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Foreword 
 
 
 
The rapid spread of the coronavirus disease (COVID-19) in 2020, the largest pandemic in more than a 
century, triggered severe public health and economic crises across the world including in Asian 
Development Bank’s (ADB) member countries. Over the course of the year, ADB’s dominant operations 
focused on crisis response, supporting its member countries contain the spread of the disease and protect 
the vulnerable. Against this backdrop, this Annual Evaluation Review (AER) updates ADB’s performance 
and results from a high-level perspective, based on findings and evidence from Independent Evaluation 
Department (IED) evaluations and validations, and assesses ADB’s institutional response and support for 
the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and how the pandemic may affect them.  
 
ADB response to the COVID-19 pandemic has been fast and comprehensive and has contributed to 
meeting member countries’ needs for urgent assistance so far. ADB swiftly mobilized resources to deliver 
assistance for social protection, health, and macroeconomic stability to minimize loss of life, protect the 
poor and vulnerable, and mitigate economic hardship. During the year, ADB also launched an 
independent evaluation system to validate completion reports for its large technical assistance (TA) 
program, becoming only the second multilateral development bank after the International Finance 
Corporation to systematically assess the performance of TA projects. With respect to sovereign operations, 
while efficiency maintained a significant long-term improving trend, project success rate has been 
declining for the past two consecutive 3-year periods, driven by declining effectiveness. In the 
nonsovereign sector, financial institutions and private equity funds continue to underperform.  
 
This report delivers an integrated analysis drawing from IED sector-wide evaluations of energy; transport; 
and agriculture, natural resources, and rural development. The report observes that performance in the 
three sectors was largely positive in addressing poverty and inequalities and in promoting gender equality 
but relatively weak in tackling climate change, environmental issues, and in strengthening governance 
and institutional capacity. At the same time, concerning sector work, serious challenges need to be 
addressed to achieve the quantitative targets of Strategy 2030 on private sector operations. The success 
of the examined sector programs was affected by gaps in sector guidance and knowledge sharing. ADB 
needs to strengthen efforts to develop and implement sector frameworks that improve sector guidance, 
clarify the links between sector work and thematic approaches, and enhance knowledge sharing and 
collaboration. 
 
The pandemic’s unprecedented impact on the economies and health systems of ADB member countries 
is likely to derail progress toward achieving the SDGs. While ADB’s institutional tools and approaches are 
adequately aligned to the SDGs, this institutional alignment has yet to fully reach country or project 
levels. Country ownership of the SDGs varies across member countries, and a perception within ADB that 
all operations contribute to the SDGs, impedes ADB’s country- and project-level engagement on the 
SDGs. With 10 years left to achieve the SDGs by 2030, a more concerted effort among development 
partners will be needed to help countries attain the SDGs. ADB must also continue leveraging its existing 
partnerships with development organizations to address the SDG data and financing gaps exacerbated 
by the pandemic. The potential for a green recovery within the SDG framework should be prioritized. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ADB continued to successfully implement evaluation recommendations during 2020 as 82% of 
Management actions in response to IED recommendations were fully or largely implemented, slightly 
better than the long-term average during 2011–2020. Alignment between the recommendations of IED 
high level evaluations and Management’s action plans and effectiveness in implementing the plans 
continue to be critical for the successful implementation of the recommendations. Both can still be 
improved through continued engagement between Management and IED. 
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Director General 
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ADB’s Institutional Approach to the Sustainable 
Development Goals (SDGs) 

ADB’s institutional approach and tools have been adequately articulated and 
organized to support the achievement of the SDGs, but implementation requires 
improvement. ADB is among the few multilateral development banks (MDBs) to 
have adopted a methodical approach by mapping each indicator of its Corporate 
Results Framework, 2019–2024 to the relevant SDG. It is also a pioneer in piloting 
an SDG project classification system. However, ADB’s internal alignment is focused 
on the typology of operations than on identifying pathways for SDG achievement. 
The SDG classifications of projects are not usually discussed in their documents, 
while country partnership strategies (CPSs) rarely mention the SDGs. Moreover, 
while ADB’s SDG project classification system has been useful for aggregating ADB 
support for the SDGs, it has important limitations, including the risks of double-
counting and other user issues in its eOperations system. 

ADB’s sector and thematic groups are well positioned to help strengthen 
member countries’ ownership of the SDGs. However, at present, country demand 
for SDG-related support is weak as governments frame development issues based 
on their national priorities rather than the SDGs. This highlights the importance of 
raising social awareness of the SDGs and ensuring that they are tailored to domestic 
circumstances and contexts. The nature, scope, and detail of the 17 SDGs are highly 
aligned with the cross-sector and thematic issues that ADB's sector and thematic 
groups work on. Nevertheless, the impact of these groups’ work within member 
countries is limited as the support they provide to country teams is on a needs-basis, 
with no guarantee of formal uptake into programs. 

ADB’s partnerships with United Nations (UN) agencies and other MDBs—which 
have helped promote knowledge and innovation for SDG achievement—will need 
to be maximized to address gaps in SDG financing and data that have widened 
due to COVID-19. The roles of MDBs and UN agencies on SDG implementation 
appear to be compartmentalized between financing (led by MDBs) and technical 
advice (led by the UN). Nevertheless, ADB has partnered with the United Nations 
Development Programme and Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the 
Pacific in knowledge and capacity building on the SDGs. ADB has also assumed 
a lead role in harmonizing and reporting of SDG results as it chairs the MDB’s 
Managing for Development Results working group. On the financing front, ADB 
has already initiated work in generating both public financing (supporting domestic 
resource mobilization) and private financing (tapping into capital markets through 
thematic bonds for sustainable development and supporting innovative SDG 
projects). ADB support for estimating SDG requirements at the country level can be 
scaled up. On SDG data availability, ADB can continue supporting non-traditional 
data collection methods to help member countries address challenges on data 
collection during the COVID era.

Performance of ADB Operations
ADB’s support for combating the COVID-19 pandemic has so far been fast and 
comprehensive and has helped meet member countries’ immediate needs for 
liquidity and urgent support. ADB mobilized resources swiftly to deliver assistance 

Recommendations
1. Accelerate efforts beyond energy 

and transport to develop the sector 
frameworks needed to implement 
Strategy 2030 operational priorities at the 
sector level and ensure that these sector 
frameworks are mainstreamed and guide 
the selection of sector priorities in CPSs.

2. Enhance sector management and 
planning to ensure the cross-fertilization 
and collaboration demanded by the 
thematic approach of Strategy 2030.

3. Strengthen the link between institutional 
strategic intentions and actual operational 
practices and outcomes relating to the 
SDGs.

4. Deepen institutional engagement on the 
achievement of the SDGs at the country 
and local levels.

5. Ramp up partnerships with other 
development organizations to assess the 
implications of the COVID-19 crisis on 
the achievement of the SDGs, support 
better mobilization of financing, and 
improve the collection and management 
of data on the SDGs.

THE EVALUATION IN BRIEF

2021 Annual Evaluation Review: Supporting the 
Sustainable Development Goals

Evaluation
Independent

The Annual Evaluation Review (AER) provides a 
high-level perspective on the performance and 
results of the Asian Development Bank (ADB), 
based on findings from Independent Evaluation 
Department (IED) evaluations and validations. 
This year, the AER includes an overview of ADB’s 
response to the coronavirus disease (COVID-19) 
pandemic and presents early findings from the 
technical assistance (TA) completion report 
validations ADB launched in 2020. The theme 
chapter of this AER is ADB’s institutional 
approach to supporting the achievement of the 
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and the 
risks to this posed by the COVID-19 pandemic. 
The chapter assesses ADB’s institutional 
approaches in promoting internal alignment, 
country engagement, and partnerships with other 
development organizations to support SDG 
achievement. The AER also provides an update on 
the implementation of ADB’s action plans in 
response to recommendations from IED's high-
level evaluations.



for social protection, health, and macroeconomic stability to 
minimize loss of life, protect the poor and vulnerable, and mitigate 
economic hardship. 

ADB mainstreamed a system for validating the performance of 
its TA program in 2020, contributing to greater accountability 
and learning for TA operations. IED independently validated 
TCRs for 42 TA projects in 2020, and generated lessons in a 
variety of areas for improving the future performance of TA 
projects.

The proportion of sovereign projects assessed successful 
declined marginally to 70% in 2018–2020, from 72% in 2017–
2019. Performance was essentially unchanged for relevance and 
sustainability. Efficiency declined slightly but remained relatively 
high and maintained a significant long-term improving trend. 
Effectiveness fell from 68% in 2017–2019 to 64% in 2018–2020. 

Operations performance improved in the Pacific and Southeast 
Asia but fell in other regions. Performance in the Pacific was 
driven by improved government ownership and institutional 
capacity but was still at a low level and based on results from a 
small sample of projects. The performance in Southeast Asia 
improved mainly due to the stronger performance in Viet Nam 
and Cambodia. Performance declined in other regions generally 
because of project ownership issues, ambitious and complex 
designs, inadequate implementation capacity, and delays and cost 
overruns.

The percentage of successful nonsovereign operations 
increased from 51% in 2017–2019 to 53% in 2018–2020 but 
maintained a declining trend since 2014–2016. Performance 
improved slightly for development results but declined for ADB 
investment profitability. ADB work quality performance improved 
substantially. This was attributed to improved front-end work and 
monitoring and supervision. ADB additionality has been on a 
declining trend since 2011–2013. 

The proportion of country programs assessed successful  fell by 
5 percentage points to 78% in 2018−2020. Over the period 
2011-2020, the country-level success rate was 69%, in line with 
long-term average project performance.

