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A. Context 
 
1. The Annual Evaluation Review (AER) is a flagship report of the Independent Evaluation 
Department (IED). Based on evaluation and validation work undertaken during 2018, the 2019 AER 
will highlight key findings and make recommendations to inform the development agenda of the 
Asian Development Bank (ADB).  
 
2. The AER provides ADB Management, member countries, and other actors in the 
development arena with an independent perspective on the performance of ADB operations in the 
region. The 2019 AER complements two reports produced by Management on ADB’s performance: 
(i) the Development Effectiveness Review (DEfR) which is ADB Management’s review of 
performance against ADB’s results framework, and (ii) the Annual Portfolio Performance Review 
that details the state of ADB’s sovereign and nonsovereign portfolios. The 2019 AER is scheduled 
for discussion by the ADB Board in April 2019 after which it will be publicly available on ADB’s 
website.  
 
B. Objectives 
 
3. The AER has four main objectives: (i) to present a synthesis of results and performance1 of 
ADB-supported operations based on independent evaluation methodology and criteria; (ii) to dig 
deeper on selected issues concerning ADB’s performance and performance management, from an 
evaluation perspective; (iii) to discuss the follow up to evaluation recommendations and highlight 
evaluation lessons that can be used by ADB, recipient countries, and the development community 
to improve development effectiveness; and (iv) to aid communications within and outside ADB. 
 
C. Content and Structure 
 
4. Consistent with earlier years, the 2019 AER will inform on the results and performance of 
ADB operations from the perspective of independent evaluation. The report will review the success 
of recently completed operations and the factors contributing to this, as based on country and 
project evaluations undertaken since the 2018 AER.2 The report will discuss performance by 
lending modality, sector, and regional perspectives. It will also provide a compilation of key 
messages derived from recent high-level IED reports, management responses, and minutes of 
Development Effectiveness Committee discussions. The key messages are likely to be in the 
following three results areas, corresponding to the relevant high-level evaluation reports:  
(i) strategic or thematic challenges (e.g., state-owned enterprise, small and medium-sized 
enterprises); (ii) operational issues (e.g., policy-based lending); and (iii) support for private sector 
(e.g., Pacific Private Sector Development Initiative, Evaluating the Evaluators and Use of Private 

                                                 
1  Results are actual changes seen, performance is equivalent to the success rating which is a weighted average of a 

number of standard assessments (relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability, development impacts). 
2   Evaluations include IED’s (i) validations of the country partnership final review, validations of public and private sector 

project completion reports (PCRs extended annual review reports); (ii) independent evaluations through the country 
assistance program evaluation (CAPEs); and (iii) the public and private sector project performance evaluation reports. 
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Sector Equity Investment). This section may be presented not by the themes, but by the findings, 
issues, and by recommendations.3 
 
5. In addition to reporting on results and performance, the 2019 AER will provide a section to 
enhance the understanding of the functioning of results frameworks (and the corporate scorecard) 
in ADB. This is part of the plan to review ADB’s experience with self-evaluation over 2019 and 
2020. The 2019 AER will review ADB’s self-evaluation through the corporate results framework 
(CRF) and the DEfR, which is ADB’s annual report on the progress made. The AER focuses on 
this in light of 10 years of ADB experience with this instrument, and also ADB’s intention to produce 
a new CRF by mid-2019, setting targets for the period 2019–2024 and using 2018 as a baseline. 
Subsequently, the 2020 AER will review the experience with ADB’s project self-evaluation (project 
completion reports [PCRs] and extended annual reviews for private sector operations).   
 
6. The 2019 AER will furthermore provide the usual stocktake on the progress of past 
recommendations as agreed with Management and as tracked through the ADB Management 
Action Record System (MARS). This section will describe progress made and give some 
perspectives on how the MARS is being made more effective as a tracking and learning tool for the 
Board. Further reform of the MARS will be commented on. The section on progress of past 
recommendations agreed with Management will be based on data indicating progress on follow-up 
actions and recommendations by evaluation study and a review of actions due in 2018  
(Appendix 1). 
 
7. Finally, based on the analysis of the report and the most recent evaluation lessons, the AER 
will provide recommendations.  
 
D. Methodology and New Features 
 
8. The section on the results and performance of ADB operations will include an analysis of 
the validated PCRs issued between July 2017 and June 2018, as was done in earlier AERs. Trends 
will generally be analyzed on a 3-year moving average basis, to allow for a longer-term perspective 
on results. This adds value to the shorter periods used to assess performance in the DEfRs. The 
appendix corresponding to the section will provide details on validations by sector (and possibly by 
subsector). The section will report on the four main criteria for assessing public sector projects  
(i.e., relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, and sustainability) counting 47 validated PCRs (40 for 
batch 1, July–December 2017; and 7 for batch 2, January–June 2018). For nonsovereign 
operations, IED is expected to validate nine extended annual review reports; and for country 
programming evaluations, one country assistance program evaluation (CAPE) for Azerbaijan and 
six country partnership strategy final review validations.  
 
9. The section on ADB’s experience with the corporate results framework assesses progress 
and gaps in ADB’s indicators and quality of information provided, and takes a wider perspective on 
the strengths and weaknesses of such frameworks, and the related summary scorecarding, as self-
evaluation and incentivization mechanism. Some comparison with other types of results 
frameworks used in ADB at below corporate levels will also be made. The link between a corporate 
results framework and a corporate summary scorecard is highlighted below. 

                                                 
3 Appendixes of the report will comprise (i) a list of evaluation products completed in 2018 including the PCR validations 

in 2018; (ii) a brief summary of evaluation findings and ratings of project-level independent evaluations; (iii) supporting 
tables on the sovereign and nonsovereign subsections; and (iv) summary tables on action taken on evaluation 
recommendations including a listing of recommendations due and management response from recently completed 
evaluations. There may be further appendices with hyperlinks to background documents used for the 2019 that will be 
made available on the IED website. 
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10. The corporate results framework is an explicit articulation of the chain of results expected 
from the corporate strategy. It translates the results chain into specific indicators and attaches 
baseline and target values to these in a set timeframe, to enable measurement of progress toward 
the achievement of the desired results. The CRF facilitates the coordination of development efforts 
for management and contributes to an evidence-based approach to decision making.4  
 
11. The linked corporate summary performance scorecard combines various indicators into a 
traffic light or signal-based snapshot of key areas of progress and stagnation, preferably on one 
page, alerting management to the need for adjustments and areas that call for action. Scorecards 
can also be valuable in communicating results to shareholders and external audiences and in 
informing management decisions.  
 
12. ADB started its results framework in 2008 and it had two components—ADB and Asian 
Development Fund (ADF); the second ADF column will not be the focus of this review. ADB’s 
original results framework had four levels (development progress of the region, core outputs and 
outcomes, operational effectiveness, and organizational effectiveness). It has preserved the  
four-level structure over the years, but has adopted a modified nomenclature in the current 
transitional results framework (2017–2020). 5  Since 2008, ADB has issued its DEfR, and 
summarized main findings of its performance indicators (85 indicators now) through a corporate 
scorecard, that came to use traffic lights and later signals.   
 
13. ADB was the first multilateral development bank to have a comprehensive board approved 
CRF, which covered development progress, ADB’s core outputs and outcomes, operational 
effectiveness, and organizational effectiveness in 2008. The initial CRFs of Inter-American 
Development Bank (2010) and Department for International Development (DFID) of the United 
Kingdom (2011) were largely patterned after ADB’s 2008 CRF; not all were board approved.6  
 
14. Some of the critical elements of a proper CRF have been raised by various literature and 
lessons from official development assistance community: results frameworks need to be strategy-
driven, not indicator-driven; arbitrary target setting must be avoided; organizations must focus on 
the critical areas of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs); development of a performance 
culture is not easy; misaligned incentives for using self-evaluation are often due to an excessive 
focus on ratings, attention to volume that overshadows attention to results, and low perceived value 
of the knowledge created. Furthermore, many lessons point to data quality being a crucial 
component of any meaningful effort at managing for results. Lastly many lessons point to the need 
for CRFs to be flexible and have procedures for accommodating quick adjustment in case of special 
and unforeseeable circumstances.  
 
15. ADB’s CRF is Board approved and each indicator and target is heavily scrutinized. It has 
been reviewed two times, in 2012 and 2016, each time after major Board and management and 
client consultations. ADB approved a revised CRF in January 2013, and another update in 2014 in 
line with the midterm review of Strategy 2020. Subsequently, the 2016 review led to a transitional 
CRF for 2017–2020. The first framework had 77 indicators, the second 91, and the third 85. Insights 
from the 2016 review pointed out that strategies, rather than indicators, must drive the results 
framework. 
                                                 
4  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. 
5   The current levels are development progress in Asia and the Pacific (Level 1), ADB’s contributions to development 

results (Level 2), operational management (Level 3), and organizational management (Level 4). 
6   Office of Evaluation and Oversight. 2013. Midterm Evaluation of IDB-9 Commitments: Corporate Results Framework.  

