Access to Finance, Value Chains, and Women in Business 

Corporate evaluation Policy-Based Lending 2008–2017: Performance, Results, and Issues of Design 

Private Sector Equity Investments 

Sector assistance program 
evaluation 

Pakistan Power Sector 

Sector-wide evaluation ADB Support for Agriculture, Natural Resources, and Rural Development 

Other reports Annual Evaluation Review 2018 

Topical Paper: Leading Factors of Success and Failure in ADB Urban Sanitation 
Projects 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, IFAD = International Fund for Agricultural Development. 
Source: ADB (Independent Evaluation Department). 
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Table A1.2: List of Project or Program Completion Report Validation Reports 

Loan or Grant 
Number Country Project or Program Name 

PCR/XARR  
Circulation Date 

2462 BAN Second Urban Governance and Infrastructure Improvement 
(Sector) Project 

21 September 2017 

2258 BHU Urban Infrastructure Development Project 12 September 2017 
2463/2464/ 
3034/0119/0141 

BHU Green Power Development Project 12 September 2017 

2376/0092 CAM Tonle Sap Lowlands Rural Development Project 14 August 2017 
3190/3191, 
3282/3283, 
3417/3418 

GEO Improving Domestic Resource Mobilization for Inclusive 
Growth Program  

11 June 2017 

2520 IND Madhya Pradesh Power Sector Investment Program 
(Tranche 5)  

12 July 2017 

2152 IND Power Grid Transmission (Sector) Project 19 July 2017 
2366 IND Rajasthan Urban Sector Development Investment Program 

(Tranche 1) 
27 July 2017 

2444/8240 IND Orissa Integrated Irrigated Agriculture and Water 
Management Investment Program - Project 1 

15 August 2017 

2837 IND Agribusiness Infrastructure Development Investment Program 
(Tranche 2) 

29 August 2017 

2308 IND Uttarakhand State-Road Investment Program (Project 1) 31 August 2017 
2498 IND Uttarakhand Power Sector Investment Program – Tranche 2 6 September 2017 
2502 IND Uttarakhand Power Sector Investment Program – Tranche 3 6 September 2017 
2942/3068 INO Inclusive Growth through Improved Connectivity Program 

(Subprograms 1 and 2) 
28 July 2017 

2263/2264/ 
2475/2708/0064 

INO Infrastructure Reform Sector Development Program 
(Subprograms 1, 2, and 3, and an Infrastructure Project 
Development Facility) 

29 August 2017 

2503/2562/ 
2697 
2735/ 8251 

KAZ CAREC Transport Corridor I (Zhambyl Oblast Section) 
[Western Europe–Western People's Republic of China 
International Transit Corridor] Investment Program 

31 August 2017 

2728 KAZ Central Asia Regional Economic Cooperation Corridor 2 
(Mangystau Oblast Sections) Investment Program, Project 1 

20 September 2017 

3272 KAZ Countercyclical Support 20 September 2017 
2668/0217 KGZ Emergency Assistance for Recovery and Reconstruction 19 July 2017 
0473/0474 NAU Fiscal Sustainability Reform Program  26 July 2017 
0150 NEP Emergency Flood Damage Rehabilitation Project 13 July 2017 
2289/2290 PAK Power Transmission Enhancement Investment Program–

Tranche 1 
20 September 2017 

2499 PAK Sindh Cities Improvement Investment Program - Tranche 1 25 September 2017 
2396 PAK Power Transmission Enhancement Investment Program–

Tranche 2 
25 September 2017 

2607/0188/0189 PRC Shanxi Integrated Agriculture Development Project 31 August 2017 
2700 PRC Risk Mitigation and Strengthening of Endangered Reservoirs 

in Shandong Province Project  
5 September 2017 

2600 PRC Anhui Integrated Transport Sector Improvement Project 6 September 2017 
2616/0196 PRC Tianjin Integrated Gasification Combined Cycle Power Plant 

Project 
8 September 2017 

2260 PRC Inner Mongolia Autonomous Region Environment 
Improvement Project 

11 September 2017 
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Loan or Grant 
Number Country Project or Program Name 

PCR/XARR  
Circulation Date 

2395 PRC Henan Sustainable Agriculture and Productivity Improvement 
Project 

11 September 2017 

2491 PRC Guangxi Wuzhou Urban Development Project 15 September 2017 
2631 PRC Second Heilongjiang Road Network Development Project 21 September 2017 
243 SOL Transport Sector Development Project 7 September 2017 
2626/0246 SRI Conflict-Affected Region Emergency Project 21 August 2017 
245 TAJ Central Asia Regional Economic Cooperation Corridor 3 

(Dushanbe–Uzbekistan Border) Improvement Project 
30 August 2017 

124 TAJ Nurek 500 kV Switchyard Reconstruction Project 4 September 2017 
2608 THA Greater Mekong Subregion Highway Expansion Project 9 August 2017 
2492/2493 UZB Water Resource Management Sector Project 14 August 2017 
2338 UZB Public Finance Management Reform Project 12 September 2017 
2429 VIE Song Bung 4 Hydropower Project 18 September 2017 
2974 GEO Regional Power Transmission Enhancement Project 5 June 2018 
0144/0145 LAO Sustainable Natural Resource Management and Productivity 

Enhancement Project 
6 February 2018 

0305/0306/0368 NEP Strengthening Public Management Program 27 February 2018 
2550/0159 PRC Liaoning Small Cities and Towns Development Demonstration 

Sector Project 
20 June 2018 

2574/0171 PRC Hebei Small Cities and Towns Development Demonstration 
Sector Project 

29 June 2018 

2746 UZB Central Asia Regional Economic Cooperation Corridor 2 Road 
Investment Program (Tranche 2) 

12 April 2018 

2633 UZB Water Supply and Sanitation Services Investment Program–
Project 2 

19 April 2018 

BAN = Bangladesh, BHU = Bhutan, CAM = Cambodia, CAREC = Central Asia Regional Economic Cooperation, GEO = Georgia, 
IND = India, INO = Indonesia, KAZ = Kazakhstan, KGZ = Kyrgyz Republic, kV = kilovolt, LAO = Lao People's Democratic 
Republic, NAU = Nauru, NEP = Nepal, PAK = Pakistan, PCR = project completion report, PRC = People's Republic of China,   
SOL = Solomon Islands, SRI = Sri Lanka, TAJ = Tajikistan, THA = Thailand, UZB = Uzbekistan, VIE = Viet Nam, XARR = 
extended annual review report.  
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 

 
Table A1.3: List of Extended Annual Review Report Validation Reports 

Investment 
Number Country Project or Program Name XARR Approval Date 
7346 Armenia Inecobank 22 October 2018 

7399 Cambodia Promoting Financial Inclusion (ACLEDA) 8 November 2018 

7379 Georgia TBC Bank 8 November 2018 

7301 India Eximbank 22 October 2018 

7401 Mongolia Supporting Micro, Small and Medium-Sized 
Enterprises (Xacbank) 

22 October 2018 

7410 Mongolia Supporting Micro, Small and Medium-Sized 
Enterprises (Khan Bank) 

22 October 2018 

7208 Regional Lombard Asia III 22 June 2018 

7237 Regional Kula Fund II 29 October 2018 

7384 Thailand Central Thailand Solar Power Project (Solarco) 10 July 2018 

XARR = extended annual review report. 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 

  



Independent Evaluation Reports Completed in 2018 75 
 

 

 

 
 
 

Box A1: Definition of Early Operating Maturity for Different Types of Nonsovereign Operations 
Projects 

 
The following is a description of early operating maturity for different types of projects as defined 
under Project Administration Instructions 6.07B (Extended Annual Review Reports): 

(i)  Capital expenditure projects involving direct investment in identifiable assets—minimum 18 
months of operating revenues with audited accounts for at least 12 of these months; 

(ii)  Institutional investments supporting broad corporate investment programs—minimum 36 
months after the final material disbursement; 

(iii)  Investments in multiple subprojects via unlisted private equity funds—minimum 36 months 
after the final material subproject disbursement, and the substantial majority of 
subinvestments should have been exited; 

(iv)  Listed private equity funds: minimum 18 months after ADB’s final material disbursement to 
the fund, and the substantial majority of subinvestments should have been exited; 

(v)  Financial market operations involving financial diversification, refinancing, or short-term 
financing: minimum 24 months after final material disbursement; 

(vi)  Financial intermediation loans: minimum 30 months after final material disbursement; 
(vii)  Financial market operations involving trade finance: minimum 24 months following project 

approval. 
 