Findings from Recent Sector-Wide Evaluations 
IED evaluations of ADB support for energy, transport, and 
agriculture, natural resources, and rural development (ANR) 
show that while performance varied, reforms and institutional 
development were difficult to attain across the three sectors. 
The success rate of energy projects (81%) slightly exceeded the 
corporate target of 80%, but that of transport (68%) and ANR  
(65%) projects was significantly lower, mainly due to the projects’ 
low sustainability. Reforms were particularly difficult to attain 
on road safety and maintenance, unbundling of national energy 
institutions, and maintenance of irrigation systems. 

Performance in areas of Strategy 2030 priorities varied across 
the three sectors. Performance was largely positive in addressing 
poverty and inequalities and in promoting gender equality, but 
relatively weak in tackling climate change and environmental 
sustainability and in strengthening governance and institutional 
capacity. There are some serious challenges to be addressed to 
achieve the quantitative targets in Strategy 2030 on private sector 

operations and climate change. ADB’s aspirations to combine 
finance, knowledge, and partnerships to maximize development 
impact for its clients remained a work in progress in these sectors.

Sector operational plans in energy, transport, and ANR 
functioned as a menu of options. The plans did not prioritize 
subsectors, themes, or geographical areas and lacked operational-
level application guidance and reporting accountability. Their 
coverages were insufficient in some key subsectors and themes. 
The plans were only partly useful in guiding ADB programs. 

Follow-Up on IED Recommendations
Seventy-eight percent of recommendations accepted by 
Management were fully or largely implemented, slightly better 
than the long-term average of 75% during 2011–2020. Alignment 
between recommendations and ADB’s action plans to implement 
the recommendations and effective execution of the plans 
contributed to the results.

Engagement between Management and IED on design  
of the action plans has increased acceptance of IED 
recommendations and improved alignment between the plans 
and the recommendations. Both Management and IED have 
been committed to this engagement, which should be sustained 
but could be expanded to cover the plans implementation stage.

Actions on IED recommendations in areas of ADB strategic 
priorities showed strong traction in achieving their targets. 
Actions on recommendations in safeguards, governance, 
climate change, regional cooperation, and capacity building were 
implemented particularly better than others.

Issues
• Weaknesses in the design and implementation of sector 

operational plans limit the success of sector programs. Sector 
frameworks are being developed to update the plans and to 
align with Strategy 2030, but their form and depth are not yet 
clear.

• Knowledge sharing and coordination among departments are 
insufficient. Lessons learned from projects are rarely shared 
outside units or project teams. 

• ADB’s institutional approach and tools are adequately 
organized to support the SDGs, but the implementation of 
these approaches and tools needs improvement.

• Member countries’ varying level of ownership of the SDGs 
and a perception within ADB that all operations are likely to 
contribute to the SDGs impede ADB’s country engagement 
on the SDGs.

• The current level of collaboration among development 
partners, including ADB, may not be sufficient to address the 
shortfalls in SDG financing and data availability exacerbated 
by the pandemic.

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

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



 

Executive Summary 
 
The Annual Evaluation Review (AER) serves as a 
tool for accountability and learning. It provides an 
independent, high-level perspective on the 
performance and results of the Asian 
Development Bank (ADB), based on findings and 
evidence from Independent Evaluation 
Department (IED) evaluations and validations. This 
year, the AER includes an overview of ADB’s 
response to the coronavirus disease (COVID-19) 
pandemic and presents early findings from the 
technical assistance (TA) completion report 
validations that ADB introduced in 2020. The AER 
also synthesizes findings from three sector-wide 
evaluations of ADB support for energy; transport; 
and agriculture, natural resources, and rural 
development (ANR), with a focus on results in 
areas of Strategy 2030 priorities and the 
implications for efforts to improve sector planning 
and management. The theme chapter of this AER 
is ADB’s institutional approach for supporting the 
achievement of the Sustainable Development 
Goals (SDGs) and the risks to this posed by the 
COVID-19 pandemic. The chapter assesses ADB’s 
institutional approaches for promoting internal 
alignment, country engagement, and 
partnerships with other development 
organizations to support SDG implementation 
and achievement. The 2021 AER also provides an 
annual update on the implementation status of 
ADB Management’s action plans in response to 
recommendations from IED's corporate, thematic, 
and country assistance program evaluations. 
 
Performance of ADB Operations 
 
ADB’s initial support for combating the COVID-19 
pandemic has been fast and comprehensive and 
has helped meet member countries’ immediate 
needs for liquidity and urgent support. The year 
2020 posed some of the greatest challenges 
ADB’s member countries have ever faced: the 
public health and economic crises triggered by the 
global COVID-19 pandemic. ADB mobilized 
resources swiftly to deliver assistance for social 
protection, health, and macroeconomic stability 
to minimize loss of life, protect the poor and 
vulnerable, and mitigate economic hardship. 
 
 

 
In January 2020, ADB mainstreamed a system for 
validating the performance of TA, creating an 
opportunity for greater accountability for and 
learning from TA operations. Validation 
guidelines were issued in December 2019 and 
were harmonized with ADB Project 
Administration Instructions for TA completion 
report (TCR) preparation. The validated TCRs were 
purposefully selected to promote quality self-
assessments and enhance learning at this initial 
stage. In 2020, IED validated TCRs for 42 TA 
projects, and assessed most of them successful, 
although this was not statistically representative 
of ADB TA performance overall. These validations 
generated lessons in a variety of areas for 
improving the future performance of TA projects. 
 
The proportion of public sector projects assessed 
successful declined marginally to 70% in 2018–
2020, from 72% in 2017–2019. This success rate 
has been declining for two consecutive 3-year 
periods since 2016–2018, although the long-term 
trend continues to be positive. Performance was 
essentially unchanged for relevance and 
sustainability. Efficiency declined slightly but 
remained relatively high and maintained a 
significant long-term improving trend, indicating 
that measures ADB has taken to improve 
efficiency since about 2010 are paying off. 
Effectiveness fell from 68% in 2017–2019 to 64% 
in 2018–2020. It was affected by overambitious 
objectives, design issues, weak project readiness, 
and scope reductions due to changed contexts. 
 
Performance improved in non-infrastructure 
sectors but declined in infrastructure sectors. The 
performance of non-infrastructure sectors was 
boosted by the education sector, which improved 
by 25-percentage points to 81% in 2018–2020, 
due to improved sector knowledge and project 
design, sound collaboration with development 
partners and other stakeholders, and 
strengthened institutional capacity and 
government commitment. Infrastructure 
performance was affected by a decrease in the 
performance of projects in the transport, energy, 
and water and other urban infrastructure and 
services sectors. By comparison, performance of 
operations in ANR marginally improved. 
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By ADB region, operations performance improved 
in the Pacific and Southeast Asia but fell in other 
regions. However, Pacific performance was still at 
a low level and the assessment was based on a 
small sample of projects. The improvement was 
driven by the energy and transport sectors and 
was due to stronger government ownership and 
strengthened institutional capacity. The 
improvement in transport operations was 
encouraging, since the poor performance of 
transport operations was one of the drivers of the 
decreased performance in the Pacific in 2017–
2019, as noted in the 2020 AER. The performance 
in Southeast Asia improved because of the 
stronger performance in Viet Nam and Cambodia. 
In South Asia, project performance fell because of 
weaker performance in Bangladesh, India, and 
Nepal. Central and West Asia’s decline in 
performance was affected by operations in 
Kazakhstan, Pakistan, and Uzbekistan. 
Performance in East Asia declined because of 
decreased performance in both the People’s 
Republic of China (PRC) and Mongolia, although 
East Asia remained the highest among all regions. 
 
The proportion of successful private sector 
operations increased slightly from 51% in 2017–
2019 to 53% in 2018–2020, against a declining 
trend since 2014–2016. Performance improved 
slightly for development results and declined for 
ADB investment profitability. ADB work quality 
performance improved the most, from 40% rated 
satisfactory in 2017–2019 to 53% in 2018–2020. 
This was attributed to improvements in front-end 
work and better monitoring and supervision. ADB 
additionality has been on a declining trend since 
2011–2013, dropping from 79% in 2011–2013 to 
69% in 2015–2017, and to 55% in 2018–2020. 
Infrastructure projects continued to perform well 
(76% successful) in 2018–2020. The performance 
of financial institution projects (54%) and private 
equity funds (10%) was much lower. Over 2011–
2020, Southeast Asia had the highest success rate 
for nonsovereign operations. 
 
Country-level performance, expressed as a 
percentage of country programs assessed 
successful, fell by 5-percentage points to 78% in 
2018−2020. Of the six country program 
evaluations in 2020, one was assessed less than 
successful, two were assessed less than successful 
on the borderline, two were assessed successful, 
and one was assessed successful on the borderline. 

The long-term country-level success rate was 69% 
(2011–2020), in line with long-term average 
project performance. 
 
An Integrated Analysis of Findings from Recent 
Sector-Wide Evaluations  
 
This report offers high-level observations on ADB 
performance and results in transport, energy, and 
ANR and how performance against ADB Strategy 
2030 development objectives could be improved. 
These observations draw from a synthesis of three 
sector-wide evaluations undertaken by IED in the 
last 3 years. They are organized around four areas: 
operational performance, progress in achieving 
objectives in Strategy 2030, operational planning 
and organizational issues, and the role of sector 
guiding frameworks.  
 