Washington, DC: Inter-American Development Bank; DFID. 2013. DFID’s Results Framework: Managing and 
Reporting DFID Results. London. 
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16. The 2017 scorecard of ADB indicated that despite significant progress, poverty and risks of 
renewed poverty had remained. Performance was good in Strategy 2020’s core operational areas, 
the quality of country strategies, operations completed satisfactorily, and promotion of the drivers 
of change. Similarly, performance was rated good in maintaining sufficient staff resources and 
increasing staff motivation and diversity as well in maintaining budget efficiency and adequacy. 
Performance was rated poor in development finance, and mixed in country assistance programs 
completed successfully and improving business process efficiency and client orientation.7 Given 
these findings, the DEfR identified actions to address challenges in the action plan section. 
 
17. As mentioned, other similar multilateral development banks and also several bilateral aid 
organizations have instituted CRFs and scorecards over the past decade or so (Appendix 2). A 
brief comparison of ADB’s CRF with other multilateral development banks’ CRFs will be made. The 
general experience with ADB’s CRF is such that it is likely to stay and expand in importance as a 
target setting, monitoring and incentive tool, but the question is how can the use of such frameworks 
and reporting mechanisms be optimized. Lessons from the use of CRFs by others will be reviewed. 
 
18. The main evaluative question that this section intends to address is how well has ADB’s 
corporate results framework helped to align the organization behind its Strategy 2020 and 
implement it, and how can it be improved for Strategy 2030. The subquestions are: 
 

(i) How well have the results framework and its DEfR and action plans monitored and 
incentivized ADB over the years, particularly in areas of development effectiveness? 
What have been issues with quality of data if any? What are perceptions on its 
effectiveness and utility?  

(ii) How well is the CRF complementing and integrating some other results frameworks 
in ADB, such as country results frameworks, design and monitoring framework, and 
sector operational plan results frameworks, and incorporating their essentials?  

(iii) What are the gaps in indicators and targets relative to monitoring and incentivization, 
and how can the framework and its annual reporting be improved?  

(iv) What have been experiences of other organizations similar to ADB in this area? and 
(v) What can be learned from the past experience and from others going forward for the 

new results framework to track progress with the implementation of Strategy 2030? 
 
19. The principal sources of information are perception questionnaires, interviews with relevant 
stakeholders, and review of documents. IED will send questionnaires to the (country) directors of 
operations departments, all heads of Sector and Thematic Groups, and to Board members, drafts 
of which are included in Appendix 3 (they are finalized after a pilot round). These three 
questionnaires will aim to collect views and perceptions on the use of the CRF, and compare it with 
some features of other results frameworks (the design and monitoring framework, the country 
results framework, and the sector operational plan framework), notably designs and the extent to 
which there is and could be cascading.  
 
20. IED will also send a list of open and exploratory questions to each operations department, 
in preparation of interviews with department heads. A request will be made for written responses, 
before the interviews take place. A draft is reflected in Appendix 4. Open ended interviews will be 
held with all vice presidents and all Board suites. The results division and other relevant units will 
also be interviewed. The interviews will be done in December 2018, after the questionnaire survey 
results are in.  

                                                 
7  ADB. 2018. 2017 Development Effectiveness Review. Manila.  
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21. Chapter 4 will report on the progress with recommendations on IED reports with follow-up 
actions that are due for 2018 (Appendix 1). Additionally, an appendix will list new recommendations 
from the IED 2018 reports with Management’s acceptance rate; and the year by which those 
recommendations’ follow-up actions need to be complied with (Appendix 1). On the former, past 
IED report recommendations that are due this year are from the following reports:  
(i) CAPE Kyrgyz Republic (2012), (ii) ADB’s Response to Natural Disasters and Disaster Risks 
(2012), (iii) Role of Technical Assistance in ADB Operations (2014); (iv) Trade Finance Program 
(2014); (v) CAPE People's Republic of China (2015); (vi) Asian Development Fund X and XI 
Operations (2015), (vii) Effectiveness of ADB Partnerships (2016); (viii) Real-Time Evaluation of 
ADB’s Safeguard Implementation Experience Based on Selected Case Studies (2016); and  
(ix) CAPE India (2017).  
 
E. Resource Requirements, Schedule, and Dissemination 
 
22. The 2019 AER team will be guided by overall management of Nathan Subramaniam, 
Director, Sector and Project Division; while for the chapters on Results Frameworks and MARS will 
be guided by Walter Kolkma, Director, Thematic and Country Division. The team will comprise 
Tomoo Ueda, Principal Evaluation Specialist as team leader, Srinivasan Palle Venkata, Senior 
Evaluation Specialist as deputy team leader; Alvin Morales and Caren Joy Mongcopa as the 
National Officers with Charina Regodon for administrative support. Key IED staff inputs will be 
provided by Simona Somma, Noel Gamo, Renato Lumain, and Sergio Villena. Additional research 
and analytical support will be provided by short-term consultants (one international and two 
national).  
 
23. A draft of the 2019 AER will be subject to review by two external peer reviewers representing 
an evaluation unit of a peer institution and one peer reviewer from within ADB.  
 
24. The proposed timeline for the 2019 AER preparation is as follows: 
 

Activity       Schedule 
Approval and Circulation of Final Concept Paper III November 2018 
Internal/external peer review and Storyline meeting 
OSM before interdepartmental circulation 
Send draft for interdepartmental review 
Send draft for HOD meeting / editor 
HOD meeting/Technical meeting on recommendations 

II February 2019 
II February 2019 
II February 2019 

IV February 2019 
I March 2019 

Editor comment integration II March 2019 
DG, IED Approval II March 2019 
DEC meeting on AER’s recommendations chapter I April 2019 
Board meeting on the AER II April 2019 

 
Appendixes 
 
1. Progress on Follow-Up Actions and Number of Recommendations due for Validation by 

Evaluation Study  
2. Brief Comparison of Multilateral Development Bank Results Frameworks and Scorecards  
3. Questionnaires 
4. Open Questions for Operations Departments for Written Responses and Follow Up 

Interviews with Directors General/Deputy Directors General 
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PROGRESS ON FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS AND NUMBER OF RECOMMENDATIONS DUE  
FOR VALIDATION BY EVALUATION STUDY 

 
Table A1.1: 2018 Approved Evaluation Reports with Recommendations in the Management Action Record 

System, CY2018 

 Evaluation Report Accepted 
Partly 

Accepted 
Not 

Accepted Total 
Acceptance 

Rate (%) 
1 2018 Annual Evaluation Review: The Quality of 

Project design and Preparation for Efficiency 
and Sustainability 

3 0 1 4 75 

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

6 0 1 7 86 

3 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 

4 TE 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 

5 TE on State-Owned Enterprise Engagement 
and Reform 

3 1 0 4 100 

 Total 19 1 2 22  
CY = current year, CE = corporate evaluation, CY = calendar year ,  TE = thematic evaluation. 
Note: An additional major evaluation report is expected to be completed (discussed in the Development Effectiveness Committee meeting) by November 
2018. 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 

 

  



Appendix 1 7 

 

Table A1.2: List of Actions on Recommendations Due for Reporting Year 2018 (1 October 2017–30 September 2018) 

No. Report title Recommendation | Planned Action Self-Assessment of Actions Taken and Validation 
1 CAPE Kyrgyz 

Republic: Evolving 
Transition to a 
Market Economy 
 
[Approval Date:  
13 August 2012] 

Recommendation 5. Address climate change 
adaptation in the next country partnership strategy 
(CPS). Natural disaster risk management could be in 
large part addressed under climate change adaptation 
measures and environmental protection. Earthquake 
risk adaptation is being attended to by the Government 
and other partners. A climate change assessment which 
includes natural disaster risks and how to deal with 
them, should be prepared to support the government 
and used to identify measures to deal with these risks 
under the new CPS. [Executive Summary, page xvii 
Main text, para. 141(v)]  
 
Planned action: Finalize the climate change 
assessment as part of the CPS preparation and help 
the government to deal with climate change challenges 
during the next CPS period. 
[ACTD: 31 December 2017] 
 
  

Action Status: ON  
Ongoing regional technical assistance (TA) projects 
provide a knowledge base for the climate change 
assessment as part of preparation of the next CPS. Under 
TA 7274-REG Enabling Climate Change in Central and 
West Asia, a climate change risk assessment was carried 
out in May 2014 on the Toktogul hydropower plant to 
ensure more resilience to climate change. Toktogul 
Rehabilitation Project Phase 2 was approved on 2 
December 2014. Under the ongoing Central Asia Regional 
Economic Cooperation Corridor 3 (Bishkek-Osh Road) 
Improvement Project, Phase 4, a climate change impact 
assessment will be conducted to assess risks and climate 
proof the engineering design of the road. As of 8 July 
2015, the climate change assessment is being finalized 
and incorporated into the detailed design. TA7532-REG 
Water and Adaptation Interventions in Central and West 
Asia undertook an assessment of the impacts of climate 
change on the hydrology of the Aral Sea basin, which 
includes the Kyrgyz Republic. The results were published 
in May 2014 in the report Climate Change and Sustainable 
Water Management in Central Asia. TA 8119-REG 
Economics of Climate Change in Central and West Asia 
has assessed the costs and benefits of climate change 
adaptation in the energy and water resources sectors in 
the most vulnerable countries, including Kyrgyz Republic. 
The final report provided recommendations to support the 
government in formulating an adaptation plan for these 
sectors and identify adaptation investment opportunities. 
 