Source: Asian Development Bank. 2017. Extended Annual Review Reports for Nonsovereign Operations. Project Administration 
Instructions. PAI 6.07B. Manila. 



 

 

APPENDIX 2: EVALUATIONS DISCUSSED BY THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS AND 
THE DEVELOPMENT EFFECTIVENESS COMMITTEE IN 2018 
 
 

Title 
Date of Management 

Response DEC Discussion 
Pacific Private Sector Development Initiative  13 February 2018 22 February 2018 

IED’s Knowledge Management Strategic Plan NA 21 March 2018 

2018 Annual Evaluation Review (Special and 
Recommendations Chapters) 

27 March 2018 3 April 2018 
 

Alternative Approaches for Learning from Evaluation: (i) 
Impact of Cost-Shared Water Supply Services on Household 
Welfare in Small Towns: Ex-Post Impact Evaluation of 
Project in Nepal; and (ii) Leading Factors of Success and 
Failure in ADB Urban Sanitation Projects 

13 June 2018 20 June 2018 
 

Policy-Based Lending 2008–2017: Performance, Results, 
and Issues of Design 

25 June 2018 2 July 2018 

Support for Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises, 2005–
2017: Business Environment, Access to Finance, Value 
Chains, and Women in Business   

28 August 2018 5 September 2018 

2019–2021 IED Work Program and 2019 Budget   NA 8 October 2018 

State-Owned Enterprise Engagement and Reform 5 November 2018 12 November 2018 

ADB Support for Agriculture, Natural Resources, and Rural 
Development  

15 November 2018 22 November 2018 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, DEC = Development Effectiveness Committee, IED = Independent Evaluation Department, 
NA = not applicable. 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 

 
 

 
 



 

 

APPENDIX 3: RESULTS OF A SURVEY ON THE USE OF ADB'S RESULTS 
FRAMEWORKS 
 
 
1. The Asian Development Bank (ADB) adopted a corporate results framework upon the approval 
of Strategy 2020 in 2008, with two sets of targets and baselines to monitor and improve performance in 
achieving the priorities of (i) the Asian Development Fund, and (ii) ADB as a whole. The Development 
Effectiveness Review (DEfR) is ADB’s primary tool for monitoring and strengthening its progress on the 
priorities of Strategy 2020 and its midterm review. An online survey was conducted for this review. 
Selected responses from directors and country directors, chiefs of sector and thematic groups, and 
members of the Board of Directors on their use of ADB results frameworks are presented below. 
 
A. Directors and Country Directors 
 
2. Only 30.9% of the directors and country directors responded (21 respondents out of 68 
surveyed). The survey contained 18 questions. Only 4 out of 18 questions (22%) were answered fully. 
 
3. While some respondents read the whole of the DEfR, a majority (58%) read only small parts of 
it, while 26% read large parts. A total of 79% of the respondents read the action plan in the DEfR in small 
or in large parts. More than half (58%) did not favor any more information on results in their respective 
areas (Figures A3.1–A3.3) 
 

 
 

 

Figure A3.1: Do You Yourself Read the Annual Development Effectiveness Review? 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, DEfR = Development Effectiveness Review. 
Source: ADB (Independent Evaluation Department). 
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Figure A3.2: Do You Read the Action Plan in the Development Effectiveness Review? 

ADB = Asian Development Bank. 
Source: ADB (Independent Evaluation Department). 
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B. Chiefs of Sector and Thematic Groups 
 
4. About 37.5% of chiefs of sector and thematic groups responded to the survey (6 respondents 
out of 16 surveyed). The survey contained 17 questions. Only 2 out of 17 questions (12%) were answered 
fully.  
 
5. For chiefs of sector and thematic groups, 60% read the report in small or in large parts, while 
60% read the action plan. The majority (60%) did not favor any more information on results in their 
respective areas (Figures A3.4–A3.6). 
 

 

 

 

Figure A3.3: Do You Favor More Information on Results in Your Area/Country/Sector in the 
Development Effectiveness Review? 

 
 

Source: ADB (Independent Evaluation Department). 
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Figure A3.4: Do You Yourself Read the Annual Development Effectiveness Review? 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, DEfR = Development Effectiveness Review. 
Source: ADB (Independent Evaluation Department). 
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Figure A3.5: Do You Read the Action Plan in the Development Effectiveness Review? 

ADB = Asian Development Bank. 
Source: ADB (Independent Evaluation Department). 
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Figure A3.6: Do You Favor More Information on Results in Your Sector and Thematic 
Group Area in The Development Effectiveness Review? 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, DEfR = Development Effectiveness Review. 
Source: ADB (Independent Evaluation Department). 
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C. Board of Directors 
 
6. About 43% of the members of the Board of Directors (18 respondents out of 42 surveyed) 
responded when asked about their use of ADB results frameworks. The survey contained 10 questions. 
Only 3 out of 10 questions (30%) were answered fully. 
 
7. Some 39% of the Board members who responded read the report fully, while another 39% read 
the DEfR in small or in large parts. Of the total respondents, 28% fully read the action plan in the DEfR 
and 50% read the action plan in small or in large parts. Most (56%) of the Board members looked at the 
detailed results indicators and the scorecard when reading the DEfR (Figures A3.7–A3.9).  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Figure A3.7: Do You Yourself Go Through the Annual Development Effectiveness Review? 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, DEfR = Development Effectiveness Review. 
Source: ADB (Independent Evaluation Department). 
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Figure A3.8: Do You Go Through the Action Plan/Actions Section in the  
Development Effectiveness Review? 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, DEfR = Development Effectiveness Review. 
Source: ADB (Independent Evaluation Department). 
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Figure A3.9: What Do You Look at Most—the Detailed Results Indicators and Their Scores, 
or the Summary Scorecard in the Development Effectiveness Review? 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, DEfR = Development Effectiveness Review. 
Source: ADB (Independent Evaluation Department). 
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APPENDIX 4: REVIEW OF ADB CORPORATE RESULTS FRAMEWORK 
INDICATORS 
 
 
A. Assessments of Level 1 Indicators: Development Context 
 
1. The questionnaire revealed that executive directors, alternate executive directors, and their 
advisors were only marginally supported changing level 1 indicators. Several respondents were satisfied 
with the current reporting while others had no opinion. Subsequent interviews revealed that level 1 
indicators were considered standard but difficult to attribute and they were dependent on data that were 
not in the same time frame as other indicators in the Development Effectiveness Review, which made 
establishing links between the two levels (particularly between levels 1 and 2) both technically difficult 
and of limited relevance to an assessment of the role of Asian Development Bank (ADB). Moreover, as 
indicated by several executive directors, and as found in level 1 indicators in other multilateral 
development banks (MDBs), a closer relationship with the Sustainable Development Goals was needed. 
Several executive directors mentioned that level 1 indicators needed to better represent the well-being 
of citizens.1  
 
2. At the management level, while one country director did suggest that changes were needed, 
including the possible elimination of level 1, the majority favored no change or offered no opinion, 
perhaps reflecting the fact that directors have no direct responsibility for providing these indicators and, 
given their country operational focus, little direct need of them either in operational project design or 
country dialogue.  This raises the issue, discussed in the final section of this appendix of the relevance of 
level 1 as an integral part of the corporate results framework. 
 