While performance varied, reforms and 
institutional development were difficult to attain 
and sustain across the three sectors. The success 
rate of energy projects (81%) slightly exceeded the 
corporate target of 80%, but the performance of 
transport (68%) and ANR (65%) projects was 
significantly lower, mainly due to the projects’ low 
sustainability. Nevertheless, the performance of 
the transport and ANR sectors was comparable 
with ADB’s average project success rate overall. 
Across the three sectors, reforms and institutional 
development were difficult to attain and sustain, 
particularly on road safety and maintenance, 
unbundling of national energy institutions, and 
maintenance of irrigation systems.  
 
Performance in areas of Strategy 2030 priorities 
varied across the three sectors. Performance was 
largely positive in addressing poverty and 
inequalities and in promoting gender equality, 
but relatively weak in tackling climate change and 
environmental sustainability issues and in 
strengthening governance and institutional 
capacity. There are some serious challenges to be 
addressed to achieve the quantitative targets in 
Strategy 2030 on private sector operations and 
climate change. Adopting a country-focused 
approach, one of the three guiding principles of 
ADB Strategy 2030, was complicated by the weak 
connection between sector operational plans and 
country partnership strategies (CPSs). ADB’s 
aspirations to combine finance, knowledge, and 
partnerships to maximize development impact for 
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its clients remained a work in progress in these 
sectors. 
 
Sector operational plans for transport, energy, 
and ANR had limited effectiveness in providing 
guidance to operations. The operational plans 
aimed to enhance knowledge support for member 
countries, but they lacked adequate guidance on 
how they were to be applied. High-level 
engagement and project quality design were 
central to operational plans, but these were not 
adequately reflected in operations. The link 
between the plans and operations was 
complicated by internal incentives which favored 
large projects and quick processing and 
disbursements.  
 
ADB is developing sector frameworks to update 
existing sector operational plans and to provide 
better alignment with Strategy 2030. Strategy 
2030 thematic operational plans call for a wide 
range of contributions from ADB’s sector and 
thematic groups, which are expected to cascade 
into sector frameworks. However, sector 
frameworks will need to go further and to include 
subsectors or themes that have been identified 
through analytical work. The sector frameworks 
must have strong results frameworks, linked to 
the evolving results indicators for Strategy 2030 
operational plans, but also suitable for tracking 
progress in achieving outcomes in areas of sector 
priority. 
 
Assessing ADB’s Institutional Approach to the 
Sustainable Development Goals  
 
This AER assesses ADB’s institutional approaches 
to supporting the achievement of the SDGs and 
the potential impact of the COVID-19 pandemic 
on these approaches. It seeks to answer the 
following overarching evaluation question: Are 
ADB’s institutional approaches and tools 
adequately articulated and organized to support 
the delivery of the SDGs? Specifically, the AER 
assesses ADB support under Strategy 2030, which 
seeks to help ADB member countries achieve the 
SDGs by promoting internal alignment, country 
engagement, and partnership with other 
development organizations.  
 
This is the first of a three-part series of evaluations 
on the SDGs by IED, which will be undertaken 
every 5 years. It focuses on ADB’s institutional 

response to the SDGs. The second part of the 
series will focus on the interim results of ADB’s 
SDG-related efforts, while the third will assess 
ADB’s overall contribution to SDG achievement in 
Asia and the Pacific. This first evaluation presents 
findings gathered from consultations with ADB 
staff, representatives from government agencies, 
and other development partners; a portfolio 
analysis; a literature review; and a staff survey. A 
questionnaire was sent to 1,382 ADB staff from 
headquarters and resident missions with a 
response rate of 60.3%. Statistical testing was 
undertaken to determine the significance of the 
differences in responses of ADB staff across 
departments, and between ADB staff stationed in 
headquarters or resident missions.  
 
The SDGs in the COVID-19 Era 
 
The COVID-19 pandemic and its impacts on health, 
incomes, and equality are expected to undermine 
the already sluggish progress towards achieving 
the SDGs. The setbacks caused by the COVID-19 
pandemic will widen the financing gap by $1.7 
trillion on top of the existing shortfall of $2.5 
trillion in annual SDG financing. The pandemic has 
also highlighted a chronic lack of data to monitor 
progress towards the SDGs.  
 
ADB remains committed to using the SDGs as the 
framework for long-term development and for 
recovery from the COVID-19 pandemic. While 
long-term development objectives such as the 
SDGs may have become secondary to the more 
immediate short-term priorities of governments 
as they seek to mitigate the unprecedented 
impacts of the pandemic on economic growth, 
health, and livelihoods, it is important for ADB to 
continue focusing on the long-term holistic 
perspectives of development in Asia and the 
Pacific. ADB sees the SDGs as a valid road map for 
development beyond the COVID-19 crisis. The 
SDGs remain the only internationally agreed 
development agenda that incorporates feedback 
from various stakeholders and promotes a holistic 
approach to development. Nevertheless, it is also 
important that ADB and the international 
community assess the implications and trade-offs 
between the SDG targets at risk due to the current 
COVID-19 crisis. Since the SDGs cover a broad 
range of economic, social, and environmental 
outcomes, not all SDG goals and targets can be 
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expected to be mutually supportive of one 
another and some may be potentially diverging. 
  
ADB’s Internal Alignment with the SDGs 
 
ADB has made progress in promoting internal 
alignment of its institutional tools and processes 
with the SDGs. Since 2015, ADB has attempted to 
align its key planning mechanisms with the SDGs. 
It has mapped its Strategy 2030 and seven 
operational priorities; its Corporate Results 
Framework (CRF), 2019–2024; and its project 
classification system against the SDGs. The 
operational support provided by its sector and 
thematic groups addresses cross-sector and 
thematic issues covered by the SDGs. Most 
notably, ADB is among the few development 
agencies to have adopted a specific and 
methodical approach for mapping each CRF 
indicator against the relevant SDGs. The CRF 
indicators are categorized as: SDG indicator 
directly used, derived from an SDG indicator, 
aligned with an SDG indicator, or a proxy of an 
SDG indicator. ADB was also among the first 
development partners to pioneer a project 
classification system with an SDG tagging system 
through its eOperations (eOps). 
 
ADB’s internal alignment with the SDGs focuses 
more on the typology of its operations and less on 
identifying pathways for SDG implementation 
and achievement. Given the indicator-based 
nature of the SDGs, ADB’s immediate efforts have 
focused on classifying its operations according to 
the SDG goals and indicators. However, ADB staff 
make limited use of the SDGs as a planning tool. 
With Strategy 2030’s seven operational priorities 
aligned with the relevant SDGs and the SDGs 
encompassing many aspects of economic, social, 
and environmental outcomes, the prevailing view 
among ADB staff is that all operations contribute 
to the SDGs. This view may deter detailed analysis 
and planning of projects and country programs 
using the SDG lens. There is a risk of overlooking 
the trade-offs between SDG targets or 
undermining synergies between SDG targets.  
 
The SDG tagging system is useful for aggregating 
ADB support according to the relevant SDG, but 
double counting needs to be avoided. More than 
20% of projects in 2019 and 2020 had at least one 
SDG indicator that was double counted and some 
had as many as six and more. Double counting 

means a project was tagged more than once to 
the same SDG indicator. The Strategy, Policy, and 
Partnerships Department reviews SDG project 
tagging and is working to address and minimize 
inaccuracies in reporting. However, eOps should 
be able to generate data that can be readily and 
consistently applied by all ADB departments to 
track SDG support. ADB’s current efforts to map a 
project’s design and monitoring framework (DMF) 
indicators to the operational priority indicators in 
the CRF may help address the issue of double 
counting. However, statistical analysis showed 
significant differences in the responses of ADB 
staff across departments on whether they use the 
CRF and its indicators in designing DMFs. The 
results suggest that staff across departments may 
have varying levels of understanding and uptake 
of the CRF and its indicators when designing 
DMFs, which is to be expected as the CRF is still in 
its roll-out phase. The share of ADB staff reporting 
use of the CRF and its indicators in designing 
DMFs ranged from 71% in the East Asia 
Department (EARD) to 37% in the Private Sector 
Operations Department (PSOD), based on a staff 
survey. PSOD’s limited uptake of the CRF 
indicators may be attributed to that department’s 
use of the Harmonized Indicators for Private 
Sector Operations (HIPSO) developed jointly by 
several multilateral development banks (MDBs). 
 
User issues concerning eOps require ongoing 
improvement. Of the 2019 and 2020 
commitments with SDG classifications, a total of 
169 projects (67 in 2019 and 102 in 2020) had 
between one and six SDG indicators for which the 
SDG allocation was greater than the ADB 
financing plus ADB-administered cofinancing. The 
ongoing Sovereign Operations IT Modernization 
Project aims to strengthen the underlying system 
for ADB project information management that 
could address some of the user issues in the eOps 
system to improve reporting on ADB SDG 
financing. 
 
ADB Country Engagement to Deepen and 
Accelerate the SDGs 
 
The impacts of COVID-19 will affect the short-
term national planning priorities of ADB member 
countries. Achievement of the SDGs is likely to 
become secondary to more immediate recovery 
challenges. Ownership of the SDGs varies across 
member countries even in pre-pandemic times, 
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which may be because the SDGs cover a wide 
menu of targets and indicators with no clear sense 
of selectivity or priority. Attention to the SDGs in 
member countries may decline during the 
pandemic as governments attend to more urgent 
recovery challenges. This highlights the need for 
ADB to raise social awareness of the SDGs as 
COVID-19-induced development challenges are 
essentially related to them. 
 