[Validation Status: Not yet validated]   

2 CAPE Kyrgyz 
Republic: Evolving 
Transition to a 
Market Economy 
 
[Approval Date:  
13 August 2012] 

Recommendation 6. Continue efforts to boost ADB's 
private sector operations. This will help attract more 
foreign direct investment, improve corporate 
governance standards, and facilitate sustainable 
economic growth. ADB's approval in early 2012 of a 
small and medium enterprise credit line to a domestic 
bank is an important step in that direction. Additional 

Action Status: ON  
ADB conducted an inclusive growth diagnostic study, and 
the CPS is prepared to address key growth constraints. 
Under the CPS, ADB will support private sector 
development by improving the investment climate, 
providing assistance for national and cross-border 
infrastructure and services, and raising workforce skills. In 
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No. Report title Recommendation | Planned Action Self-Assessment of Actions Taken and Validation 
efforts to increase private sector operations should be 
continued, and cofinancing possibilities with other 
relevant development partners explored. [Executive 
Summary, page xvii; Main text, para. 141(vi)]  
 
Planned action: Finalize the climate change 
assessment as part of the CPS preparation and help 
the government to deal with climate change challenges 
during the next CPS period. Continue ADB's direct 
assistance for private sector projects and integrating it 
in the new CPS and contribute to improving business 
environments for PPP development.  
[ACTD: 31 December 2017] 

2011, the Kyrgyz Republic ratified a PPP law developed 
with ADB's support. ADB will support further necessary 
legal and regulatory adjustments and the identification of 
possible PPP projects. A few PPP projects are expected to 
begin in the country during the CPS period. As for concrete 
PSOD projects, PSOD has found it challenging to find 
bankable projects in the Kyrgyz Republic. Also, PSOD has 
capacity constraints. The first seminar to inform the private 
sector of PSOD operations was held in coordination 
between KYRM and PSOD in October 2013. CWRD 
engaged a staff consultant to help PSOD systematically 
analyze the market of the Kyrgyz Republic in 2014 and 
continues to finance the consultant in 2015. The second 
PSOD project was approved in April 2015. PPTA for 
another project is being designed.  
 
[Validation Status: Not yet validated]   

3 SES on ADB’s 
Response to 
Natural Disasters 
and Disaster Risks 
 
[Approval Date:  
 9 October 2012] 

Recommendation 5. Financing: ADB should undertake 
a review of risk finance models and products developed 
by other disaster risk financing institutions, including 
those that work with private sector operators. One area 
in which multilateral development banks, including ADB, 
have a role to play is to discuss and evaluate with 
developing member countries (DMCs) various risk 
estimates conducted by insurance industries and think 
tanks. ADB can play the role of mediator and catalyst to 
create various risk finance options in DMCs. For this to 
happen, effective cooperation among Regional and 
Sustainable Development Department, the regional 
departments, and the Private Sector Operations 
Department is needed. [Main text, page 67, Section 
D(v)]  
 
Planned action: (i) To include disaster risk financing as 
one of the 3 central pillars of the integrated disaster risk 
management approach that will form the basis of the 
new DEAP Operational Plan (by Q1 2014; fully 
adopted)  
 

Action Status: LI  
Proposed action (i) has been achieved. The Operational 
Plan for Integrated Disaster Risk Management 2014–2020 
introduces an integrated disaster risk 
management  framework that combines disaster risk 
reduction, elements of climate change adaptation, and 
disaster risk financing under a common, mutually-
reinforcing structure.  
 
Proposed action (ii) has been achieved. In January 2013, 
ADB launched the report Investing in Resilience: Ensuring 
a Disaster-Resistant Future which provided a preliminary 
review of the disaster risk financing landscape in Asia and 
the Pacific.  
 
The responsibility of monitoring actions (iii) and (iv) was 
transferred to SDSC/SDCC following the realignment of 
RSDD, ERD, and OREI effective 1 January 2015.  In the 
case of proposed action (iii), a TA was approved on 
2 December 2015 to deliver on this action. The country 
diagnostics and action plans for the two case studies 
originally envisaged under the TA are nearing completion, 
focusing on Pakistan and Sri Lanka and utilizing a first 
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No. Report title Recommendation | Planned Action Self-Assessment of Actions Taken and Validation 
(ii) To undertake a preliminary review of the disaster risk 
financing landscape in Asia and the Pacific, as part of 
the ADB study on Investing in Resilience: Ensuring a 
Disaster-Resistant Future (January 2013; fully adopted)  
 
(iii) To develop a methodology enabling DMCs to 
assess the current state of play in terms of availability of 
various disaster risk financing options and supporting 
institutional structures and to identify gaps in legal and 
regulatory framework for disaster risk financing. The 
study will also examine the existing capacity of the 
insurance supervisory regime in select countries, the 
standing of the domestic insurance industry in the 
reinsurance community, and the availability of data for 
the purpose of catastrophe risk modeling and pricing 
(by 2017; OREI; planned)  
 
(iv) To strengthen the capacity and role of the Disaster 
Risk Financing Working Group under Finance COP by 
expanding its membership to include additional 
departments and divisions, organizing at least 4 
meetings per year and strengthening the group's 
information-sharing functions (by 2013; OREI; ongoing)  
 
(v) To appoint a DRM international staff with greater 
focus on disaster risk financing (January 2013; fully 
adopted)  
[ACTD: 31 December 2017] 
 
 

draft of the diagnostics methodology prepared by the 
consultants. Feedback workshops have already been held 
in both countries to discuss findings and recommendations 
and the country diagnostics and action plans will be 
finalized by Q2 2018. A change in scope and increase in 
TA amount was approved in July 2016 to expand the 
country coverage to include two additional Vulnerable 20 
(V20) countries, increase the TA amount from $700,000 to 
$1,300,000, and extend the TA completion date from 31 
December 2017 to 31 December 2018. Fiji and Nepal will 
be the focus of these two additional country case studies 
and have issued their no-objection to participate in the 
study.  Consultants have been recruited for these country 
case studies and have participated mission to Fiji in 
December 2017. A follow-up mission to Fiji will be 
conducted in February 2018 while missions to Nepal are 
planned in Q1–Q2 2018. A draft diagnostics methodology 
and draft tool kit of actions for wider application was 
prepared in 2017 and will be used in Fiji and Nepal to be 
finalized by Q4 2018 following completion of all the case 
studies.   
 
Proposed action (iv) was completed in Q2 2015. The DRF 
Working Group is in place and 2 meetings have been held 
in 2015. For information sharing with ADB staff and DMCs, 
a forum on disaster risk financing was organized and 
conducted together with OECD, BNM, and AITRI. Two 
back-to-back events were held in 2015: (i) ADB-OECD 
Forum on Disaster Risk Financing for Inclusive 
Development on 15–16 September at ADB HQ; and (ii) 
Global Seminar on Disaster Risk Financing on 17–18 
September in Kuala Lumpur. Policymakers, insurance 
regulators, and experts from Asia and the Pacific, 
Caribbean, and Latin America discussed how to develop 
viable national strategies and options for disaster risk 
financing. A series of working group discussions were 
conducted in 2016 prior the approval of Proj. No. 50316-
001 PAK: National Disaster Risk Fund in December 2016. 
Then in 2017, a meeting on insurance linked securities for 
disaster risk financing (29 March) and two brown bags on 
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No. Report title Recommendation | Planned Action Self-Assessment of Actions Taken and Validation 
reinsurance of disaster and weather risks (29 March) and 
Nat Cat and Agriculture insurance (1 June) respectively 
were held to inform about development initiatives and new 
products on natural catastrophe insurance.    
 