B. Assessments of Level 2 Indicators: Outputs and Outcomes 
 
3.  The questionnaire revealed that executive directors, alternate executive directors, and their 
advisors were marginally in favor of changing the level 2 indicator reflecting quality at completion (50%), 
but more of them (56%) believed that changes were needed in the core results in key sectors. While 
recognizing “the richness generated by the current set of indicators,” respondents’ recommendations 
included removing indicators where performance was already very high and where the indicators did not 
therefore act as an incentive; combining indicators; and developing a differential approach to countries 
through tailored indicators, possibly showing a range of indicator values. During interviews with 
executive directors and advisors, all respondents raised the opportunities for change offered by 
Strategy 2030. Respondents recommended having fewer, but high-quality, indicators for the new 
strategic priorities with clear deliverables. The indicators would need to cover not only knowledge, 
technology, and innovation with targets, but should also include more nuanced indicators for health and 
education, including a focus on gender. Finally, respondents highlighted the need to better reflect the 
ADB initiatives with the private sector, developing new metrics to reflect value addition and impact, 
drawing on the experience of other MDBs, e.g., the Inter-American Development Bank. 
 
4. The responses from chiefs of sector and thematic groups and directors were equally divided 
between “no changes needed” and “changes needed” in level 2 indicators for both quality at completion 
and core results in key sectors. In addition, these respondents also reported that, while quality at 
completion indicators were by definition a “historic” or “backward-looking metric” (they reflected the 
situation at least 5 years after project design), and did not factor in the review of ongoing project 
processing and implementation, the use of success rates was useful for future sector and country 
programs as it provided lessons of success and failures.  

                                                   
1 In this regard, the African Development Bank has, among its level 1 indicators, those that seek to “light up and power Africa” 

and “improve the quality of life for the people of Africa.” 
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5. The preference for aggregating outputs (e.g., roads or water supply pipes built or upgraded or 
new households connected to electricity) was also highlighted by several operations departments but 
there was also a consensus that “quantitative indicators may not be effective for all sectors or countries 
in providing a complete picture of a project’s contribution to development effectiveness.” It was regarded 
as potentially misleading for some countries whose needs are increasingly related to innovative  
infrastructure financing schemes or for a high technology application, a volume of lending or 
“quantitative improvement" was not the primary focus of ADB investment. There is therefore a need to 
document the achievements of project outcomes (e.g., improving the reliability and efficiency of travel 
or the number of passengers) that capture the entire spectrum of the service: access, quality, and 
environmental sustainability.   
 
C. Assessments of Level 3 Indicators: Operational Management 

 
6. The responses by executive directors, alternate executive directors, and advisors both through 
the questionnaire and subsequent interviews focused on the current level 3 indicators of the corporate 
results framework, particularly with regard to Strategy 2030. The majority of respondents wanted 
changes in the indicators for project implementation quality (63%); project quality at entry (56%); and 
operational priorities—formerly the Strategy 2020 agendas and Strategy 2020 drivers of change (69%). 
Only with regard to the indicators for development finance (disbursement and cofinancing) were their 
responses more evenly divided between the need for change and satisfaction with current indicators.  
 
7. During interviews, implementation quality and performance was again highlighted. What ADB 
manages, and how and where this is reported, was raised as part of a broader concern as to whether 
levels 3 and 4 indicators adequately reflected performance. This was allied to a concern that indicators 
focused on comparisons with past performance rather than on the ongoing portfolio. Some respondents 
felt that operational indicators were needed to address quality at implementation (in addition to 
disbursement and contract awards) accompanied by more insightful analysis. Indicators are needed for 
the quality of infrastructure maintenance (including the counterpart funds allocated) and disaster 
resilience “to increase the likelihood of sustainability.” These indicators could also be used to provide an 
assessment on value for money. Better indicators for health and education are increasingly needed, 
e.g., teacher retention, teacher quality, secondary school completion rates, and completion of girls’ 
education. 
 
8. The importance of addressing and encouraging innovation was raised, particularly in the context 
of the private sector. More should be done to add value to private sector operations. Current attitudes 
appear to stress avoiding risks and making no mistakes and this needs to be addressed. A renewed focus 
on innovation should by definition mean acknowledging the existence of risk and the benefits that come 
from lesson sharing and knowledge transfer.   
 
9. Chiefs of sector and thematic groups and directors were equally divided between “the need for 
change” and “no need for change” in the reporting requirements of the Strategy 2020 corporate results 
framework for project implementation quality, project quality at entry, and operational priorities. As with 
the responses from the chiefs of sector and thematic groups, only with regard to reporting for 
development finance (disbursement and cofinancing) did 50% of respondents indicate satisfaction with 
current reporting. 
 
10. One of the level 3 areas that these respondents, both through the questionnaire and in 
interviews, felt needed change was implementation quality and the indicator “sovereign operations at 
implementation rated satisfactory”. The indicator has five parameters (technical, contract awards, 
disbursement, financial management, and safeguards) and was noted as “one of the weak points of our 
corporate results framework.”  
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11. Further feedback during the interviews indicated that currently “the rating is largely determined 
only by quantitative achievement in contract awards and disbursement, while the project performance 
is qualitatively assessed as ‘yes’ for technical and financial management and as ‘satisfactory’ for 
safeguards.”  It was noted that that the quantitative parameters “are not always accurately reflective of 
the project’s progress.”2 Some respondents felt that “there are so many exogenous factors that affect 
implementation that this metric is far too general to be of use.”  
 
12. Nevertheless, respondents recognized that the Procurement, Portfolio, and Financial 
Management Department, the Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department, and regional 
departments are working together to develop more detailed criteria for financial management and 
safeguards. Respondents’ suggestions included a scorecard that considers the level of effort from the 
project team and the executing agency relative to capacity and other relevant factors. Another suggestion 
was that “the value of this indicator would be more accurate if baseline projections could be reset at the 
beginning of each year.” In other words, if four or five indicators under the portfolio rating system are 
perfect, but the indicator for contract awards falls below 25% due to a lower contract value than 
estimated following a successful competitive bidding process, then the project becomes amber 
(i.e., middle signal for “warning”) even if there is no potential problem.3 
 
13. Chiefs of sector and thematic groups and directors were also asked for their views on other 
indicators of portfolio performance: infrastructure projects that are procurement-ready, time from 
approval to first contract in sovereign projects, and the disbursement ratio for sovereign projects and 
results-based lending. There was a consensus that these were useful indicators to measure project and 
procurement readiness but that subsequent corporate aggregation may not reflect the wide divergence 
in operational norms in individual countries, including government policies and capacity. Regional 
departments were concerned that operations in particular regions or countries should not be portrayed 
in a negative light based on country procedures that are outside ADB’s control. 
 
14. Some regional departments noted the value of adding the procurement readiness indicator to 
the corporate results framework (as included in the annual President’s Planning Directions). This had led 
to specific improvements at the departmental level. Other departments and country offices noted the 
need for further clarity on the definition of procurement-ready, i.e., does this refer to all procurement 
during the first 18 months or a certain percentage of procurement; does it mean contracts ready for 
award, or technical bidding evaluation report, financial bidding evaluation report submitted and under 
review. Highlighting the need for regional and/or country differentiation, some noted that the launch of 
bidding documents before project approval in some developing member countries (DMCs) may be 
difficult since advance procurement cannot take place until governments have approved the projects and 
provided a corresponding budget.  
 
15. In responding to the request for views on the level 3 strategic agenda indicators (operations 
contributing to inclusive economic growth, operations supporting environmental sustainability, 
operations supporting climate change mitigation and/or adaptation, and operations supporting regional 
cooperation and integration), chiefs of sector and thematic groups and directors responded that “these 
are good indicators if they are clearly defined and measured correctly.” Currently, the indicator 
“operations contributing to inclusive economic growth” is automated in eOps so that all projects tend 
to be categorized as contributing in this way. However, given the potential links of this indicator to 
several SDG goals, its role in overall country programming, and its importance to projects that focus on 
social protection, this could become a fundamental indicator of ADB’s performance. Similarly, greater 
accuracy in the indicators for “operations supporting environmental sustainability” and “climate change 

                                                   
2  Disbursement ratios do not take account of the age of portfolio, currency devaluations, category reallocations, and use of 

contingencies. The 5-year default implementation period needs to be extended to 7 years in the light of country and sectoral 
contexts. 