ADB’s internal alignment with the SDGs at the 
corporate level has yet to be fully reflected in the 
country planning and programming processes. 
Since the SDGs were launched in 2015, more than 
25 ADB CPSs have been presented for approval to 
the ADB Board of Directors. Except for those for 
Indonesia and Kazakhstan, these CPSs had few 
references to the SDGs, including in their results 
frameworks or linked documents. However, the 
new CPS results framework—first applied in the 
PRC CPS, 2021–2025—uses the CRF indicators, 
which are aligned with the SDGs. Apart from the 
varying levels of SDG ownership of member 
countries, the absence of SDG references in CPSs 
also appears to be due to format and page 
restrictions for CPS documents, which have to 
focus on the development priorities of countries 
and Strategy 2030’s operational priorities. 
 
The presence of national SDG champions 
facilitates ADB’s engagement on the SDGs. The 
CPSs for Indonesia and Kazakhstan benefited from 
strong national guidance and involvement. The 
Kazakhstan Prime Minister’s office played an 
important role in raising the profile of the SDGs, 
Indonesia’s National Development Planning 
Agency, which houses the National SDG 
Secretariat, has received support from other 
government ministries. ADB has also engaged a 
wider group of stakeholders in these two 
countries to help develop national involvement on 
the SDGs. For example, ADB conducted a 
brainstorming session on the SDGs at Nazarbayev 
University in Kazakhstan and engaged an external 
peer reviewer from the University of Indonesia for 
the Indonesia CPS, 2020–2024. 
 
Sector and thematic groups are at the forefront of 
ADB’s support to deepen and accelerate the 
achievement of the SDGs in member countries. 
The level of ADB country teams’ engagement with 
the SDGs depends to an extent on member 
countries’ ownership of the SDGs and their 

demand for SDG-related support. In contrast, 
sector and thematic groups have consistently 
produced TA and knowledge products that 
support SDG implementation. The nature, scope, 
and detail of the 17 SDGs are highly aligned with 
the cross-sector and thematic issues that ADB’s 
sector and thematic groups work on. Sector and 
thematic groups are bringing added value to 
ADB’s SDG-related discussions and initiatives. For 
example, the groups’ work on gender (e.g., 
domestic violence and educational needs of 
women); SDG financing (e.g., domestic resource 
mobilization); governance (e.g., localization of the 
SDGs); the environment (e.g., ocean health and 
biodiversity conservation); urban development 
(e.g., sanitation, air quality, and road safety); and 
climate change and disaster resilience (e.g., 
climate financing and resilience) support SDG-
related initiatives in the areas of gender, public 
financial management, environmental 
sustainability, and climate change.   
 
While ADB staff consider that TA offers adequate 
support for the SDGs, it is rarely focused or 
targeted on the SDGs specifically. In response to 
an IED survey, more than 65% of ADB staff 
respondents said that their department or division 
provided adequate TA or knowledge support to 
help member countries achieve the SDGs. 
However, consultations with staff indicated that it 
is rare to have a project or TA project that is 
directly or specifically about the SDGs. SDGs are 
usually targeted by TA and knowledge support 
provided by sector and thematic groups. Despite 
the important role of these groups in ADB support 
for the SDGs, their assistance to the operations 
departments in formulating CPSs and projects is 
primarily on an “as needed” basis and comes at a 
late stage. Their input is mostly for review 
purposes only. The statistical analysis showed a 
highly significant difference on the responses of 
staff across departments, which may be due to 
disparities in the demands from the member 
countries that each department works with. 
Among the operations departments, 76% of staff 
in EARD and 73% in the Sustainable Development 
and Climate Change Department reported 
adequate provision of TA or knowledge support 
on the SDGs. In Mongolia, the government has 
been active on the SDGs, requesting TA support 
from ADB to assist the National Statistics Office in 
measuring SDG indicators.  
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Partnerships with Other Development 
Organizations in Advancing the SDGs 
 
ADB has forged partnership with UN agencies to 
provide knowledge and technical advice for SDG 
delivery. A prevailing view among MDBs and 
member countries is that the SDGs are driven by 
the UN, hence UN agencies take the lead in 
providing technical advice for SDG 
implementation and achievement. MDBs such as 
ADB focus on financing SDG interventions. 
However, ADB has partnered with the United 
Nations Development Programme (UNDP) and the 
United Nations Economic and Social Commission 
for Asia and the Pacific (ESCAP) in the areas of 
knowledge and capacity building on the SDGs. 
ADB, UNDP, and ESCAP have collaborated on 
producing knowledge products, including SDG 
“snapshot reports” and voluntary national reviews. 
However, if they are to have an impact on 
achieving the SDGs, these knowledge products 
need to drive changes in country portfolios.  
 
ADB is taking a lead role in harmonizing the 
reporting of SDG results. MDBs are working 
together to adopt a common approach to 
reporting results and financing for the SDGs 
through their Managing for Development Results 
(MfDR) working group, which ADB is currently 
leading. Through the working group, ADB is 
supporting the Islamic Development Bank and the 
African Development Bank to develop core sector 
indicators and an SDG tagging system for projects. 
The MfDR working group participates in the 
Results Community—an informal network 
established by the Development Assistance 
Committee of the Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development dedicated to results-
based management for effective development 
cooperation. The Results Community provides a 
forum to advance SDG results monitoring and to 
engage bilateral donors. ADB, through PSOD, is 
collaborating with other MDBs in applying the 
HIPSO indicators—which are aligned with the 
SDGs—in reporting the development results of its 
private sector operations. 
 
A more concerted effort among development 
partners is needed to address SDG financing and 
data gaps that have widened due to the impacts 
of COVID-19. ADB is launching a regional platform 
on domestic resource mobilization and 
international tax cooperation in Asia and the 

Pacific in 2021 to help finance achievement of the 
SDGs. It is also looking to pilot policy-based 
lending for reforms, and project lending to 
strengthen the administration of revenue 
agencies through technology, and capacity 
development to support country-specific 
medium-term revenue strategies. ADB’s social 
development thematic group is also helping 
member countries identify potential investment 
opportunities and sources of funding for social 
protection programs to achieve SDG targets on 
social protection. To mobilize private financing for 
the achievement of the SDGs, ADB has so far 
issued $2.2 billion in thematic bonds for 
sustainable development. ADB support for 
estimating SDG financing requirements at the 
country level can be scaled up to help member 
countries design their SDG-related policies and 
programs. ADB also supports private sector 
innovation in support of the SDGs through the 
ADB Ventures Financing Partnership Facility, 
which is aimed at financing technology businesses 
that can be scaled up to help address the SDGs. 
Meanwhile, ADB can increase its existing support 
for strengthening national statistics systems and 
non-traditional data collection methodologies to 
help member countries address challenges to data 
collection during the COVID-19 pandemic. Data 
availability was an issue even before the pandemic 
and better data are needed to assess country-level 
gaps in measuring progress toward the SDGs.  
 
In sum, ADB’s institutional approach and tools are 
in place to support the delivery of the SDGs, but 
their implementation needs improvement. ADB’s 
internal alignment with the SDGs is methodical 
and its partnerships with other development 
organizations are useful in providing knowledge 
and technical advice to member countries. 
However, ADB’s internal alignment at the 
corporate level is not being implemented well at 
country and project levels. 
 
ADB Response to IED Recommendations 
 
Levels of implementation of IED 
recommendations stayed within historical trends. 
Most recommendations were fully or largely 
implemented, 70%−80% per year in 2011−2020. 
Recommendations that were partly implemented 
accounted for 22% in the period. For actions that 
were not fully or largely implemented by their due 
date, the Management Action Record System 
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(MARS) indicates that this was because of: (i) 
shortcomings in design, (ii) ongoing work or 
delays, (iii) external factors or changed context, 
(iv) continuing work or no distinct end point to 
fully implement, and (iv) insufficient data on 
results. 
 
The alignment between a recommendation and 
the corresponding action, and, subsequently, the 
effective implementation and monitoring of the 
actions are critical success factors in 
implementing recommendations. An examination 
of 27 actions on recommendations completed in 
2020 affirmed that there was a strong correlation 
between implementation success and the 
alignment and measurability of action design. 
Specifically, IED validations suggest an even 
stronger positive relationship between 
implementation success and fully and largely 
relevant action designs. The majority of fully and 
largely implemented recommendations started 
with good quality action designs. 
 
Greater engagement between ADB Management 
and IED on the quality of action design has had a 
beneficial impact. All recommendations benefited 
from Management and IED exchanges during the 
framing of action plans. The current productive 
engagement to develop better recommendations 
(led by IED) and action plans (led by ADB 
Management) should continue. The strong 
commitment by IED and Management to candid 
dialogue in framing the action plans must be 
sustained and that these action plans could be 
amended, if necessary, to enhance action plan 
adaptability during implementation in response 
to evolving situations. 
 
IED recommendations in some areas of ADB 
strategic priorities were implemented more 
successfully than others. IED recommendations on 
governance and institutions, climate change, and 
water management gained more traction than 
those on private sector operations, fragile and 
conflict-affected situations (FCAS), and education. 
In general, operational areas with good results on 
actions taken on recommendations related to (i) 
safeguards, (ii) governance, (iii) climate change 
and disaster risk management, (iv) renewable 
energy, (v) conflict management in FCAS, (vi) 
regional cooperation, and (vii) capacity building. 
IED and ADB Management will continue to work 
on improving the utility and content of the MARS.  

Issues  
 
Weaknesses in the design and implementation of 
sector operational plans limited the success of 
sector programs. The sector operational plans in 
energy, transport, and ANR functioned as menus 
of options and did not prioritize subsectors, 
themes, or geographical areas. They had weak 
monitoring and reporting systems, restricting 
their ability to provide adequate guidance to 
operations departments and staff. Sector 
operational plans in the three sectors were not 
well reflected in CPSs in terms of subsectors, 
intended outcomes, or objectives. The results 
frameworks of sector operational plans generally 
lacked adequate indicators, baselines, and targets. 
Sector frameworks are being developed to update 
sector operational plans and to align with 
Strategy 2030, but the form and depth of these 
frameworks are not yet clear.  
 