Proposed action (v) has been achieved. A Senior DRM 
Specialist with expertise on disaster risk financing joined 
ADB in Q1 2013. 
 
[Validation Status: Not yet validated]   

4 CE on the Role of 
Technical 
Assistance in ADB 
Operations 
 
[Approval Date:  
22 September 
2014] 

Recommendation 2. Increasing programmatic 
technical assistance with a broader set of technical 
assistance (TA) instruments. ADB should move towards 
more programmatic TA, use more TA clusters and TA 
facilities, introduce more innovative TA, and continue 
pursuing reimbursable options to fund TA, such as 
project design advances. The earlier discussed tags for 
TA could help set targets and monitor progress. 
[Executive Summary, pages xvii-xviii; Main text, para. 
194]  
 
Planned action: Cap the number of active non-PPTA 
with the objective to increase staff -TA ratio and 
increase the size of individual TA projects. (December 
2015) ADB management decided to introduce a more 
rigorous TA portfolio monitoring system at ORM level. 
(Beginning Q2, 2015) Pilot-test TA facilities in six larger 
DMCs over the period 2015-2017. The objective of the 
pilot testing is to extend the facility approach currently 
applied in PRC to other resident missions. The TA 
facility approach is a mechanism to use TA resources 
fast and flexible to respond to DMC requests at the 
country level. (December 2015 onwards) Monitor the 
number and volume of "innovative" TA through the new 
project classification system (PCS). The PCS includes 
under Driver of Change - Knowledge Solutions (KNS) a 
marker for pilot-testing innovation and learning (ADB. 
2014. The Project Classification System - Toward 
Strategy 2020: A User Guide. Manila, page 63) 
(December 2015) In addition, RSDD's Knowledge 

Action Status: LI 
ADB Management reduced the non-PPTA portfolio from 
869 in December 2014 to 650 in December 2016. The 
President approved the key elements of the TA reform on 
31 August 2016. Staff instructions for Transaction TA and 
Knowledge and Support TA have been prepared and 
approved. The Staff Instructions also include guidance for 
staff on TA facility and TA cluster. In addition, the new staff 
instructions provide guidance to staff on the use of pilot 
testing of innovative project approaches under TA 
operations. The PCS includes a marker pilot testing 
innovation and learning. A 'project readiness financing' 
product which will replace TA loans and the project design 
facility is currently under development and expected to be 
considered for approval in 2018. A KSTA (budget $5.0 
million) was approved on 9 December 2015 and will close 
on 31 December 2019.   The TA has 2 outputs.  Output 1 
will scale up innovations in a number of sectors and 
themes, including transport, governance and public-sector 
management, social development and finance. Output 2 
tested an innovation marketplace by developing an online 
platform to crowdsource innovation solutions to address 
the challenges in the DMCs.  A total of 22 proposals were 
submitted, of which the TA will fund 6 innovative pilots. A 
staff instruction on Knowledge Partnerships and guidelines 
for knowledge partnership Agreement (KPA) was prepared 
and became effective on 2 March 2017.  
 
[Validation Status: Not yet validated]   
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No. Report title Recommendation | Planned Action Self-Assessment of Actions Taken and Validation 
Sharing and Service Center is establishing a long-term 
mechanism at ADB to mainstream pilot-testing, 
replication, and scaling up innovative knowledge 
solutions in ADB-supported projects. The long-term 
mechanism will comprise three components: (i) a 
dedicated resource for innovation with an annual TA 
budget; (ii) partnership with Centers of Excellence; and 
(iii) innovative market place.  
[ACTD: 31 December 2017] 

5 CE on ADB’s Trade 
Finance Program 
 
[Approval Date:  
3 November 2014] 

Recommendation 3. Line of Business: It would pay to 
operate the Trade Finance Program (TFP) as a line-of-
business with sufficient staff to operate as a routine 
program. Technical assistance can be used to finance 
capacity development and not be used to finance 
routine program implementation. It would be useful to 
invest in technology to support automation of TFP and 
ensure that it allows the program to provide timely 
reports on development results and profitability. 
[Executive Summary, page xvii; Main text, paras. 215–
216]  
 
Planned action: (1) With regard to human and 
budgetary resources, implementation is ongoing. In 
2015, 1 IS and 1 NS positions were provided for the 
program. Remaining requirements will be met through 
2016 and 2017 budget.     
  
(2) The IT design has been completed in 2012 and is 
expected to be rolled out and implemented by a 
dedicated TFP/OIST Team.  Extensive testing and bug 
cleaning are currently underway. OIST and TFP 
management meet every two weeks to ensure 
implementation is on track. 
[ACTD: 31 December 2017] 

Action Status: No rating  
 
[Validation Status: Not yet validated]   

6 CAPE People's 
Republic of China 
 
[Approval Date:  
20 August 2015] 

Recommendation 5. Intensify support for public sector 
management. Given the importance of fiscal 
management and capacity building at provincial and 
local levels in the ongoing reform program, ADB needs 
to remain focused on these two public sector 

Action status: No rating 
 
[Validation Status: Not yet validated]   
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No. Report title Recommendation | Planned Action Self-Assessment of Actions Taken and Validation 
management (PSM) areas. [Executive summary, page 
xix; Main text, para. 291]  
 
Planned action: Knowledge will be shared on best 
practices of public sector reforms at local government 
levels.  
Complementary Actions:  
1. The bottom-up approach will be adopted with 
formulation of demonstrative sovereign and non-
sovereign projects (including PBLs and RBLs) to 
strengthen local government finance and develop 
capacity in transforming SOEs and implementing PPPs. 
[ACTD: 30 December 2017] 

7 CE on Asian 
Development Fund 
X and XI 
Operations: 
Opportunity Amid 
Growing 
Challenges 
 
[Approval Date:  
24 September 
2015] 

Recommendation 3. Strengthen the concessional 
resource allocation framework. The Asian Development 
Fund's (ADF's) experience with set-asides (dedicated 
resource allocations to support specific countries or 
development priorities) has been positive but needs to 
evolve further to reflect the changing development 
landscape and needs of client countries. Changes that 
should be considered for ADF 12 would include: (a) 
reallocation of the 4.5% set-aside for Pacific island 
countries, as this has become redundant with the 
increase in minimum country allocations under ADF XI 
(assuming that the value of the minimum allocation 
represents no less than 4.5% of the performance-based 
allocation); (b) a larger set-aside for the disaster 
response facility, and the possible establishment of a 
larger crisis response window; (c) a multi-country fragile 
and conflict-affected situations financing facility to 
support long-term turnaround situations including post-
conflict and re-engaging countries; and (d) 
consideration for allowing a portion of ADF grant 
resources to be provided to regional organizations that 
are undertaking work that supports ADF priorities, such 
as strengthening disaster risk reduction or 
environmental governance. [Executive Summary, page 
xiv; Linked Document 9]  
 

Action status: FI 
Changes have been incorporated in the concessional 
assistance policy approved in 2016: 
  
1. Starting with the 2017–2018 biennial allocations, all 
DMCs receiving concessional assistance resources have 
been provided a base allocation of $6 million per year. 
Consequently, the grant allocation, including DRR to small 
island economies, increased by 145% from allocations in 
2015–2016.  
 
2. The phaseout of the special post-conflict assistance to 
Afghanistan and to Myanmar have been suspended for the 
ADF 12 period. Afghanistan receives an allocation of $443 
million for 2017–2018, including $10 million for DRR, 
compared with $335 million in 2015–2016. Myanmar 
receives an allocation of $689 million for 2017–2018, 
including $17 million for DRR, compared with $432 million 
in 2015–2016.  
 
3. ADB has allocated concessional resources of $162.5 
million ($81.5 million for ADF grants and $81.0 million for 
concessional loans) for the DRR financing mechanism for 
201–-2018. Allocations to each concessional assistance -
only country have been integrated in the performance-
based allocation process and included as additional 
country allocation for use in 2017–2018 for DRR purposes, 
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No. Report title Recommendation | Planned Action Self-Assessment of Actions Taken and Validation 
Planned action: 1. Increase support to FCAS and 
small island countries through introduction of a $6 
million base allocation and discontinue the 4.5% Pacific 
set-aside  
 
2. Introduce special allocations to FCAS countries 
(Afghanistan and Myanmar)  
 
3. Establish disaster risk reduction financing and 
regularize the disaster response facility for concessional 
assistance-only countries  
 
4. Establish regional health security financing pilot in 
concessional assistance countries through the use of 
regional health grants 
[ACTD: 1 October 2017] 

in accordance with the concessional assistance policy 
approved in 2016.  
 