3  ADB. 2018. Project Performance Monitoring. Project Administration Instructions. PAI 5.08. Manila. 
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mitigation and/or adaptation” would better reflect the wide variation in the actual extent and nature of 
ADB support as well as contributing to the broader knowledge base for these globally important topics.   
 
16. Further, with regard to strategic indicators, while the regional outreach of ADB is captured by 
the indicator “operations supporting regional cooperation and integration,” the indicator misses the 
regional specificity of different types of cooperation and whether an education project may contribute 
significantly to climate change mitigation. Moreover, it misses some particular country contexts, e.g., 
Viet Nam has stopped borrowing for such programs for 2019 and Indonesia has a debt ceiling which 
affects its borrowing levels.  
 
17. Chiefs of sector and thematic groups and directors also commented on a further level 3 indicator: 
“sovereign operations using country systems.” This was one of the main outcomes of the Paris 
Declaration on Aid Effectiveness (2005) and ADB was assessed against it in the follow up surveys.4 
Concerns were expressed by respondents that the corporate results framework indicator is “vague since 
it does not specify which particular country system (e.g., disbursement through the government’s 
budget, procurement, safeguards).” Specifically, while country financial management systems follow the 
laws and regulations of countries (and report through annual audits and anti-corruption assessments) 
the procurement definition should be more clearly set to reflect country laws and procedures. In several 
DMCs, country procurement systems are not used by ADB while in others greater clarity was needed to 
assess procedures such as national competitive bidding.   
 
18. Focusing on private sector operations, respondents broadened their earlier responses on 
implementation quality to include the private sector and the need for more detailed indicators for 
operational management. It was noted that there were no real targets assessing the sector’s 
implementation quality. Parameters such as profitability, financial sustainability, returns on equity, and/or 
opportunity cost of capital should be included. Moreover, the corporate results framework did not reflect 
the innovative directions that the ADB should consider developing in more depth, e.g., mezzanine 
finance, commercial cofinancing, and financing for scaling up. Processes and attitudes to risk need to be 
reflected in the corporate results framework to encourage innovation through trial and error and an open 
discussion of lessons and experiences.   
  
19. With regard to the corporate cofinancing target, chiefs of sector and thematic groups and 
directors recognized that the ”one-to-one (matching ADB’s $1 with another $1 from outside)” target has 
contributed to departments doing more, but also that the strong demand for additional funding from 
clients of the projects is a major driver of cofinanced operations. Some departments indicated that this 
was the result of efforts to efficiently engage development partners in a more systematic project cycle 
partnership. Respondents also pointed out that this has led to a more diverse selection of development 
partners, including European private sector grant cofinanciers. This also lays the basis, in the context of 
the “One ADB” approach, for better departmental and resident mission coordination. 
 
20. Finally, comments were made on the data management needs for level 3 indicators, the 
usefulness of eOps, and the changes that are underway or about to begin. Responses from departments 
covered eOps as a reporting tool and the role of eOps in portfolio management. Since eOps does not 
contain the most updated project status and relevant records, it was seen by some as “useless for 
portfolio management” with departments developing stand-alone Excel databases and inputting data 
from other databases, e.g., the loan financial information system and the procurement review system. 
Concerns were expressed about eOps’ integration and synchronization with other databases, particularly 
those on the ADB mainframe. As a reporting tool, it is seen as slow, requiring a lot of manual entry. 
Respondents noted that it cannot be effectively used as a project briefing sheet and is useful only when 

                                                   
4  Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development. 2008. Survey on Monitoring the Paris Declaration. Paris. The 2008 

survey included: (i) use of country procurement systems, and (ii) use of country financial management systems.  It assessed all 
MDBs. ADB was assessed as using country systems in 36% of cases under (i) and 61% under (ii). The World Bank was assessed 
as 52% and 62%, while the African Development Bank was assessed at 42% and 44%. 
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checking historical data and for information on a project. Some respondents suggested that the 
dashboard represented the best modality for updated performance information and some, recognizing 
that ADB was “spreadsheet centered,” acknowledged the proposals, through the special capital agenda, 
to develop “end to end process digitalization.” 
 
D. Assessments of Level 4 Indicators: Organizational Management 
 
21. Responses from most executive directors, alternate executive directors, and advisors through 
questionnaire responses and interviews indicated that changes were needed in the level 4 organizational 
management indicators: human resources (69%), budget resources (56%), and process efficiency and 
client orientation (63%) The focus of remarks was on the extent to which respondents perceived that 
these indicators reflected performance. It was felt that the index for staff engagement did not convey 
the extent of staff self-learning or aptitude for innovation. Respondents felt that the annual ADB budget 
document provided broader information and perspectives on these three types of organizational 
indicators and, through the Board’s approval of the annual budget, offered it greater opportunity for 
more detailed interaction with management.  
 
22. Interviews and questionnaire responses from chiefs of sector and thematic groups and directors 
focused on specific indicators: sovereign operations administered with substantial resident mission 
involvement, the processing time for nonsovereign operations, the processing time for procurement 
contracts for sovereign operations of those larger than $10 million (in days); internal administrative 
expenses per $1 million disbursed; and the share of operational expenses for portfolio management. The 
overall response to the indicator on resident mission involvement was that it was not useful and had 
largely been replaced by the “One ADB” approach. One department observed that resident mission 
involvement as defined5  was too broad and was therefore already broadly complied with. A more 
deliberate approach to delegation of authority was thought to be needed, which would also “respond 
more effectively to DMC needs.” It was also suggested that departments themselves were better placed 
to judge whether the requisite skills and capacity were available to implement the project, again 
highlighting the importance of country differentiation.   
 
23. Processing times for procurement contracts and nonsovereign operations were seen as useful 
“snapshots.” There are already departmental indicators and these are monitored together with 
Procurement, Portfolio, and Financial Management Department. Respondents felt that indicators for the 
processing time for nonsovereign operations needed to be harmonized with the level 3 indicator 
“infrastructure projects that are procurement ready.” Some argued that country differentiation was an 
important issue bearing in mind the varying levels of capacity at the country level, particularly with regard 
to full awareness of ADB procedures and requirements.  

 
24. The indicators for internal administrative expenses per $1 million disbursed and the share of 
operational expenses for portfolio management were perceived as being primarily intended for the Board 
as indicators of value for money. Their performance standards were not seen as real drivers of 
performance. However, the causal relationship between administrative expenses and disbursement is 
complex. Although there is a perception that carrying out larger and easier projects will improve 
performance against this indicator, in reality problematic projects with slow disbursements may require 
more review missions to achieve intended results, especially as projects have become multisectoral and 
often cover several countries. Several departments indicated that, in the drive to lower administrative 
expenses, there was a risk of insufficient resources being allocated to promote quality, knowledge and 
innovation. 
 
 
 

                                                   
5 ADB. 2018. Results Framework Indicator Definitions. Manila. 



 

 

APPENDIX 5: PERFORMANCE EVALUATION REPORTS IN 2018 ON 
SOVEREIGN PROGRAM AND PROJECT OPERATIONS 
 
 
1. In 2018, the Independent Evaluation Department of the Asian Development Bank completed six 
project and program performance evaluation reports (PPERs) for sovereign operations. Of these, two 
were for a project and a program in Uzbekistan, and one each were for projects or programs in 
Bangladesh, Indonesia, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, and Maldives. The PPERs highlighted the 
importance of a sound design to ensure efficient project implementation and achievement of outcomes. 
The project design must be backed by comprehensive analysis of existing conditions and risk factors to 
enable the identification of appropriate mitigation measures and optimum implementation 
arrangements. Along the same lines, the PPERs also underscored the importance of a well-reasoned 
project rationale, a results chain that is strongly linked, and design and monitoring framework indicators 
that are properly defined with measurable targets and baselines. Ensuring the commitment of project 
stakeholders (including the government, beneficiaries, and development partners) and the continuity of 
human resources will boost sustainability. The key findings of these PPERs are summarized below.  
 