Knowledge sharing and coordination among 
departments were insufficient. Much of the 
knowledge generated through ADB’s vast 
experience was not adequately captured. Lessons 
learned from projects are rarely shared outside 
divisions or project teams. ADB’s review system 
pays less attention to knowledge sharing and 
there is essentially no sharing of resources across 
regional departments, which are organized to be 
self-sufficient in terms of technical expertise. 
Sector and thematic groups are insufficiently 
staffed or resourced to provide systematic high-
level support to operations departments. Overall, 
ADB is not optimally organized to conduct 
knowledge sharing and coordination among its 
departments. Moreover, a focus on speedy 
execution of projects limits efforts to tailor 
knowledge solutions to country needs. 
 
ADB’s institutional approach and tools are 
adequately organized to support the SDGs, but 
the implementation of these approaches and 
tools needs improvement. ADB has pioneered an 
approach for mapping its CRF and project 
classification system to the SDGs, and its sector 
and thematic groups provide SDG-related 
operational support. However, this internal 
alignment has yet to fully reach country and 
project levels. CPSs rarely reflect the SDGs and 
project documents often do not discuss the 
identified SDG classifications of projects in eOps. 
Moreover, ADB’s internal alignment is driven 
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more by the typology of its operations and how 
they correspond to the SDGs. It does not provide 
specific guidance on whether SDGs relevant to a 
certain investment project, TA project, or overall 
country program should be reflected or discussed 
in the corresponding project or country 
documents. 
 
Member countries’ varying levels of ownership of 
the SDGs and a perception within ADB that all 
operations are likely to contribute to the SDGs 
impede ADB’s country engagement on the SDGs. 
The SDGs do not have a sufficiently high profile in 
some ADB member countries, which means that 
demand for SDG-related support is mixed. 
Moreover, in some quarters of ADB there is a 
perception that all operations are likely to 
contribute to the SDGs because of their broad 
coverage. This may lead to country portfolios or 
individual projects that overlook trade-offs or 
synergies between SDG indicators. Sector and 
thematic groups can help provide more SDG-
related knowledge and technical advice, but their 
participation in designing CPSs and individual 
projects has yet to be maximized.  
 
The current level of collaboration among 
development partners, including ADB, may not be 
sufficient to address the shortfalls in SDG 
financing and data availability exacerbated by the 
pandemic. As a result, achieving the SDGs by 2030 
will be more challenging. ADB will have to 
continue leveraging its partnerships with other 
MDBs and UN agencies to address the huge gaps 
in SDG financing and the lack of timely and up-to-
date data for SDG implementation. These 
challenges require ADB’s continued partnership 
with other MDBs and UN agencies. ADB and its 
development partners will need to continue 
mobilizing public and private financing for the 
SDGs, to estimate country cost requirements for 
the SDGs, and to address data collection 
challenges. 
 
Recommendations  

Recommendation 1: Accelerate efforts beyond 
energy and transport to develop the sector 
frameworks needed to implement Strategy 2030 
operational priorities at the sector level and 
ensure that these sector frameworks are 
mainstreamed and guide the selection of sector 
priorities in CPSs. In response to the recent 

recommendations of IED sector-wide evaluations, 
Management has been making progress in the 
preparation of updated sector directional 
guidance for the energy and transport sectors. 
These efforts need to accelerate and expand to 
cover all other key sectors. Sector frameworks 
should provide clarity on the links between sector 
operations and Strategy 2030 thematic 
operational plans, and address gaps in sector 
operations. They should provide detailed and clear 
guidance on the selection and scope of programs 
and projects, including a clear underlying theory 
of change and a strong results framework with 
outcome indicators at both the sector plan and 
individual project levels, articulating how sector 
operations would contribute to the achievement 
of expected results across Strategy 2030’s 
operational priorities. Due attention should be 
paid to strengthening the role of sector 
assessments in defining progress toward the 
desired outputs and outcomes. 
 
A process could be established in the emerging 
sector frameworks to guide the selection of sector 
priorities in future CPSs, ensuring that CPSs are 
underpinned by sound country sector diagnostics 
and support the strengthening of important 
sector policies and institutions. Sector-level 
expertise should be strengthened and be made 
available to assist operations across operations 
departments. Country-level sector assessments 
should draw on relevant sector expertise while 
giving primacy to country’s specific needs.  

 
Recommendation 2: Enhance sector management 
and planning to ensure the cross-fertilization and 
collaboration demanded by the thematic 
approach of Strategy 2030. Mechanisms that 
draw sector knowledge and expertise together 
should be strengthened. Management has been 
taking actions along these lines, especially for the 
transport and energy sectors. These efforts need 
to be strengthened and expanded to cover all key 
sectors. Together with accelerating the efforts to 
develop sector frameworks, cross-fertilization of 
sector-level work, where a large proportion of the 
Bank’s expertise lies, should be ensured. The use 
of multidisciplinary teams in developing and 
implementing projects should become the norm 
rather than the exception to promote the 
multidimensional thematic approaches expected 
by Strategy 2030. The peer review process, 
especially for more complex projects, should be 
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strengthened to ensure that in-depth technical 
guidance is provided to operations departments 
and that relevant best practices and knowledge 
across sectors are incorporated in project and 
program designs intended to meet Strategy 2030 
priorities. 
 
Recommendation 3: Strengthen the link between 
institutional strategic intentions and actual 
operational practices and outcomes relating to 
the SDGs. While ADB has adequately aligned its 
institutional approach and tools with the SDGs, 
the implementation of this approach at the 
country and project levels needs to be 
strengthened. ADB should redouble its efforts to 
improve the collaboration between the sector and 
thematic groups and the operations departments, 
especially country teams, in designing and 
implementing its support for the SDGs. Sector and 
thematic groups should be engaged early in the 
CPS process and project design; this would enable 
operations departments to benefit fully from their 
expertise. ADB should also work to improve the 
quality review of the SDG tagging system for 
projects as information generated by this system 
will be used to assess ADB’s contribution to the 
SDGs in the years to come. This will help to 
address the risk of double counting and enable 
various departments to readily and accurately use 
SDG data generated by the system. The SDG 
tagging system can be used to produce a biennial 
or triennial progress report on ADB’s SDG support, 
which may provide a basis for course correction to 
fine-tune ADB support for the SDGs if necessary. 
  
Recommendation 4: Deepen institutional 
engagement on the achievement of the SDGs at 
the country and local levels. To deepen its country 
engagement on the SDGs, ADB needs to build 
awareness at country and local levels. 
Furthermore, it should help member countries 

find value in using the SDG framework when 
assessing development issues. Fostering national 
SDG champions in ADB’s counterpart government 
agencies may help promote country ownership of 
the SDGs and demand for ADB’s SDG-related 
support. Given the importance of raising 
awareness and localizing the SDGs in member 
countries, CPSs should describe how ADB can 
support the localization of the SDGs. ADB should 
encourage resident missions to support the 
localization of the SDGs. 
 
Recommendation 5: Ramp up partnerships with 
other development organizations to assess the 
implications of the COVID-19 crisis on the 
achievement of the SDGs, support better 
mobilization of financing, and improve the 
collection and management of data on the SDGs. 
As part of improving ADB’s partnerships with 
other development organizations in accelerating 
the achievement of the SDGs, ADB should support 
SDG knowledge, financing, and data availability 
depending on country needs. ADB should work 
with its partners to help member countries 
undertake a costing analysis to determine SDG 
financing requirements at the country level and 
assess the implications of the COVID-19 crisis on 
these costing projections going forward. ADB 
should continue working with UN agencies to 
provide member countries with technical advice 
on incorporating the SDGs not only in national 
plans but also in the budgets of national 
governments and line ministries. ADB should 
collaborate with its partners to develop the 
capacity of member countries to ensure SDG data 
are made available, despite the mobility 
restrictions due to the COVID-19 pandemic. 
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Linkage between Findings and Recommendations 
Findings, Issues, and References Recommendations 

 Weaknesses in the design and implementation of sector 
operational plans limited sector program success in the three 
evaluated sectors (energy, transport, and agriculture). The 
sector operational plans functioned as menus of options, 
without any further prioritizations, either subsectoral, 
thematic, or geographical, and had weak monitoring and 
reporting systems, limiting their ability to provide adequate 
guidance to operations departments and staff (paras. 123, 
250). Results frameworks of sector operational plans lacked 
adequate indicators, baselines, and targets, which hampered 
the accountability on ADB’s performance in sector programs 
(paras. 112, 250). Operational plans lacked incisiveness, 
country level application guidance, and reporting 
accountability, and consequently were insufficiently 
mainstreamed in country partnership strategies (paras. 111, 
113). The sector operational plans were found to be generally 
relevant to Strategy 2030 but inconsistent in their coverage of 
Strategy 2030 priorities (paras. 106, 113). Sector frameworks 
are being developed to update sector operational plans and 
to align with Strategy 2030, but the form and depth of these 
frameworks are not yet clear (para. 116). 

Recommendation 1:  
Accelerate efforts beyond energy and 
transport to develop the sector frameworks 
needed to implement Strategy 2030 
operational priorities at the sector level and 
ensure that these sector frameworks are 
mainstreamed and guide the selection of 
sector priorities in CPSs. 