4. ADB has made ADF 12 grant resources amounting to 
$56.6 million available for all concessional assistance 
countries on a pilot basis beginning 2017 to support 
regional health security. Eligibility criteria have been 
developed and $52.8 million allocated to four qualified 
projects, which are being processed for approval in 2017–
2018. 
 
[Validation Status: Not yet validated]   

8 TE on Effectiveness 
of Asian 
Development Bank 
Partnerships  
 
[Approval Date:  
18 February 2016] 

Recommendation 3. Strengthen collaboration 
arrangements in financing partnerships so the partners 
can make more effective contributions. ADB-supported 
projects that were cofinanced by partners have been 
more effective than projects without cofinancing, 
perhaps because their designs receive more scrutiny 
and because such projects are supervised more 
closely. Cofinanced projects also have unmeasured 
benefits in terms of coordinating investments, avoiding 
duplication and overlaps, and harmonizing practices 
and procedures. Arranging trust funds and project-
specific cofinancing into FPFs managed by sector and 
thematic groups would strengthen them, as would 
adding results frameworks and carrying out occasional 
evaluations at strategic intervals (Management partly 
accepted this part of the recommendation). Other 
opportunities lie in (i) completing the alignment of trust 
funds and FPFs now managed by different 
departments; (ii) agreeing with the financing partners to 
delegate approval of individual funding proposals to 
ADB in those trust funds where approval of some 
investments has not yet been left to ADB, within a 
framework agreed with funders, to avoid delays 
resulting from approval by other funders; (iii) improving 

Complementary Actions:  
Action status: LI 
For item 1: on 9 Oct 2017, the Trust Fund (TF) Guidelines 
was circulated for interdepartmental comments after the 
final review of TF Guidelines Focus Group (OCO, SPD, 
CTL, BPMSD, and OGC).  The draft guidelines is currently 
with OGC for additional review. OCO will finalize and issue 
the guidelines in Q1 2018, after receiving comments from 
OGC.  
 
Action status: No Action Required 
For item 2: No further action required.  
 
Action status: FI 
For item 3: The Guidelines for Mobilizing Contributions 
through Private Sector Partnerships was approved in Feb 
2016 and is currently being implemented. Although the 
uptake on the guidelines is low, it is being used for early 
engagement of private donors such as (i) corporate 
foundations or corporations making contributions through 
their corporate social responsibility programs; (ii) 
philanthropic individuals, or foundations; and (iii) not-for-
profit institutions.  
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No. Report title Recommendation | Planned Action Self-Assessment of Actions Taken and Validation 
the division of quality control and supervision functions 
among the partners; and (iv) phasing out single-partner 
trust funds as much as possible, encouraging partners 
to contribute instead to ADB-established FPFs, aligned 
with ADB's strategic priorities  (Management accepted  
all stated opportunities except for item iv). Further 
opportunities lie in tapping into sources of reimbursable 
official development assistance, joining forces with 
emerging development finance institutions, developing 
projects to be spun off to other organizations, and 
pursuing with vigor global fund resources that are 
relevant to ADB's work. In particular, private sector 
sources can be a significant source of expertise and 
possibly funding to support the achievement of ADB's 
cofinancing objectives. (Management did not elaborate 
on this part of the recommendation)  
 
Planned action: The following 4 sub-actions will 
address this recommendation:  
Complementary Actions:  
1. Rationalize Trust Funds, and Alignment of TF & FPF 
operations and governance framework. Delegating 
approving authority from the partners to ADB. Prepare 
trust fund guidelines (OCO with support from SPD, CTL, 
OGC & BPMSD): (OCO with support from SPD, CTL, 
SDCC, OGC & BPMSD) [ACTD: 31 December 2017] 
 
2. [ACTD: 30 May 2016] 
 
3. [ACTD: 31 May 2016] 
 
4. Pursuing with vigor global fund resources: ADB 
joined the Global Partnership for Education Fund 
(GPEF); process for joining the Global Infrastructure 
Facility is underway (OCO & OPPP)  
[ACTD: 31 December 2017] 

Action status: FI 
For item 4: On GIF: The Financial Procedures Agreement 
between GIF and ADB was signed on 12 April 2017. ADB 
countersigned the GIF Financial Procedures Agreement on 
19 April 2017, which is also the effective date for ADB 
joining the GIF. OPPP organized a GIF outreach 
presentation and coordination meeting on 30 May 2017 at 
the ADB headquarters. [status: FI] On ADB joining GPEF: 
ADB collaborates with the Global Partnership for 
Education Fund (GPEF) through a Technical Assistance 
for national education planning and management for 
Marshall Island and the Federated States of Micronesia 
where the latter provides a grant amounting to $436,802 to 
finance the capacity development and logistical 
management of an Education Sector Planning component 
in both countries. The GPE grants contract was awarded 
on 2 September 2016 to Inno-Change Consultants, Inc.  
 
[Overall Action Status: LI] 
[Validation Status: Not yet validated] 

9 TE: Real-Time 
Evaluation of ADB's 
Safeguard 
Implementation 

Recommendation 3. Continue to exercise strong 
caution in proceeding with use of country safeguard 
systems (CSS), ensuring that the high ADB standards 
and its reputation are properly safeguarded; and 

Action status: LI 
a) Uploaded in the CSS website the completed CSS 
equivalence mapping for 40 DMCs for Environment; 38 
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No. Report title Recommendation | Planned Action Self-Assessment of Actions Taken and Validation 
Experience Based 
on Selected Case 
Studies 
 
[Approval Date:  
21 November 2016] 

systematically strengthen the CSS through dedicated 
technical assistance, especially the local 
implementation capacities, to pave the way toward its 
use in ADB supported projects. ADB's TA work is very 
suitable in building tangible capacity to promote legal 
and technical changes in CSS to lift standards and 
provide capacity development to improve agencies. The 
current country safeguards review protocol can be 
exploited further to enable regular assessments of the 
CSS and its appropriateness for use in ADB projects to 
be conducted for agencies with more advanced 
safeguard capacity. When the use of CSS is deemed 
appropriate for a pilot in some sector, area and agency 
(particularly for environmental safeguards), it will be 
prudent to appoint more staff in the resident missions 
with good knowledge of legal and policy requirements in 
the country, and a background in specialized safeguard 
areas (a shift in some regional departments is already 
happening also without such piloting). The investigation 
of the potential for the use of CSS in ADB-supported 
projects is best focused on countries with basic 
equivalence in laws and regulations and on those 
agencies in these countries that have well-resourced 
safeguards divisions, subscribing to SPS-like 
objectives. As indicated in Chapter 3 (para. 159), 
Indonesia's implementation readiness needs serious 
improvement, particularly for involuntary resettlement. 
The equivalence of the legal and regulatory safeguard 
systems is close to ADB's SPS in the case of the 
environmental safeguards, but there are ambiguities. 
With respect to involuntary resettlement, IED's analysis 
noted 4 full and 3 partial equivalence gaps, which need 
to be resolved. Assessments need to be done on the 
acceptability of the implementation capacity of each 
agency involved in a concrete project. ADB's ongoing 
CSS assessment will shed light on these matters and 
public consultation should bring further perspectives. As 
indicated in the 2014 IED's Safeguard Operational 
Review and set forth in the 2009 SPS, ADB needs to 
adopt a strategic approach for strengthening and using 

DMCs for Involuntary Resettlement; and 22 DMCs for 
Indigenous Peoples.    
 
(b) KSTA on Facilitating the Use of Country Safeguard 
Systems and Strengthening Safeguards Delivery for $1.0 
million approved on 10 August 2017.  
 
(c) CSS sessions introduced into the Safeguard Training 
Program starting in March 2016. A total of 105 staff 
participants attended and completed the Environment and 
Social Safeguards in ADB Operations (Introductory 
Course) in 2017. An additional 32 staff participants have 
completed the course in March 2018.  
 
(d) ADB approved use of CSS for Power Grid Corp. of 
India in early 2017.  
 
(e) CSS equivalence assessment completed; for Board 
consideration in September 2018. 
 