2. Bangladesh: Chittagong Port Trade Facilitation Project. The project was rated successful (relevant, 
effective, efficient, and likely sustainable). The project’s intended outcomes were fully achieved, except 
for vessel turnaround time and reduction in port charges. Overall, the project helped to facilitate vessel 
and cargo movements within the port area by providing support facilities, improving access to the port, 
and contributing to meeting international environmental standards. The re-estimated economic internal 
rate of return (EIRR) was 19.4%. The Chittagong Port Authority was found to be in good financial health. 
 
3. Lao People’s Democratic Republic: Northern Region Sustainable Livelihoods Through Livestock 
Development Project. The project was rated less than successful (relevant, less than effective, efficient, 
and less than likely sustainable). It was responsive to the needs of the upland areas and beneficiaries, 
although its design could have been improved if more attention had been paid to synergies between 
activities and components. While the project was strong on delivering outputs, it had limited success in 
achieving intermediate outcomes requiring learning, changing practices, or changing behavior. 
Continued access to and reinvestment of the credit that will be critical for sustaining project benefits 
(and minimizing defaults) was found to be uncertain. 
 
4. Indonesia: Coral Reef Rehabilitation and Management Project Phase II. The project was rated 
successful (relevant, effective, efficient, less than likely sustainable). It was innovative in developing and 
implementing marine protected area systems supported by coastal communities. Coral reef management 
plans were developed, which resulted in a decline in destructive fishing and an increase in fish landing in 
project districts. Increases in live coral reef coverage and household income were, however, only partially 
attained. Given the absence of resources, sustainable implementation of the coral reef management 
plans and community engagement is not fully ensured. The re-estimated EIRR was 19.9%, which was 
similar to the 19% at appraisal. 
 
5. Maldives: Economic Recovery Program. The program was rated successful (relevant, effective, 
efficient, and less than likely sustainable). The program directly addressed the economic crisis facing the 
Maldives by facilitating a wide-ranging set of policy reforms and supporting their financing. The program 
achieved the expected outcomes in budgeting, taxation, and auditing, which were deemed likely to be 
sustained owing to continued efforts by relevant government authorities on these fronts. However, 
controlling expenditures and privatizing state-owned enterprises—the two program outcomes that are 
most critical to building fiscal space—were not satisfactorily achieved. Political economy considerations 
led to policy reversals on prudent management of expenditures. 
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6. Uzbekistan: Surkhandarya Water Supply and Sanitation Project. The project was rated successful 
(relevant, less than effective, efficient, and likely sustainable). Although the achievement of most 
outcome indicators is on a positive trajectory, several project targets remain to be fully attained. The 
design was also considered flawed because of the small allocation (3% of base cost) to the sanitation 
component, which was of a poor standard in Surkhandarya at appraisal. Nevertheless, the re-estimated 
EIRRs for two subprojects were well above the 12% threshold. The built infrastructure also appeared 
sound. Tariffs have been increasing steadily since 2010, although the persisting high staff turnover may 
affect institutional sustainability.  
 
7. Uzbekistan: Housing for Integrated Rural Development Investment Program—Tranches 1, 2, 
and 3. The project was rated less than successful (less than relevant, less than effective, efficient, less 
than likely sustainable). The project success was affected by flaws in design as it failed to recognize 
institutional weaknesses, weak market conditions, and associated risks.  While housing loan targets were 
achieved, the PPER noted that targeting of beneficiaries was weak, resulting in subsidies benefiting 
mostly the upper- and middle-income classes. Staff training targets were not achieved, although targets 
to increase microcredit lending and establish micro and small enterprises were achieved. Due to market 
distortion by the subsidies and government-led institutional arrangements, the uncertainty of financial 
sustainability of the government, and the reduced affordability of houses to the poor, the project’s 
sustainability is also questionable. 
 
 
 



 

 

APPENDIX 6: EVALUATION METHODS FOR PUBLIC SECTOR OPERATIONS 
 
 

Item 

Project or Program 
Performance Evaluation 

Reports 

Validation of Project or 
Program Completion 

Reports 
Country Assistance 
Program Evaluation 

Validation of 
Country Partnership 

Strategy Final 
Review Report 

Coverage Independent Evaluation 
Department (IED) is 
expected to conduct in- 
depth field-based 
evaluations of 10%–
20% of completed 
projects.  

The selection of 
completed public sector 
operations for a project 
or program 
performance evaluation 
report is based on 
purposive sampling. 

In a given year, IED will 
validate all completed 
project or program 
completion reports 
(PCRs). 

 

A country assistance 
program evaluation 
(CAPE) assesses ADB’s 
work and its results 
(development impact) 
in a particular country 
over periods of 7–12 
years. It can cover two 
or three country 
partnership strategies 
(CPSs). 

 

A country 
partnership strategy 
final review (CPSFR) 
validation report 
generally covers one 
CPS period, 
although it may 
include earlier 
periods, and usually 
also includes 
implementation and 
results of projects 
approved  

Approach Based on an assessment 
of actual versus 
intended project 
outputs, outcomes, and 
impacts.  

project  or program 
performance evaluation 
reports are in-depth 
assessments of projects, 
based on evidence from 
documentation and 
files, as well as field 
visits, occasional 
surveys, and interviews 
with ADB staff, 
government staff, and 
other stakeholders. 

Based on an assessment 
of actual versus intended 
project outputs, 
outcomes, and impacts  

Project or program 
validation reports (PVRs) 
rely on a rapid assessment 
of project performance 
based mainly on desk 
reviews and cross-
checking of the PCR, the 
report and 
recommendation of the 
President  and associated 
documents.  

A CPSFR validation report generally follows the 
CAPE methodology unless otherwise specified 

A CPSFR validation report relies mainly on 
information and data in the CPSFR report, 
relevant documents, interviews with key ADB 
staff and a short field visit to interview staff 
from the government, counterparts, and 
development partners 

CAPEs undertake more extensive data 
collection than CPSFR validation reports 

Evaluation 
Rating 

Evaluated or validated operations are rated highly 
successful, successful, less than successful, or 
unsuccessful 

For projects, equal weights are applied to the four 
core evaluation criteria in order to determine the 
overall success rate: 

(i) Relevance. Alignment with the country’s 
development priorities and with ADB’s 
strategies, and appropriateness of the 
project design; continuing relevance from 
design to completion 

(ii) Effectiveness. Achieving project outcomes 
and outputs based on the design and 
monitoring framework and on the revised 
scope and targets, if any. Safeguards, the 
gender action plan, and unintended 
outcomes are also assessed. 

A country program is rated highly successful, 
successful, less than successful, or unsuccessful 

Equal weights are applied to the following five 
core evaluation criteria in order to determine 
the overall success rate: 

(i) Relevance. Appropriateness of CPS 
objectives to meeting the country’s 
needs and ADB objectives, its strategic 
positioning and sector program 
relevance and design quality, and 
development partner coordination. 

(ii) Effectiveness. The degree to which the 
intended sector, project, or program 
and technical assistance outcomes 
were achieved or are likely to be 
achieved based on outputs delivered. 
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Item 

Project or Program 
Performance Evaluation 

Reports 

Validation of Project or 
Program Completion 

Reports 
Country Assistance 
Program Evaluation 

Validation of 
Country Partnership 

Strategy Final 
Review Report 

(iii) Efficiency. How resources were converted 
to results through measures of process 
efficiency. 

(iv) Sustainability. The sustainability of project 
outcomes and outputs over the economic 
life of the project (for investment 
operations) or of results from policy actions 
taken (for policy-based operations). 

In addition, the likely impact of the project or 
program; the performance of the Asian 
Development Bank (and the cofinancier, when 
applicable); and the performance of the borrower 
and executing agency in relation to the project or 
program under review are rated. These do not affect 
the overall rating. 