 Much of the knowledge generated through ADB’s vast 
experience was not adequately captured. Lessons learned 
from projects are rarely shared outside divisions or project 
teams. In all three sectors, the trend toward more innovative 
and multisector approaches, as envisioned in Strategy 2030, 
made heavy demands on ADB in terms of new skills and ways 
of working that prized knowledge creation and innovation in 
both technology and approaches to supporting member 
countries (para. 115). The findings of the three sector-wide 
evaluations aligned strongly with those of the thematic 
evaluation on knowledge solutions. This thematic evaluation 
found that ADB’s review system effectively focuses on 
compliance; it provides less attention to knowledge sharing. 
There is essentially no sharing of resources across regional 
departments, which were organized to be self-sufficient in 
terms of technical expertise. Sector and thematic groups are 
insufficiently staffed or resourced to provide systematic high-
level support to operations departments (paras. 110, 251).  

Recommendation 2:   
Enhance sector management and planning to 
ensure the cross-fertilization and collaboration 
demanded by the thematic approach of 
Strategy 2030. 

 ADB’s institutional approach and tools are adequately 
articulated and organized to support the delivery of the SDGs, 
but institutional implementation requires improvement 
(paras. 207, 245, 252). ADB has made progress in promoting 
internal alignment between the SDGs and its institutional 
tools and processes (para. 139). For instance, ADB’s 7 
operational priorities correspond with 7 SDGs (para. 139); ADB 
has also adopted a specific and methodical approach for 
mapping each Corporate Results Framework indicator to the 
relevant SDGs (para. 142); and introduced SDG project 
classification system in its eOperations system (para. 144). 
Sector and thematic groups provide a strong basis for ADB’s 
support to SDG implementation (para. 148). However, ADB’s 
internal alignment to the SDGs focuses more on the typology 
of its operations by the relevant SDGs and less on identifying 
pathways for SDG implementation and achievement (para. 
149, 207). Internal alignment has yet to be fully cascaded to 
country and project levels. Country partnership strategies 

Recommendation 3:  
Strengthen the link between institutional 
strategic intentions and actual operational 
practices and outcomes relating to the 
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). 
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Findings, Issues, and References Recommendations 
(CPSs) and project documents often do not discuss the 
identified SDG classifications and how they plan to achieve 
them (paras. 149, 207, 245, 252). The SDG project 
classification system was found useful for aggregating ADB 
support for the SDGs but has important limitations including 
the risks of double-counting and discrepancies in SDG 
allocations (paras. 153, 156, 158-159, 207). 

 Country ownership of the SDGs varies among ADB member 
countries—underscoring the need to raise awareness and 
embed the SDGs at the country level (para.161). Varying levels 
of ownership of the SDGs across ADB member countries, and 
a perception within ADB that all operations contribute to the 
SDGs, impede ADB’s country engagement on the SDGs (para. 
253). Moreover, there seems to be no clear guidance to ADB 
operations staff particularly country teams on how to 
incorporate the SDGs into CPSs and country program 
portfolios. CPSs tend to have few to no references or 
discussions of the SDGs. There are no references to the SDGs 
in any of the CPS results frameworks or linked documents. 
Nevertheless, the new CPS results framework uses Corporate 
Results Framework (CRF) indicators, which are aligned to the 
SDGs (para. 165). Where there are national SDG champions (as 
was the case in Indonesia and Kazakhstan), CPSs and country 
programming process have proved as effective avenues for 
systematically identifying ADB support for the SDGs (para. 
168).   

 The nature, scope, and detail of the 17 SDGs has emphasized 
the need for ADB to address cross-sector and thematic issues. 
Sector and thematic groups—through their development and 
management of TAs and knowledge products—are at the 
forefront of ADB’s institutional support to the SDGs (para. 
173, 208). However, their assistance to the operations 
departments is primarily on a needs-basis and limited 
resources constrain their impact on SDG delivery. Their inputs 
to CPSs and country operations business plans often comes a 
later stage mostly for review purposes only. The early 
engagement of these groups would also help to improve how 
ADB’s corporate guidance on the SDGs is being distilled into 
projects, TAs, and knowledge initiatives (para. 178). 

Recommendation 4:  
Deepen institutional engagement on the 
achievement of the SDGs at the country and 
local levels. 

 The current level of collaboration among development 
partners, including ADB, may not be sufficient to address the 
shortfalls in SDG financing and data availability exacerbated 
by the pandemic. ADB would need to leverage partnerships to 
continue mobilizing public and private financing for the SDGs, 
estimating country cost requirements for the SDGs, and 
addressing data collection challenges in a COVID-19 era 
(paras. 203, 209, 254).  

 Development partners like ADB are well positioned to help 
countries develop frameworks and evidence base for SDG 
achievement—in addition to the work of development 
partners on strengthening data collection systems for SDG 
monitoring (para. 164). 

 In the area of SDG data availability, ADB can draw from its 
support on non-traditional data collection methodologies and 
scale up interventions in this area to help member countries 
address challenges on data collection during COVID era (paras. 
133, 204, 209). 

Recommendation 5:  
Ramp up partnerships with other development 
organizations to assess the implications of the 
coronavirus disease (COVID-19) crisis on the 
achievement of the SDGs, support better 
mobilization of financing, and improve the 
collection and management of data on the 
SDGs. 
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1. The Annual Evaluation Review (AER) serves as a tool for accountability and learning. It provides 
an independent, high-level perspective on the performance and results of the Asian Development Bank 
(ADB) based on findings and evidence from Independent Evaluation Department (IED) evaluations and 
validations. In addition to looking into the ADB’s overall performance, each year the report dedicates a 
chapter to an in-depth assessment of a theme or topic, critical to performance and results, and every 2 
years it uses the knowledge accumulated through high-level evaluations to examine the progress that 
ADB is making toward delivering the results in areas of Strategy 2030 objectives. The 2021 AER also offers 
a preliminary view of ADB’s efforts to support member countries in responding to the coronavirus disease 
(COVID-19) pandemic. 
 
2. The 2021 AER presents an overview of ADB’s ongoing response to the COVID-19 pandemic. The 
year 2020 posed some of the greatest challenges ADB’s member countries have ever faced: the public 
health and economic crises triggered by the COVID-19 pandemic. During the year, ADB operations were 
dominated by its support to help member countries combat the crisis. IED provided its views on nearly 
all ADB COVID-19 operations submitted to the Board of Directors and launched a real-time evaluation 
(RTE) of ADB’s COVID-19 response, focusing on the relevance and efficiency of ADB’s operations as well 
as early indications of effectiveness.1 
 
3. The theme chapter of this AER assesses ADB’s institutional approach for supporting the 
achievement of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). The COVID-19 pandemic has had historically 
unprecedented impacts on the economies and health systems of ADB member countries, and there is a 
risk it will derail progress toward achieving the SDGs. The report examines ADB’s institutional response 
to the SDGs and the impact COVID-19 may have on it. 
 
4. This AER also discusses the early findings of ADB’s new technical assistance (TA) completion 
report evaluation and validation system. In 2020, ADB introduced a new system to evaluate and validate 
TA projects in the same way as investment projects are treated.  In doing so, ADB became only the second 
multilateral development bank (MDB) after the International Finance Corporation (IFC) to systematically 
assess and validate the performance of TA projects. Early findings from technical assistance completion 
report validation reports (TCRVs) conducted in 2020 are presented in this report.  
 
5. Finally, the 2021 AER synthesizes findings from three sector-wide evaluations of ADB’s support 
in the energy, transport, and agriculture, natural resources, and rural development (ANR) sectors to shed 
light on Strategy 2030. The evaluations were carried out during 2018–2020. The AER distills the results 
and performance of the three sector programs against Strategy 2030 priorities and draws implications 
for efforts to improve sector planning and management.   
   
A. Objectives and Methodology 
 
6. This AER has three main objectives. It aims to: (i) present ADB’s performance and results at the 
operation, program, and strategy levels, including ADB’s response to the COVID-19 crisis; (ii) conduct an 
in-depth assessment of ADB’s institutional response to the SDGs; and (iii) review Management actions in 
response to the recommendations made by IED evaluations.  
 
7. ADB performance is assessed by integrating findings from IED evaluations and validations. 
Performance is measured as the percentage of operations and programs assessed successful. The 
assessment is presented on a 3-year basis to smooth out annual fluctuations and to ensure adequate 
sample sizes for suitable comparisons. The 2021 AER compares the performance in the most recent 3-
year period (2018–2020) with that of 2017–2019, while also examining performance trends since 2011. 
It assesses sovereign operations based primarily on their relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, and 
sustainability. Nonsovereign operations are evaluated according to their development results, 

 
1 IED. 2020. Real-Time Evaluation: ADB’s Response to the COVID-19 Pandemic. Manila: ADB.  
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additionality, investment profitability, and work quality. Country programs are evaluated according to 
their relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, sustainability, and development impacts.  

 
8. AER 2021 also integrates the results and performance identified by the three sector-level 
evaluations by focusing on the findings that are relevant to Strategy 2030 priorities. While these 
evaluations covered the period guided by Strategy 2020, their methodology was also forward looking, 
as they sought to reveal progress made in the directions identified by Strategy 2030.  
 
9. The overview of ADB’s response to the COVID-19 pandemic draws on IED’s ongoing RTE on ADB’s 
COVID-19 response. The RTE seeks to provide ADB’s Board of Directors and Management with timely 
evidence on the implementation of ADB’s support to address the health, social, and economic crises 
brought about by COVID-19. It presents emerging lessons on the relevance of ADB’s support, the design 
and implementation of its operations, and the organization’s preparedness, to inform future COVID-19 
support. The RTE analyzes a range of evidence gathered from interviews, data analysis, reports from 
member countries, literature and project document review, data mining, and country-level assessments 
(footnote 1). 