[Validation Status: Not yet validated]   
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No. Report title Recommendation | Planned Action Self-Assessment of Actions Taken and Validation 
CSS systematically. [Executive summary xvi-xvii; Main 
text, paras. 237–238]  
 
Planned action:  
a) Complete and publish on ADB's website preliminary 
reconnaissance level CSS equivalence mapping for 40 
DMCs for Environment and Resettlement Safeguards; 
and 25 countries for Indigenous People's Safeguards 
(complete and publish by 30 June 2018)  
 
(b) Approve new TA for country safeguard systems 
capacity development [also links to 2d] (approved by  
30 September 2017) 
 
(c) Safeguard orientation training courses held with 
sessions to raise awareness on CSS provisions and 
requirements (at least 90 trained by 31 December 2017)  
 
(d) Seek approval from the Board for use of agency 
level CSS in at least one country (approval by 30 April 
2017)  
 
(e) Complete CSS equivalence assessment for 
Indonesia, taking into consideration IED TE findings 
(assessment completed and published by 30 June 
2018).  
[ACTD: 30 June 2018] 

10 CAPE India 
 
[Approval Date:  
24 May 2017] 

Recommendation 2. ADB needs to increase 
environment and climate investment lending and TA 
support in the years ahead, and particularly strengthen 
ADB support for climate change adaptation.    
[Executive summary, page xv; Main text, para. 233]  
 
Planned action: The CPS, 2018–2022 includes climate 
change as a strategic pillar, with special attention to 
adaptation COBP, 2018–2020 pipeline has significant 
percentage of projects that address environment and 
climate change issues [% of pipeline projects in COBP 
2018–2020 addressing environment and climate 

Action status: No rating 
 
[Validation Status: Not yet validated]   
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No. Report title Recommendation | Planned Action Self-Assessment of Actions Taken and Validation 
change issues increases to 70% (Baseline: CPS 2013–
2017: 60%)] 
[ACTD: 1 October 2017] 

11 CAPE India 
 
[Approval Date:  
24 May 2017] 

Recommendation 1. ADB needs to ensure that the 
new country partnership strategy (CPS) clearly specifies 
the approach that ADB will take to support the inclusive 
and sustainable growth agendas, as the 2016 CPS 
reforms now require. [Executive summary, page xv; 
Main text, para. 232]  
 
Planned action: The CPS, 2018–2022 follows the new 
procedures and addresses identified constraints to 
GOI's inclusive and sustainable growth agenda by 
setting relevant strategic pillars and directions. 
[ACTD: 1 October 2017] 

Action status: No rating 
 
[Validation Status: Not yet validated]   
 

ACTD = action completion target date; ADB = Asian Development Bank; BPMSD = Budget, Personnel, and Management Systems Department; CAPE = country 
assistance program evaluation; CE = corporate evaluation; COBP = country operations business plan; CPS = country partnership strategy; CTL = Controllers 
Department; DMC = developing member country; FI = fully implemented; FPF = financing partnership facility; IED = Independent Evaluation Department; KSTA = 
knowledge and support technical assistance; LI = largely implemented, MDB = multilateral development bank; OCO =  Office of Cofinancing Operations; OGC = Office 
of the General Counsel; ON = ongoing; PAK = Pakistan; PBL = policy-based lending; PSOD = Private Sector Operations Department; PPTA = project preparatory 
technical assistance; Q = quarter; RBL = results-based loan; SDCC =  Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department; SPD = Strategy, Policy and Review 
Department; SPS = Safeguard Policy Statement; TA = technical assistance; TE = thematic evaluation. 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 
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Table A1.3: Evaluation Reports with All Accepted Recommendations Completed During Reporting Year 2018 

 
Acceptance  

Rate  
Total 

Completed 
Years 

Implemented 

Self-Assessed   IED Validation Rating 

Category/Short Title  
FI/LI PI NI ON 

% of 
FI/LI 

  FI/LI PI NI ON 
% of 
FI/LI 

           

CE on ADB’s Trade Finance 
Program  20% 1 3.17 0 0 0 1 na   0 0 0 1 na 

CE on the Role of Technical 
Assistance in ADB 
Operations 40% 6 3.25 2 4 0 0 33  1 4 0 1 ≥17 

SES on ADB’s Response to 
Natural Disasters and 
Disaster Risks 100% 6 5.17 6 0 0 0 100   5 0 0 1 ≥83 

 Total 2018 
 Recommendations   13   8 4 0 1     6 4 0 3   

ADB = Asian Development Bank, CE = corporate evaluation, FI = fully implemented, LI = largely implemented, na = not applicable (there are no assessment rating 
yet on actions due), NI = not implemented, ON = ongoing assessment, PI = partly implemented, SES = special evaluation study. 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department).  
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Table A1.4: Timeline for the 2019 Annual Evaluation Review: Chapter on  

Management Action Record System (MARS)  

Major Activities Date 
System generated message alert sent to Strategy, Policy and Review 
Department on the self-assessment of actions due for report year (RY) 2018 
(October 2017–September 2018). Strategy, Policy and Review Department 
focal point shall coordinate with implementing and/or coordinating 
departments (ICDs) the process of self-assessment/ updating of the due 
actions. Note: 12* actions are due for self-assessment in RY 2018 

24 September 2018 

Assign validators (Independent Evaluation Department [IED] staff and/or 
consultant) 

1–12 October 2018 

Disseminate validation assignments to IED staff and/or consultant 17 October 2018 
Provide briefing on IED validation as needed (by group or individual) 18–24 October 2018 

or as needed 
Rate and update progress descriptions of actions due for self-assessment in 
RY 2018 

1–19 October 2018 

Cut-off/ Freezing of MARS (for ICDs) 
Note: After IED validators have had consultations with ICD focal persons, 
some due actions may be unfrozen so that ICDs can update or supplement 
progress reports currently in the MARS 

22 October 2018 
(COB) 

Validate completed or due actions by validators (IED staff and/or consultant) 22 October–
13 November 2018 

Final quality checks on uploaded validation ratings and remarks 14–21 November 2018 
Process MARS data/ statistics and draft write-up and appendices (first cut) 22 November–

10 December 2018 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 
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BRIEF COMPARISON OF MULTILATERAL DEVELOPMENT BANK  
RESULTS FRAMEWORKS AND SCORECARDS 

 
1. In the current decade, the approval of Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) in 2015 
and alignment with new corporate strategies led multilateral development banks (MDBs) to 
streamline their results frameworks and modify some of their performance indicators. ADB’s 
Transitional Results Framework, 2017–2020, for example, sharpened the focus on strategic 
priorities and updated the development progress indicators in line with the SDGs.1 Moreover, the 
indicators on contributions of Asian Development Bank (ADB) to development results and on ADB’s 
operational management were mapped to relevant SDGs whenever appropriate. With the approval 
of Strategy 2030 in July 2018, a new results framework will eventually replace the current 
transitional results framework. Similarly, the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB) revisited its 
results framework and reduced its main indicators to focus on key strategic priorities. 2  IDB 
Management also introduced a set of auxiliary indicators to complement the results framework 
indicators. Table A2.1 shows the number of indicators across MDBs. 

Table A2.1: Number of Indicators in the Most Recent Results Frameworks 

Multilateral Development Bank 

Number of Indicators Most Recent 
Results 

Framework 
Period Old New 

African Development Bank Group 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 115 115 2017–2020 

Note: The latest number of indicators for the World Bank Group (WBG) was based on the Corporate Scorecards report 
(October 2017). The tier on performance has two clusters of indicators: (i) WBG performance and (ii) World Bank 
performance. The report does not sum up the indicators, but a manual count yields a total of 119 indicators for all tiers. 
The Annual Evaluation Review team adjusted this figure to 115 to exclude 4 indicators in the World Bank cluster that 
were repeated in the WBG cluster: satisfactory outcomes for the World Bank operations as a share of operations, stock 
of country strategies underpinned by a systematic country diagnostic, advisory services and analytics objectives 
accomplished, and time from concept note to first disbursement. 
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. 

   
2.  The tiers in the recent results framework have generally converged. Interactive 
discussions among MDBs have contributed to similar corporate-level results frameworks and/or 
scorecards. Some MDB’s now have a four-level framework that covers both development results 
and MDB performance, adjusted to the needs of each MDB based on its mandate and operational 
challenges (Table A2.2). These levels comprise (i) global or regional development context,  
(ii) contribution to development through MDB-financed operations, (iii) operational performance, 
and (iv) organizational performance. IDB, International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD), 
and the World Bank Group, however, have a three-tier framework, opting to combine operational 

                                                 
1   ADB. 2017. The Asian Development Bank’s Transitional Results Framework 2017–2020. Manila. 
2   Inter-American Development Bank. 2015. Corporate Results Framework 2016–2019. Revised Version. Washington, 

DC. 
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and organizational performance under a single category on performance. IFAD’s scorecard has 
been proposed for 2019–2021, which will draw from a subset of results management framework 
indicators to track value for money.3 These include improving the disbursement ratio to avoid 
stagnant disbursements and project time overruns, reducing the time between the concept note 
and the first disbursement, and increasing the ratio of country office staff to headquarters staff. 
 