(iii) Efficiency. CPS program costs versus 
benefits; program implementation 
and disbursement and contract award 
performance; and other measures 
affecting efficiency 

(iv) Sustainability. Adequacy of various 
factors to sustain results, adequacy of 
risk mitigation arrangements 

Development impacts. ADB’s contribution to 
development results in the country, unintended 
outcomes and impacts, including unintended 
safeguard impacts, and unplanned institutional 
impacts 

 

ADB = Asian Development Bank.  
Source: ADB (Independent Evaluation Department). 
 



 

 

APPENDIX 7: ADB TRANSITIONAL RESULTS FRAMEWORK INDICATORS, 
2017–2020 
 
 

Table A7.1: Level 1—Development Progress in Asia and the Pacific 

Indicator 

Sustainable 
Development Goals 

Alignment 
A. Poverty (income and non-income) 

1. Proportion of the population below the international poverty line (%) 

 
2. Annual growth rate of real GDP per capita (%) 

 
3. Growth rates of household expenditure or income per capita (%) 

 
- Bottom 40% 
- Total population 

4. Wage and salaried workers in total employment (%) 

 
- Female 
- Male 

5. Prevalence of stunting among children under 5 years of age (%) 

 
6. Under-5 mortality rate (deaths per 1,000 live births) 

- Female 
- Male 

Gender parity index in education (%) 

 
7. Secondary 
8. Tertiary 
9. Gross lower secondary education graduation rate (%) 

- Female 
- Male 

10. Maternal deaths per 100,000 live births (number) 

 
B. Other Development Outcomes 

11. Paved roads (kilometers per 10,000 people) 

 
12. Proportion of population with access to electricity (%) 

 
13. Proportion of adults (15 years and older) with an account at a bank or other 

financial institution or with a mobile money service provider (%) 
 

Proportion of population using safely managed drinking water services (%) 

 
14. Rural 
15. Urban 

Proportion of population using safely managed sanitation services, 
including handwashing facility with soap and water (%) 

16. -Rural 
17. -Urban 
18. Governance and public sector management assessment (index) 
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Indicator 

Sustainable 
Development Goals 

Alignment 
19. Time to start business (days) 

 
20. Intraregional trade in total Asia and Pacific trade (%) 

 
21. Forest area as proportion of total land area (%) 

 
22. CO2 emissions per unit of value added (kg per PPP$ of GDP) 

 
CO2 = carbon dioxide, GDP = gross domestic product, kg = kilogram, PPP = purchasing power parity, SDG = Sustainable 
Development Goal. 
Source: Asian Development Bank. 2017. The Asian Development Bank’s Transitional Results Framework, 2017–2020. Manila.  

 
Table A7.2: Level 2—ADB Contributions to Development Results 

Indicator 

Sustainable 
Development Goal 

Alignment 
A. Quality at Completion (country strategies and assistance programs successfully completed) 

1. Completed country strategies and assistance programs rated successful (%)  
 

Completed sovereign operations rated successful (%)  
2. Projects  
3. Policy-based operations  
4. Completed sovereign operations rated likely sustainable (%)  
5. Completed nonsovereign operations rated successful (%)  
6. Completed technical assistance projects rated successful (%)  
7. Completed sovereign operations delivering intended gender equality  

results (%) 
 

B. Core Operational Results (results in Strategy 2020 core operational areas achieved) 
Infrastructure – Energy  
8. Greenhouse gas emission reduction (tCO2-equiv/year) 

 
9. New households connected to electricity (number) 

 
10. Installed energy generation capacity (megawatts) 

- Renewable 
11. Transmission lines installed or upgraded (kilometers) 
12. Distribution lines installed or upgraded (kilometers) 
Infrastructure – Transport  
13. Use of roads built or upgraded (average daily vehicle-kilometers in the first 

full year of operation) 
 14. Use of railways built or upgraded (average daily ton-kilometers in the first 

full year of operation) 
15. Roads built or upgraded (kilometers) 
16. Railways constructed or upgraded (kilometers) 
17. Urban rail- and bus-based mass transit systems built or upgraded 

(kilometers) 
Infrastructure – Water  
18. Households with new or improved water supply (number) 

 
19. Households with new or improved sanitation (number) 
20. Wastewater treatment capacity added or improved (cubic meters per day) 
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Indicator 

Sustainable 
Development Goal 

Alignment 
21. Water supply pipes installed or upgraded (length of network in kilometers) 

 
22. Land improved through irrigation, drainage, and/or flood management 

(hectares) 
 

Finance  
23. Trade finance supported ($ million per year) 

 
24. Microfinance loan accounts opened or end borrowers reached (number) 

 
25. Small and medium-sized enterprise loan accounts opened or end borrowers 

reached (number) 
 

Education  
26. Students benefiting from new or improved educational facilities (number) 

 
- Female 
- Male 

27. Students educated and trained under improved quality assurance systems 
(number) 

 

- Female 
- Male 

28. Teachers trained with quality or competency standards (number)  
- Female 
- Male 

Environment  
Indicators: 8, 10 (renewable), 14, 16, 17, 19, and 20  
Regional Cooperation and Integration  
29. Cross-border transmission of electricity (gigawatt-hours per year) 

 
30. Cross-border cargo volume facilitated (tons per year) 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, tCO2 equiv/year = tons of carbon dioxide equivalent per year. 
Note: Shading in cells indicates the column head does not apply. 
Source: ADB. 2017. The Asian Development Bank’s Transitional Results Framework, 2017–2020. Manila.  
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Table A7.3: Level 3—ADB Operational Management 

Indicator Sustainable Development Goal 
Alignment 

A. Implementation Quality (operations satisfactorily implemented) 
1. Performance of sovereign operations at implementation rated 

satisfactory (%) 
 

2. Performance of nonsovereign operations at implementation, 
credit rated satisfactory (%) 

 

3. Time from approval to first contract in sovereign projects 
(months) 

 

B. Quality at Entry (high-quality country strategies and operations prepared) 
4. Quality at entry of country partnership strategies in supporting 

inclusive economic growth rated satisfactory (%) 
 

5. Infrastructure projects that are procurement ready (%)  
C. Development Finance (development finance mobilized and transferred) 

6. Disbursement ratio for sovereign projects and results-based 
lending (%) 

 

7. Disbursement ratio for nonsovereign project finance loans (%)  
8. Direct value-added cofinancing (% of ADB financing approved) 

 
9. Project development transactions for public–private partnerships 

(total number from 2013) 
 

D. Strategy 2020 Development Agendas and Operations (ADB operations focused on strategic agendas and 
operational areas) 

Operations contributing to inclusive economic growth focusing 
on 

 10. - growth and creation of jobs and opportunities (%) 
11. - inclusive access to jobs and opportunities (%) 

 
12. - social protection (%) 

 
13. Operations supporting environmental sustainability (%)  
14. Operations supporting climate change mitigation and/or 

adaptation (%) 
 

15. Operations supporting regional cooperation and integration (%) 

 
16. Financing for Strategy 2020 core operational areas (%)  

Financing for education (%) 

 
17. Financing for health (%) 

 
E. Strategy 2020 Drivers of Change (ADB operations promote drivers of change) 

18. Operations supporting private sector development and private 
sector operations (%) 

 19. Financing for private sector operations (% of OCR approvals) 
20. Operations supporting governance and/or capacity development 

(%) 
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Indicator Sustainable Development Goal 
Alignment 

21. Operations supporting gender mainstreaming (%) 

 
22. Web-distributed knowledge solutions (number of downloads) 

 
23. Civil society organizations participation in sovereign operations, 

% of approved operations) 
 24. Sovereign operations using country systems (%) 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, OCR = ordinary capital resources.  
Note: Shading in cells indicates the column head does not apply. 
Source: ADB. 2017. The Asian Development Bank’s Transitional Results Framework, 2017–2020. Manila.  