 
10. The theme chapter on the SDGs examines whether ADB’s institutional approach and tools are 
adequately articulated and organized to support the achievement of the SDGs. It also assesses the ways 
in which the pandemic may affect this. 
 
11. The theme chapter is the first of a three-part series of SDG evaluations by IED, which will be 
undertaken every 5 years. It focuses on ADB’s activities, inputs, and outputs in support of achieving the 
SDGs and how well they work together. The second part of the series will focus on interim results of 
ADB’s SDG-related efforts, while the third review will assess ADB’s overall contributions to SDG 
achievement in Asia and the Pacific. ADB projects and their results relating to the SDGs will be assessed 
in the second and third parts. 
 
12. The theme chapter in this AER draws on a comprehensive ADB staff survey, portfolio analysis, 
consultation meetings with various stakeholders, and document reviews. It presents findings gathered 
from consultations with selected ADB staff from all operations departments, including staff from 10 
resident missions and the Pacific Subregional Office;2 the Private Sector Operations Department (PSOD); 
and the Strategy, Policy, and Partnerships Department (SPD). The evaluation team also met with 
representatives of ADB’s 15 sector and thematic groups housed in the Sustainable Development and 
Climate Change Department (SDCC).3 It met with representatives of selected government agencies,4 and 
counterparts in other MDBs, the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), 
United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), and United Nations Economic and Social Commission 
for Asia and the Pacific (ESCAP). The evaluation conducted a portfolio analysis covering projects 
committed in 2019 and 2020 with SDG classifications. The team also reviewed literature and documents 
within and outside ADB.  
 
13. A survey was circulated to 1,382 staff, with a response rate of 60.3% (834 staff). Statistical testing 
was applied to the results.5 Appendix 1 discusses the detailed methodology of the statistical analysis and 
other methodologies applied in the theme chapter. 

 
2  The evaluation team held consultation meetings with staff from the resident missions in the People’s Republic of China, Georgia, 

Indonesia, Maldives, Mongolia, Nepal, Pakistan, Papua New Guinea, and Viet Nam. The team also met with the Pacific 
Subregional Office overseeing ADB programs in the Cook Islands, Fiji, Kiribati, Niue, Samoa, Tonga, and Tuvalu. The team met 
with the former country director of the Kazakhstan Resident Mission. 

3  ADB’s thematic groups provide an institutional platform for knowledge sharing, cross-departmental coordination, peer review, 
learning, and links to external networks and partners in the following areas: (i) agriculture, (ii) climate change and disaster risk 
management, (iii) environment, (iv) gender equity, (v) governance, (vi) public–private partnership, (vii) regional cooperation and 
integration, (viii) social development, and (ix) digital technology. ADB’s sector groups pool sector knowledge in education, 
energy, finance, health, transport, urban development, and water. 

4  The evaluation team met with officials from Mongolia’s National Statistics Office and Pakistan’s Federal SDGs Section under the 
Ministry of Planning Development and Special Initiatives. 

5  The chi-square statistical analysis was used to determine whether the responses of ADB staff across departments, or whether 
ADB staff stationed in headquarters or resident missions are statistically different at the 5% level. 
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14. The AER also assesses ADB Management’s response to IED recommendations. It draws on a 
variety of data sources, including ADB strategy and operations documents, evaluation reports by IED, the 
Management Action Record System (MARS) database, and consultations with evaluation teams and 
implementing and coordinating departments. 
 
B. Report Outline 
 
15. The 2021 AER has four chapters following this introduction. Chapter 2 provides a high-level 
perspective on ADB’s operational performance and results based on findings and evidence from IED 
evaluations and validations. The first section of the chapter presents the emerging findings of IED’s RTE 
of ADB’s COVID-19 response. The second section presents the early findings of the TCRVs completed so 
far. The third section assesses the performance of sovereign operations, nonsovereign operations, and 
country programs. It reports on performance by evaluation criteria, sector, region, and country group, 
and assesses the factors that drive key performance trends (see Appendix 2 for independent evaluations 
completed in 2020). The fourth section presents the performance and results of ADB programs in energy, 
transport, and ANR by synthesizing findings from the evaluations of the three sector programs that IED 
conducted in the last 3 years, with a focus on performance in areas of Strategy 2030 priorities. 
 
16. Chapter 3 assesses ADB’s institutional response to support the achievement of the SDGs in its 
member countries and the risks the COVID-19 pandemic poses to this support. ADB’s institutional 
response is assessed in three areas.  
 

(i) Internal alignment. How well are Strategy 2030; the Corporate Results Framework (CRF), 
2019–2024; the project classification system; and operational support by sector and thematic 
groups aligned with the SDGs? 

(ii) Country engagement. Do country partnership strategies (CPSs) and their results frameworks 
reflect the SDGs, and how successful is TA, capacity building, and knowledge support for 
SDG achievement and implementation?  

(iii) Partnerships with other development organizations. How does ADB engage with other MDBs, 
United Nations agencies, and OECD in developing knowledge solutions, reporting 
development results, and mobilizing financing for the SDGs? 

 
17. Chapter 4 provides an annual update on the implementation status and results of actions taken 
by ADB Management in response to recommendations from IED’s corporate and thematic evaluations, 
sector-wide evaluations, and country assistance program evaluations (CAPEs). It discusses progress since 
the 2020 AER and efforts to improve the outcomes of evaluation recommendations. Chapter 5 provides 
conclusions, issues, and recommendations. 
 
18. Limitations of the report. The 2021 AER is limited in the following ways. First, the reporting on 
performance in the AER is based on validated self-assessments that were circulated to the Board of 
Directors. In some cases, delays in completing self-assessments by operations departments may have 
caused some projects to be included in the database much later than project completion dates. However, 
when reporting on key trends, lessons, conclusions, and recommendations, the AER also relied on 
findings and evidence from various IED evaluations and the stock of knowledge IED has accumulated. 
Second, the theme chapter’s assessment of ADB’s institutional approach to SDG implementation support 
was based on interviews with ADB staff, government officials, and representatives of development 
partners conducted through virtual meetings in lieu of evaluation missions due to COVID-19. This may 
have limited the comprehensiveness of the data collected from each individual interview or response. 
However, a large number of interviews with a variety of stakeholders were conducted and portfolio 
analysis and literature review were carried out to ensure that, overall, the data collected were robust. 
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19. This chapter updates ADB’s aggregate performance and results based on findings and evidence 
from IED validations and evaluations. Given ADB’s concentration on the response to COVID-19 in 2020 
and the availability of the ongoing RTE on the subject, Section A provides an overview of ADB’s response 
to the pandemic. Section B presents early findings from the newly introduced TA completion report 
validations. Section C assesses the performance of sovereign operations, nonsovereign operations, and 
country programs. Section D synthesizes findings on results and performance in selected sectors and 
draws implications for pursuing ADB’s Strategy 2030 at the sector level.  
  

Highlights 
 

Early Findings of the COVID-19 Real-Time Evaluation and Technical Assistance Completion Report Validation 
Reports 
• Asian Development Bank’s (ADB) initial support to its member countries for combating the coronavirus 

disease (COVID-19) pandemic in 2020 was fast and comprehensive and helped countries to meet their 
immediate needs for liquidity and urgent support. 

• ADB mainstreamed a system for validating the performance of technical assistance (TA) in January 2020, 
creating an opportunity for greater accountability and learning for TA operations. 

 
Performance of ADB Support to Member Countries, 2018–2020 
• The percentage of successful public sector projects declined marginally to 70% in 2018–2020 from 72% in 

2017–2019. The percentage has been declining for two consecutive 3-year periods since 2016–2018, 
although the longer-term trend continues to be positive. Performance was essentially unchanged for 
relevance and sustainability. Efficiency declined slightly but remained relatively high, maintaining a 
significant improving trend in the long term. Effectiveness fell from 68% in 2017–2019 to 64% in 2018–
2020. Performance improved in non-infrastructure sectors and dropped in infrastructure sectors. 
Performance of operations improved in the Pacific and Southeast Asia, although the Pacific performance was 
still at a low level and the assessment was based on a small sample of completed projects. Performance fell 
in other regions. 

• The proportion of successful private sector operations increased slightly to 53% in 2018–2020, against a 
declining trend since 2014–2016. Infrastructure projects performed well (76%) and were followed by 
financial institution projects (54%) and private equity funds (10%). Southeast Asia had the highest 
percentage of successful private sector operations over 2011–2020. 

• Of the country programs, 78% were assessed successful in 2018–2020. The long-term success rate was 69% 
(2011–2020), in line with the long-term average project performance. 
 

An Integrated Analysis of Findings from Independent Evaluation Department Sector Evaluations 
• Project performance slightly exceeded the corporate project success rate target of 80% in the energy sector 

(81%) but was lower in transport (68%) and agriculture, natural resources, and rural development (65%). 
Institutional strengthening and reforms proved difficult to attain and to sustain across all three sectors. 

• The performance of the sector programs in areas of Strategy 2030 priorities was mixed. Performance was 
largely positive in addressing poverty and inequalities and in promoting gender equality, but relatively 
weaker in tackling climate change and environmental sustainability issues and in strengthening governance 
and institutional capacity. ADB operations in all three sectors have some serious challenges to address if they 
are to achieve the quantitative targets in Strategy 2030 on private sector operations and climate change. 

• The sector operational plans functioned as menus of options and had weak monitoring and reporting 
systems, limiting their value to operations departments and staff. Knowledge was not well disseminated 
outside units and beyond project teams. 