Table A2.2: Tiers of Corporate Results Frameworks and Scorecards of  
Multilateral Development Banks 

 

Multilateral 
Development Bank  

Tiers/Levels 

Development 
Context 

(Global or 
Regional) 

Results 
Supported 

by MDB 
Operations 

Operational 
Performance 

Organizational 
Performance 

Performance 
(Combined 
Operational 

and 
Organizational 
Performance) 

African 
Development Bank 

● ● ● ●  

Asian Development 
Bank 

● ● ● ●  

European Bank for 
Reconstruction and 
Development 

  ● ●  

Inter-American 
Development Bank  

● ●   ● 

International Fund 
for Agricultural 
Development 

● ●   ● 

World Bank Group ● ●   ● 
MDB = multilateral development bank. 
Note: The European Bank for Reconstruction and Development’s framework has 5 tiers but uses a slightly different 
nomenclature. Instead of development context, it uses transition impact that 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. In addition, it 
has an additional tier for financial performance and for resource framework (expenditure and efficiency investment).  
Sources: Multilateral Development Bank Reports. Various years. 
 
3. The development context (Tier 1) refers to long-term development outcomes that countries 
are achieving while results supported by MDB operations (Tier 2) refer to outputs and outcomes 
contributed by the MDB. Operational performance (Tier 3) generally covers implementation quality, 
quality at entry, development finance, and implementation of development agendas or special 
themes. Organizational performance (Tier 4) refers to human resources, budget resources, and 
process efficiency. 
 
4. While MDB results frameworks share common uses and framework tiers, they necessarily 
reflect MDB’s specific mandates and governance arrangements. In the case of regional MDBs, they 
also emphasize regional and subregional priorities. Consequently, while all MDB results 
frameworks track achievement of outputs and outcomes and monitor operational and organizational 
effectiveness to varying extents, this information needs to be interpreted in an institution-specific 
context.4 

                                                 
3   International Fund for Agricultural Development. 2017. Report on the IFAD11 Results Management Framework. Rome. 
4   Multilateral Development Banks. 2012. Common Performance Assessment System (COMPAS) Report. 
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ADB Results Framework–Samples at Four Levels  
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ADB Summary Performance Scorecard (2017) 
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QUESTIONNAIRES 
 

Draft Questionnaire on Use of ADB’s Results Frameworks—for Board Suites (ED, AED, 
Advisor)  
 
Your views on ADB’s Development Effectiveness Review (DEfR):  

1. Do you yourself read the annual DEfR (issued March-discussed by Board in April)?  
[□yes, fully; □yes, large parts; □yes, small parts; □scorecard or summary only; □no; □I have read 
older DEfRs in the past; □not long enough in ADB to have seen one]  Comment?: [……….] 

2. Do you read the action plan / actions section in the DEfR?  
[□yes, fully; □yes, large parts; □yes, small parts; □no; □only in the past; □not long enough in ADB to 
have seen one; □not aware] Comment?: [……….] 

2. What do you look at most – the detailed results indicators and their scores, or the summary 
scorecard in the DEFR? (□detailed indicator scores, □scorecard, □both, □no opinion) Comment: 
[…] 

3. How useful is the DEfR to you to:  

(i) Assess Asia and the Pacific’s development progress?  
[□very useful, □useful, □somewhat useful, □not useful, □no opinion] 

(ii) Assess ADB’s outcomes and outputs?  
[□very useful, □useful, □somewhat useful, □not useful, □no opinion]  

(iii) Assess ADB’s internal operational management?  
[□very useful, □useful, □somewhat useful, □not useful, □no opinion]  

(iv) Assess ADB’s internal organizational management?  
[□very useful, □useful, □somewhat useful, □not useful, □no opinion]  

(v) Report ADB performance to your capital(s)  
[□very useful, □useful, □somewhat useful, □not useful, □no opinion]  

Comment?: [……….] 

4. Should the DEfR continue to be an annual report?  
[□annual, □biennial, □triennial, □other, □no opinion]   Comment?: [……….] 

 
Your views on ADB’s corporate results framework (CRF): 
5. How useful is in your view the ADB results framework for incentivizing the achievement of 

ADB’s strategic and operational priorities?  
[□very useful, □useful, □somewhat useful, □not useful, □no opinion] Comment?: [……….] 

6. In which levels and areas, if any, do you see a need for more or better CRF indicators, to 
operationalize Strategy 2030 (comment, if necessary […..]):  
(i) L1: Development progress in Asia and the Pacific/SDGs [□yes, □no, □no opinion]  
(ii) L2: Quality of country programs / operations at completion [□yes, □no, □no opinion] 
(iii) L2: Core results in key sectors (output achievements) [□yes, □no, □no opinion] 
(iv) L3: Project implementation quality [□yes, □no, □no opinion] 
(v) L3: Project quality at entry [□yes, □no, □no opinion] 
(vi) L3: Development finance (disbursement and cofinancing) [□yes, □no, □no opinion] 
(vii) L3: Operational priorities (formerly the Strategy 2020 agendas and drivers of change 

[□yes, □no, □no opinion] 
(viii) L4: Human resources [□yes, □no, □no opinion] 
(ix) L4: Budget resources [□yes, □no, □no opinion] 
(x) L4: Process efficiency and client orientation [□yes, □no, □no opinion] 
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7. Which (types of) CRF indicators can in your view be scrapped or rationalized in light of 
Strategy 2030?  
[if any, can you elaborate?……]   Comment?: [……….] 

Your views on other ADB results frameworks:  

8. How useful are country results frameworks (Appendix 1) in the Country Partnership Strategy 
(CPS)) for you to assess the results targeted? [□very useful, □useful, □somewhat useful, □not 
useful, □no opinion]  Comment?: [……….] 

9.  How useful are Design and Monitoring Frameworks (DMFs) in an RRP for you to assess 
the project targets set? [□very useful, □useful, □somewhat useful, □not useful, □not aware of the 
DMF]   Comment?: [……….]  
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Draft Questionnaire on Use of ADB’s Results Frameworks – for Sector and Thematic Group 
(STG) Chiefs 

Your years in ADB: […] years (can be rounded to 1 decimal)  Your department/office: [………………]   
 
Your views on ADB’s Development Effectiveness Review (DEfR):  

1. Do you yourself read the DEfR (issued March-discussed by board in April)?  
[□yes, fully; □yes, large parts; □yes, small parts; □scorecard or summary only; □no; □I have read 
older DEfRs in the past; □not long enough in ADB to have seen one] Comment?: [……….]  

2. Do you read the action plan in the DEfR?  
[□yes, fully; □yes, large parts; □yes, small parts; □no; □only in the past; □not long enough in ADB to 
have seen one; □not aware] Comment?: [……….] 

3. How useful is the DEfR to assess 
(i) ADB’s outcomes and outputs in your STG area?  

[□very useful, □useful, □somewhat useful, □not useful, □no opinion] Comment?: [……….] 

(ii) ADB’s operational performance12 for your STG area?  
[□very useful, □useful, □somewhat useful, □not useful, □no opinion] Comment?: [……….] 

(iii) ADB’s organizational performance13 for your STG area?  
[□very useful, □useful, □somewhat useful, □not useful, □no opinion] Comment?: [……….] 

4. How useful is the action plan of the DEfR for your STG area?  
[□very useful, □useful, □somewhat useful, □not useful, □no opinion] Comment?: [……….] 

5. Do you favor more information on results in your STG area in the DEfR?  
(□yes, □no, □no opinion) Comment? [….] 

 
Your views on results frameworks in ADB: 

6. How useful was ADB’s corporate results framework (CRF) for achieving the Strategy 2020 
goals in your STG area?  
[□very useful, □useful, □somewhat useful, □not useful, □no opinion]  Comment?: [……….] 

7. Which CRF target(s), if any, incentivize your STG? [elaborate…………….] 

8. Do you see any need for more (standardized) CRF indicators about project results in your 
STG area ?  
(□yes, □no, □no opinion]; [if yes can you elaborate?……] 

9. Do you see any need for more CRF indicators about project/portfolio implementation in 
your STG area?  
[□yes, □no, □no opinion] ; [if yes can you elaborate?……]  

10. Are there other STG indicators that should be included in the CRF??  
[if any, can you elaborate?……] Comment?: [……….] 

11. What (types of) STG indicators can be scrapped or rationalized in CRF?  
[□none; □one, □>1; if any, can you elaborate?……] 

12. How useful to your work are the Country Results Frameworks in CPSs for assessing 
results planned in your STG area?  

                                                 
12  Project implementation quality, project quality at entry, development finance (disbursement and cofinancing), 

strategy agendas and core operations, drivers of change.  
13  Human resources, budget resources, process efficiency and client orientation. 
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[□very useful, □useful, □somewhat useful, □not useful, □have not studied these/no 
opinion] Comment?: [……….] 