 
Table A7.4: Level 4—ADB Organization Management 

Indicator Sustainable Development Goal 
Alignment 

A. Human Resources (sufficient staff resources maintained, and staff motivation and diversity increased) 
1. Budgeted international and national staff in operations 

departments (%) 
 

2. Representation of women in the international staff category (%)  
3. Staff engagement (index)  

B. Budget Resources (budget efficiency and adequacy improved) 
4. Internal administrative expenses per $1 million disbursement 

($’000) 
 

5. Share of operational expenses for portfolio management (% of 
total operational expenses attributable to portfolio management 
and processing of operations) 

 

C. Process Efficiency and Client Orientation (business process efficiency and client orientation improved) 
6. Sovereign operations administered with substantial resident 

mission involvement (%) 
 

7. Sovereign operations processing time (from start of loan fact-
finding to Board approval, months) 

 

8. Nonsovereign operations processing time (from start of due 
diligence to Board approval, months)  

9. Processing time for procurement contracts for sovereign 
operations (more than $10 million, days)  

ADB = Asian Development Bank, SDG = Sustainable Development Goal. 
Note: Shading in cells indicates the column head does not apply. 
Source: ADB. 2017. The Asian Development Bank’s Transitional Results Framework, 2017–2020. Manila.  

 
 
 
 



 

 

APPENDIX 8: EVALUATION REPORTS WITH ALL ACCEPTED 
RECOMMENDATIONS COMPLETED DURING REPORTING YEARS 2011–2018 
 
 

Table A8.1: Evaluation Reports with All Accepted Recommendations Completed  
During Reporting Years 2011–2018 

Year 

No. of 
Completed 
Evaluation 

Reports 

No. of 
Recommen-

dations 
AR  
(%) 

No. of 
Accepted 

Recommen- 
dations 

Completed 

Average 
Implemen-

tation Period  
(years) 

Number 
Rated FI/ LI 

FI/ LI 
(% of total) 

2011 14 59 86 51 1.6 37 73 
2012 12 48 92 44 2.2 26 59 
2013 15 61 95 58 2.4 45 78 
2014 8 36 94 34 3.2 25 74 
2015 4 23 87 20 3.2 15 75 
2016 14 82 83 68 3.9 58 85 
2017 10 50 98 49 3.8 35 71 
2018 3 27 48 13 4.1 9 69 
2011–2018 80 386 87 337 3.0 250 74 

AR = acceptance rate, FI = fully implemented, LI = largely implemented. 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department) 
 

Table A8.2: Results Matrix of Three Completed Evaluation Reports, Reporting Year 2018 

Report Title 
Key Messages of 
Recommendations Outcomes and Outputs 

Implementation 
Rate 

Corporate 
Evaluation of 
ADB's Trade 
Finance 
Program  

Operate the trade finance 
program as an automated 
line-of-business with 
sufficient staff  
(1 recommendation) 

(i) Increased staff resources. 
 

(ii) The Trade Finance Program Monitoring 
System (TFPMS) was formally rolled out and 
has been used to process daily transactions 
since 2015. 

At the outcome level, the TFPMS is a vast 
improvement on the previous Excel-based 
information system. It has made data entry 
processing and generating reports efficient 
(reported by IED assessment). 

100% 

Corporate 
Evaluation on 
the Role of 
Technical 
Assistance in 
ADB 
Operations 

Focus on the strategic use 
of TA by establishing a 
senior management 
committee to set annual 
priorities for corporate TA  
 
Increase the use of 
programmatic and 
reimbursable TA, TA 
clusters and facilities, and 
innovative TA 
 
Improve the use of 
consultants for TA by 
ensuring a comprehensive 
review under the Strategy 

(i) A new TA resource allocation mechanism is in 
place. 
 

(ii) ADB has been implementing TA reforms since 
March 2017. Staff instructions for transaction 
technical assistance and knowledge and 
support technical assistance were further 
refined in July 2018 to provide staff with 
clearer guidance on business processes. The 
introduction of facility TA and consolidation 
has helped make TA more programmatic. The 
new project readiness facility was introduced 
to ensure that subsequent ADB projects have 
a high level of implementation readiness. 

(iii) A working group made up of staff from 
various ADB departments, including the 

33% 
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Report Title 
Key Messages of 
Recommendations Outcomes and Outputs 

Implementation 
Rate 

2020 Midterm Review 
Action Plan, improving 
staff capacity related to 
consultant recruitment 
and management, and 
improving the consultant 
performance assessment 
system and its analysis  
(6 sub-recommendations) 

Independent Evaluation Department, has 
worked on revising the technical assistance 
completion report format. A new Project 
Administration Instruction section 6.08 has 
been rolled out. 

 
(iv) A review of existing procurement and 

consultant policy was initiated at the time the 
planned action was assessed (4th quarter of 
December 2015-1st quarter of 2016). A review 
of current and new contract forms has been 
undertaken as well.  Procurement, Portfolio 
and Financial Management Department , in its 
update, stated that the new Procurement 
Framework covering both procurement and 
consultant services has been approved in 
2017.   
 

(v) A review of consultant performance 
assessment, proposed consultant selection 
criteria for both TA and loan and grant 
operations was under way at the time of the 
planned action assessment. Revised evaluation 
criteria and scoring sheets, accounting for 
both past performance and increased use of 
employees of firms were initiated at the time 
of planned action assessment and were 
expected to be rolled out.  

 
At the outcome level, a self-assessment 
reported that ADB's regional departments have 
been increasingly using programmatic TA such 
as TA facilities and clusters (including 
converting ongoing stand-alone TA to TA 
facilities or clusters) to maximize the benefits of 
these new types of TA and to ensure 
operational efficiency. Moreover, the 
implemented reforms specifically for the TA 
allocation procedure in 2015 resulted in a 
massive clean-up of the 1,070 active TA 
projects as of the end of 2014. The total 
number of active TA projects subsequently 
went down to 878 in 2017 and to 817 as of 10 
October 2018. 

Special 
Evaluation 
Study on 
ADB's 
Response to 
Natural 
Disasters and 
Disaster Risks 

Include a vulnerability 
assessment in country 
partnership strategies for 
developing member 
countries vulnerable to 
natural disaster risks. 
Appropriate investment 
programs need to deal 
with the assessed risks.  
 
Apply an integrated 
approach to disaster 
recovery operations that 

(i) Provision of SSTA to finance the development 
of guidance materials and screening tools for 
use in incorporating disaster risk concerns 
into ADB's country partnership strategy and 
project preparation processes, including 
modification of the AWARE tool. This tool is 
currently used to support project climate risk 
screening to:  
(a) integrate geological hazards; (b) enhance 
climate-related hazard components; and  
(c) enhance screening output 
recommendations regarding disaster risk 
management. 

100% 
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Report Title 
Key Messages of 
Recommendations Outcomes and Outputs 

Implementation 
Rate 

goes beyond 
infrastructure restoration. 
The primary focus on 
infrastructure restoration 
needs to be 
complemented by 
activities directed at 
livelihood restoration and 
improved resilience of 
both infrastructure and 
economic activity. 
 
Enhance coordination 
with other development 
partners, take more of a 
leading role in countries 
where ADB provides major 
development support, and 
undertake more joint TA 
with development 
partners. 
.  
Integrate climate change 
and natural disaster 
activities, and improve 
capacity in both areas; 
Review risk finance models 
and products developed 
by other disaster risk 
financing institutions, 
including those that work 
with private sector 
operations. 
 
Update and refine ADB’s 
2008 action plan and 
follow this up with an 
annual progress report to 
feed Management 
decisions  
(6 recommendations). 

  
(ii) ADB has generally taken an integrated 

approach in its post-disaster recovery 
operations, as provided in the 2004 Disaster 
and Emergency Assistance Policy. ADB's 
assistance does not only focus on 
infrastructure restoration after a disaster, it 
also includes activities directed at livelihood 
restoration and improved resilience of both 
infrastructure and economic activities. A 
recent illustration of this integrated and 
holistic approach is the assistance that ADB 
provided to the Philippines in the wake of 
Typhoon Yolanda. The Integrated Disaster Risk 
Management (IDRM) Operational Plan 
established a good framework. Based on the 
operational plan, a more strategic and 
proactive mix of livelihood restoration 
in smaller disaster interventions can be made. 
 

(iii) The operational plan for IDRM 2014–
2020 introduced an IDRM framework that 
combined disaster risk reduction, elements of 
climate change adaptation, and disaster risk 
financing under a common, mutually-
reinforcing structure. The development of 
country diagnostics and action plan 
methodology is currently underway with case 
studies involving Pakistan and Sri Lanka in the 
early stages. Fiji and Nepal were included in 
2016. ADB provided  Sustainable 
Development and Climate Change 
Department  with a climate change 
adaptation staff and a senior DRM specialist 
with expertise on disaster risk financing. 
Under the operational plan, annual 
accomplishment reports will be prepared 
detailing the implementation progress 
drawing on the operational plan results 
framework. 

At the outcome level, the IED assessment 
reported that the Operational Plan for Integrated 
Disaster Risk Management (2014–2020) sets out 
a good framework for disaster response, 
including a livelihood restoration component. It 
also laid out a good platform for ADB to play a 
strong and proactive role in the donor 
coordination. ADB has been very active in the 
field of disaster risk financing since this 
evaluation was conducted.  

ADB = Asian Development Bank, IED = Independent Evaluation Department, SSTA = small-scale technical assistance, TA = technical 
assistance. 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 

 



 

 

APPENDIX 9: SUMMARY OF ACTIONS TAKEN ON EVALUATION 
RECOMMENDATIONS OF 13 COMPLETED EVALUATION REPORTS BY KEY 
OPERATIONAL PRIORITIES IN REPORTING YEARS 2017–2018 
 
 
1. The 2019 Annual Evaluation Review looked at the relevance of evaluation recommendations in 
terms of their links and/or fit to the operational areas of the Asian Development Bank (ADB) 
Strategy 2030. During 2017–2018, ADB completed a total of 62 actions on recommendations, with a 
majority directed at (i) governance and institutional capacity; (ii) national governance policy and capacity 
building, (iii) climate change, climate and disaster resilience, and environmental sustainability, and 
(iv) poverty reduction and inequality (Table). The results of actions taken on recommendation in these 
four operational areas are described below. 

 
Table A9: List of Evaluation Reports Where All Actions on Recommendations were Completed,  

Reporting Year 2017–2018 

Report Category and Short Title 
Total  
AR 

Governance 
and 

Institutional 
Capacity 

Climate Change, 
Climate and 

Disaster 
Resilience, 

Environmental 
Sustainability 

Poverty 
and 

Inequality RCI 

Rural 
Develop-
ment and 

Food 
Security 

A. Country       
CAPE Lao People’s Democratic Republic: 

Sustainable Growth and Integration 
5 4 1 0 0 0 

SAPE on the Education Sector in 
Uzbekistan 

4 1 0 3 0 0 

SAPE on the Energy Sector in Lao 
People’s Democratic Republic 4 0 2 0 2 0 

CAPE Uzbekistan 7 6 0 1 0 0 
CAPE for the Islamic Republic of 

Afghanistan 4 2 0 2 0 0 

Shallow Tubewell Irrigation in Nepal: 
Impacts of the Community 
Groundwater Irrigation Sector Project 

4 1 0 0 0 3 

B. Thematic and Corporate       
SES on ADB’s Support for Promoting 

Good Governance in Pacific 
Developing Member Countries 

4 4 0 0 0 0 

SES on Knowledge Product Services: 
Building a Stronger Knowledge 
Institution 

6 6 0 0 0 0 

TE on ADB's Support for Achieving the 
Millennium Development Goals 7 2 2 2 1 0 

CE on ADB’s Decentralization: Progress 
and Operational Performance 

4 4 0 0 0 0 

CE on ADB's Trade Finance Program 1 1 0 0 0 0 
CE on the Role of Technical Assistance in 

ADB Operations 
6 6 0 0 0 0 

SES on ADB's Response to Natural 
Disasters and Disaster Risks 6 0 4 0 2 0 

Total Recommendations 62 37 9 8 5 3 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, AR = acceptance rate, CAPE = country assistance program evaluation, CE = corporate evaluation, 
RCI = regional cooperation and integration, SAPE = sector assistance program evaluation, SES = special evaluation study, TE = 
thematic evaluation. 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department) 
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2. Actions to strengthen governance and institutional capacity. Evaluation recommendations 
focuses on three operational areas under this priority: supporting public management reforms and 
financial stability, strengthening capacity and standards, and strengthening service delivery. Most actions 
taken were for strengthening capacity and standards and focused on capacity development in ADB 
headquarters, resident missions, and developing member countries (DMCs). These tackled issues 
particular to ADB systems concerned with the operations of and communication among ADB 
headquarters, resident missions, and DMCs. They aimed to make changes that are sustainable and that 
have long-term benefits calibrated to DMC needs (unlike one-time interventions). This holistic approach 
targets strengthening relations between ADB headquarters and resident missions, and involves furthering 
the expertise available for DMCs through building capacity at resident mission and ministry levels. The 
recommendations also emphasized the need for a formal knowledge strategy to guide ADB operations 
in strengthening the knowledge management capacity of DMCs. 
 
3. Actions related to the focus of governance on national government policy reforms and capacity 
building. Several evaluation recommendations aimed at equipping the public sector to create 
partnerships and manage finances. While their actions are mostly project-specific, they may address 
cross-cutting social issues (i.e., forging partnerships for the implementation of projects in education, 
agriculture, and access to clean water). Some of the completed recommendations were on strengthening 
service delivery. Actions taken on these group of recommendations included a results framework for 
monitoring progress and ensuring accountability among service providers, staff and consultant 
performance quality control, and enhancing TA-related strategies and business processes to maximize 
the benefits of ADB-financed activities. 
 
4. Actions tackling climate change, building climate and disaster resilience, and enhancing 
environmental sustainability. Actions taken on completed recommendations in the first two priority areas 
provided an integrated approach to mitigating the effects of climate change, ensuring disaster 
preparedness, and post-disaster rebuilding or recovery. Recommendations made on environmental 
sustainability recognized the adverse impacts on health, education, livelihood, and property if they are 
left unprioritized. Going beyond green infrastructure solutions, actions addressed the need for 
comprehensive planning for each DMC, with careful consideration given to disaster-prone areas. Other 
actions aimed at strengthening regional departments and private sector partnerships and these will likely 
contribute to the formulation of better strategies for disaster preparedness and response. 
 
5. Actions to make further progress on eliminating poverty and reducing inequality. Almost all 
evaluation recommendations under this operational priority are drawn from the country and sector 
evaluations. Actions taken focused mainly on improving economic conditions through health and 
education. In case of the latter, actions on recommendations tackled the need for policies to ensure 
better access to higher education and vocational training to prepare DMC nationals for better 
employment opportunities. 
 



 

 

APPENDIX 10: LIST OF LINKED DOCUMENTS 
 
 
A. Sovereign Operations: Analysis of Performance at Project Level 

https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/linked-documents/A-Sovereign-Performance-Project-
Level.pdf 
 

B. Sovereign Operations: Success Rates and Results of Project Evaluations 
https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/linked-documents/B-Sovereign-Success-Rates-and-
Results.pdf 
 

C. Performance of Nonsovereign Operations 
https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/linked-documents/C-Nonsovereign-Performance.pdf  

 
D. Performance of Nonsovereign Operations by Region 

https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/linked-documents/D-Nonsovereign-Operations-by-
Region.pdf 
 

E. Corporate Results Frameworks and Scorecards and the Experience of Selected Multilateral 
Development Banks and Bilateral Organizations 
https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/linked-documents/E-CRF-Scorecards-Experience-MDBs-
Bilaterals.pdf 
 

F. Evaluation Recommendations, Management Responses, and Action Plans in Report Year 2018 
https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/linked-documents/F-Evaluation-Recommendations-
Action-Plans.pdf  

 
G. Self-Assessment and Validation of Actions on Recommendations Due in Report Year 2018 

https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/linked-documents/G-Self-Assessment-Validation-Actions-
Recommendations-2018.pdf 
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