13. How practical for monitoring in your STG area are the indicators in the Country Results 
Framework?  
[□very practical, □practical □somewhat practical, □not so practical, □not practical, □practical but we 
do not monitor, □no opinion] Comment? [………..] 

14. How useful is the Design and Monitoring Framework (DMF) in an RRP for assessing the 
project targets set in your STG area?  
[□very useful, □useful, □somewhat useful, □not useful, □not aware of the DMF, □no 
opinion] Comment?: [……….] 

15. How practical for annual monitoring are the indicators in your STG results framework?  
[□very practical, □practical □somewhat practical, □not so practical, □not practical, □practical but we do not 

monitor, □no opinion] Comment? [………..] 
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Draft Questionnaire on Use of ADB’s Results Frameworks – for (Country) Directors  
Years in ADB: […] years (can round to 1 decimal) Your position: □Director, □Country Director 
Your location: [□HQ, □non-HQ]  
 
Your views on ADB’s Development Effectiveness Review (DEfR):  

1. Do you yourself read the annual DEfR?  
[□yes, fully; □yes, large parts; □yes, small parts; □scorecard or summary only; □no; □I have read 
older DEfRs in the past; □not long enough in ADB to have seen one] Comment?: [……….] 

2. Do you read the action plan in the DEfR?  
[□yes, fully; □yes, large parts; □yes, small parts; □no; □only in the past; □not aware; □not long 
enough in ADB to have seen one] Comment?: [……….] 

3. How useful is the DEfR for you to assess: 

(i) ADB’s outcomes and outputs? [□very useful, □useful, □somewhat useful, □not useful, □no 
opinion]     

(ii) ADB’s operational performance? 14  [□very useful, □useful, □somewhat useful, □not 
useful, □no opinion]    

(iii) ADB’s organizational performance?15 [□very useful, □useful, □somewhat useful, □not 
useful, □no opinion]   

Comment?: [……….] 

4. How useful is the action plan of the DEfR for your sector/area?  
[□very useful, □useful, □somewhat useful, □not useful, □no opinion]   Comment?: [……….]  

5. Do you favor more information on results in your area/country/sector in the DEfR?  
(□yes, □no, □no opinion) Comment? [….] 

 
Your views on results frameworks in ADB: 
6. How useful is the ADB corporate results framework (CRF) for achieving the Strategy 2020 

goals (now Strategy 2030) in your area/country/sector?  
[□very useful, □useful, □somewhat useful, □not useful, □no opinion]   Comment?: [……….] 

7. How useful is ADB’s results framework in helping to align the organization behind its 
Strategy 2020 and implement it?  
[□very useful, □useful, □somewhat useful, □not useful, □no opinion]   Comment?: [……….]  

8. In which levels and areas, if any, do you see a need for more/better CRF indicators, to 
operationalize Strategy 2030 (comment, if necessary […..]):  

(i) L1: Development progress in Asia and the Pacific [□yes, □no, □no opinion]  

(ii) L2: Quality of country programs / operations at completion [□yes, □no, □no opinion] 

(iii) L2: Core results in key sectors (output achievements) [□yes, □no, □no opinion] 

(iv) L3: Project implementation quality [□yes, □no, □no opinion] 

(v) L3: Project quality at entry [□yes, □no, □no opinion] 

(vi) L3: Development finance (disbursement and cofinancing) [□yes, □no, □no opinion] 

(vii) L3: Strategy 2030 development agendas and operations [□yes, □no, □no opinion] 

                                                 
14 Project implementation quality, project quality at entry, development finance (disbursement and cofinancing), strategy 

agendas and core operations, drivers of change.  
15 Human resources, budget resources, process efficiency and client orientation. 
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(viii) L3: Strategy 2030 drivers of change [□yes, □no, □no opinion]  

(ix) L4: Human resources [□yes, □no, □no opinion] 

(x) L4: Budget resources [□yes, □no, □no opinion] 

(xi) L4: Process efficiency and client orientation [□yes, □no, □no opinion] 
9. Which (types of) indicators can be scrapped or rationalized as per Strategy 2030?  

[if any, can you elaborate?……]  

10. Do you agree with the format of the country results framework in the CPS?  
[□highly agree, □agree, □somewhat agree, □do not agree, □not aware of country RF/no 
opinion) Comment?: [……….] 

11. If you are a Country Director, how practical for annual monitoring of the country program 
are the indicators and targets in the Country Results Framework?  
[□very practical, □practical □somewhat practical, □not so practical, □not practical, □practical but 
we do not monitor, □no opinion] Comment? [………..]  

12. How rigorous are the indicators, goals, and targets of design and monitoring framework 
(DMF) in tracing the project performance?  
[□highly rigorous, □rigorous, □somewhat rigorous, □not rigorous, □no opinion)  Comment?: 
[……….] 

13. If you are a Sector Director, how practical for (semi)annual monitoring of projects are the 
DMF indicators and targets?  
[ □very practical, □practical □somewhat practical, □not so practical, □not practical, □practical but we 
do not monitor, □no opinion] Comment? [………..] 

14. If you are a sector director, how useful are the targets in your ADB sector operational plan 
in monitoring your division activities?  
[□very useful, □useful, □somewhat useful, □not useful, □no opinion]   Comment?: [……….] 
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OPEN QUESTIONS FOR OPERATIONAL DEPARTMENTS FOR WRITTEN RESPONSES AND 
FOLLOW UP INTERVIEWS WITH DIRECTOR GENERAL/DEPUTY DIRECTOR GENERALS 

 
General Questions 
 

1. What has been your involvement in the corporate results framework and DEfR so far? 
 

2. How well have the results framework and action plans incentivized ADB operations (your 
department) over the years? In what specific ways? Do you have examples? 
 

3. Does your department put in a lot of special work to feed information into the results 
framework? How big is the strain (if any)?  
 

4. What are your thoughts on the quality of data being fed into the corporate results 
framework?  What can be done to boost data quality in the future? 

 
5. What constraints, if any, have hampered data submission by your department for the DEfR?  

What suggestions can you offer to improve the situation? 
 

6. How has the collaboration with SPD and the results unit evolved over the years, to your 
knowledge? 
 

 
Detailed Questions 
 

7. What were in your view the effects of including success rate targets and achievements in 
the DEfR for ADB and for your work?  (For country programs and for projects?) 

 
8. What have in your view been the effects of including the numbers of outputs in some sectors 

(e.g., kilometers of road) on your work, if any?  
 

9. What has been in your view the value of the indicator “performance of sovereign operations 
at implementation rated satisfactory”; how accurate is the info in your view; is more 
(aggregate) information on the portfolio of ongoing operations possible? 

 
10. What are your views on other indicators of portfolio performance, like the one on  

Infrastructure projects that are procurement ready (%) 
Time from approval to first contract in sovereign projects 
Disbursement ratio for sovereign projects and results-based lending (%)  

 
11. What are your views on these organizational efficiency indicators (useful / not very useful / 

problematic):  
Sovereign operations administered with substantial resident mission involvement 
(Non) Sovereign operations processing time (from start of loan fact-finding to Board 
approval, months) 
Processing time for procurement contracts for sovereign operations (more than $10 million, 
days) 
 

12. What are your views on the strategic agenda indicators (useful / not very useful / 
problematic):  
Operations contributing to inclusive economic growth (%) 



Appendix 4 31 
 

 

Operations supporting environmental sustainability (%) 
Operations supporting climate change mitigation and/or adaptation (%) 
Operations supporting regional cooperation and integration (%)? 

 
13. What are your views on this indicator: Sovereign operations using country systems (%)? 

 
14. What are your views on these indicators (useful / not very useful / problematic):  

Internal administrative expenses per $1 million disbursement ($’000) 
Share of operational expenses for portfolio management (% of total operational expenses  
attributable to portfolio management and processing of operations) 

 
15. Has the corporate cofinancing target led to more cofinanced operations in your department?  

 
16. What is the best way of incentivizing your project officers to collaborate with PSOD (or 

regional dept if you are from PSOD)? 
 

17. Would it help you to use a CRF structure results framework for country programs with four 
levels (development progress, outcome, operational management and organizational 
management, and two columns (baseline and target) and monitor these? (e.g. about 
number of operations to be approved, or staffing or budget?) 

 
18. Would it help you to use a more CRF aligned structure results framework for a project 

with three central columns for outcome and outputs (indicator, baseline and target) and 
monitor these?  

 
19. What are your impressions on the usefulness of the eOps project module and what do you 

think of the improvements that are underway? 
 

20. What are less useful aspects of the following types of results frameworks? Why? 
(i) corporate results framework 
(ii) country results framework 
(iii) DMF 

 
 

 