• Sector guiding frameworks are being developed for many sectors to update sector operational plans and to 
align with Strategy 2030. The Strategy 2030 thematic operational plans call for contributions from sector 
and thematic groups and need to be cascaded to the sector level through sector frameworks.  
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A. Early findings of the Real-Time Evaluation of ADB’s Response to the 
COVID-19 Pandemic 

 
20. In 2020, the COVID-19 spread quickly across the globe, becoming the largest pandemic in more 
than a century. The Asia and Pacific region was hard hit, with many countries suffering serious health 
and economic damage. By early 2021, it was clear that the pandemic had a significant impact across the 
region, although the magnitude varied greatly across countries. According to ADB estimates, some 
member countries, including the People’s Republic of China (PRC) and Viet Nam, are likely to have 
experienced modest economic growth in 2020, albeit well below their normal trajectories and pre-
pandemic predictions. However, several large countries such as India, the Philippines, and Thailand 
probably suffered significant recessions in 2020, with growth in the -5% to -10% range.6 Member 
countries that are heavily dependent on tourism, including the Cook Islands, Fiji, Palau, and Maldives, 
are suffering recessions with growth in the -10% to -20% range.7 Based on ADB data, IED estimates that 
the economic damage in ADB member countries in 2020 was about $1.4 trillion, compared with a 
counterfactual of no pandemic in 2020 (Box 1).8 
 

Box 1: How to Measure Counterfactual Economic Damage 
 
Measuring the economic damage caused by the pandemic requires a number of methodological decisions. The 
calculations here are based on a counterfactual comparison of the gross domestic product (GDP) with and without 
the pandemic. This involves comparing the Asian Development Outlook’s forecast for economic growth for 2020 
calculated before the pandemic (in September 2019),a to estimates made after the pandemic hit.b  
 

𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸2020 = 𝐺𝐺𝐸𝐸𝐺𝐺2020 𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤ℎ 𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑤𝑤𝑝𝑝 − 𝐺𝐺𝐸𝐸𝐺𝐺2020 𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤ℎ𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑤𝑤 𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑤𝑤𝑝𝑝 
 
Where:  
 
𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸2020 = 𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸 𝐸𝐸𝐷𝐷𝐸𝐸𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷 
𝐺𝐺𝐸𝐸𝐺𝐺2020 𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤ℎ 𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑤𝑤𝑝𝑝 = 𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐷𝐷𝐸𝐸𝐷𝐷𝐸𝐸 2020 𝐺𝐺𝐸𝐸𝐺𝐺 𝑤𝑤𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸ℎ 𝑝𝑝𝐷𝐷𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐷𝐷𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸 
𝐺𝐺𝐸𝐸𝐺𝐺2020 𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤ℎ𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑤𝑤 𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑤𝑤𝑝𝑝 = 𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐷𝐷𝐸𝐸𝐷𝐷𝐸𝐸 2020 𝐺𝐺𝐸𝐸𝐺𝐺 𝑤𝑤𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸ℎ𝐸𝐸𝑜𝑜𝐸𝐸 𝑝𝑝𝐷𝐷𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐷𝐷𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸 
 
The percentage of economic damage is the economic damage compared with the potential GDP for 2020 without 
the pandemic.  
 

𝐺𝐺𝐷𝐷𝑃𝑃𝐸𝐸𝐷𝐷𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷 𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸2020 =
𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸2020

𝐺𝐺𝐸𝐸𝐺𝐺2020 𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤ℎ𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑤𝑤 𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑤𝑤𝑝𝑝
 

 
Some member countries, including the People’s Republic of China and Viet Nam, are expected to have positive GDP 
growth rates in 2020. However, they will still suffer economic damage because their GDP in 2020 will be substantially 
lower than it would have been without the pandemic. This counterfactual analysis allows a better understanding of 
the real economic damage caused by the pandemic. 
 
a  ADB. 2019. Asian Development Outlook 2019 Update. Manila. 
b  ADB. 2020. Asian Development Outlook 2020, December Supplement. Manila; and ADB. 2020. Asian Development Outlook 2020 
  Update. Manila. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

 
21. To respond to the health and economic crises caused by the COVID-19 pandemic, ADB has 
approved about 60 new sovereign and 15 nonsovereign operations. ADB prepared a $20 billion package 
in April 2020 to support member countries to combat the virus.9 In total, IED estimates that in 2020 ADB 
approved $16.5 billion for COVID-19 operations. On the sovereign side, ADB approved $13.5 billion and 

 
6 ADB. 2020. Asian Development Outlook: December Supplement. Manila.  
7 ADB. 2020. Asian Development Outlook 2020 Update. Manila.   
8 The most recent pre-pandemic economic forecasts for 2020 are from the 2019 Asian Development Outlook Update (ADB. 2019. 

Asian Development Outlook 2019 Update. Manila).  
9 ADB. 2020. ADB’s Comprehensive Response to the COVID-19 Pandemic: Policy Paper. Manila. 

https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/publication/658721/ado-supplement-december-2020.pdf
https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/publication/635666/ado2020-update.pdf
https://www.adb.org/publications/asian-development-outlook-2019-update
https://www.adb.org/documents/adb-comprehensive-response-covid-19-pandemic-policy-paper
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was able to mobilize substantial cofinancing of about $8.6 billion in commitments from other 
development partners. ADB focused on three areas: social protection, health, and macroeconomic 
stability (general budget support). In December 2020, ADB offered an additional $9 billion to support 
member countries to finance COVID-19 vaccination efforts.10 As of 31 December 2020, the allocations 
were: social protection (33% of total ADB approved sovereign financing), health (24%), and public sector 
management (PSM, 32%).11 In many member countries, ADB was able to provide investment projects in 
the areas of health and social protection. While ADB has long been active in the health sector, 2020 was 
by far the largest year for the health sector in terms of the number of projects and amount committed 
as well as assistance through TA. The same is true for social protection, where ADB has been engaged in 
the region for some years and saw a substantial increase in 2020. On the nonsovereign side, ADB 
approved about $600 million in projects and provided $2.5 billion in special revolving programs to 
increase liquidity to support trade and supply chain finance. Figure 1 presents estimates of how ADB’s 
investment and budget support were allocated, using information available in project documents. 
 

Figure 1: Allocation of ADB Resources for COVID-19 Operations by Sector 

 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, COVID-19 = coronavirus disease, NSO = nonsovereign operations, 
SOV = sovereign operations. 
Note: The total amount is based on available figures from the Reports and Recommendations of the 
President, and excludes technical assistance, repurposed projects, revolving funds, and unclassified 
projects.  
Source: Independent Evaluation Department estimates, based on classifications in project documents 
using Asian Development Bank sources of financing in Reports and Recommendations of the President.   

 
22. To provide ADB’s Board of Directors and Management with timely evidence on the 
implementation of ADB’s support to address the pandemic, IED is implementing an RTE of ADB’s 
support.12 Independent evaluation has an important role to play during a crisis as it can gather credible 
evidence quickly and provide rapid feedback to enable rapid decision making. Traditionally, evaluation in 
MDBs has been summative, focusing on the outcomes and impact ex-post. However, to provide more 
responsive feedback, IED is using the well-established RTE methodology which is increasingly being 
adopted in many organizations.13  
 

 
10 ADB. 2020. ADB’s Support to Enhance COVID-19 Vaccine Access. Manila. 
11 From IED, based on the classification in project documents using ADB sources of financing (Reports and Recommendations of 

the President) and the 40th Update of Working Groups on COVID-19 (9 January 2021). 
12 The evaluation was included in IED’s Work Program for 2021–2023. The evaluation approach paper was approved on 13 

November 2020.  
13  J. Cosgrave, B. Ramalingan, and T. Beck. 2009. Real-Time Evaluations of Humanitarian Action: An ALNAP Guide. ALNAP. London. 

See, for example IED. 2011. Real-time Evaluation of Asian Development Bank's Response to the Global Economic Crisis of 2008–
2009. Manila: ADB. 
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23. ADB provided substantial budget support to meet member countries financing needs during the 
first wave of the pandemic. Of the $13.5 billion support in sovereign financing, $10.1 billion (76%) was 
distributed through fast-disbursing budget support, known as the COVID-19 Pandemic Response Option 
(CPRO). ADB’s nonsovereign support was modest. Much of the support was provided through credit lines 
to a variety of financial intermediaries and existing clients to help ensure short-term liquidity during the 
pandemic. Revolving short-term funds to increase private sector liquidity were also increased. ADB’s 
private sector support also provided project finance to seven new private clients in the health sector, 
which represents a substantial increase in support for this sector. More than 70% of ADB’s response was 
from unprogrammed resources, with the rest coming from reprograming the proposed 2020 program 
and repurposing already approved operations.  

 
24. The size and magnitude of ADB’s support varied among member countries. ADB used a rule-
based system to allocate resources for its CPRO support. Non-CPRO support was allocated on an “as 
needed” basis. The largest share of ADB resources was allocated to member countries eligible only for 
regular ordinary capital resources (OCR). Overall, ADB was limited by the concessional resources it had 
available. Prudent financial practices also limited the use of OCR lending to ensure that ADB’s overall 
exposure increased at a reasonable level while maintaining a diverse portfolio that was not concentrated 
in any one country. On a per capita basis, ADB provided substantially more assistance to countries eligible 
only for ADB concessional assistance, with an average allocation of $8.90 per capita, compared to $3.50 
per capita for member countries eligible for regular OCR and concessional assistance, and $4.30 per 
capita for OCR-only countries. Countries eligible for concessional assistance only are mainly fragile and 
conflict-affected situations (FCAS), generally more vulnerable to shocks, and face higher overhead costs 
in service delivery. Figure 2 shows the proportion of support provided to categories of countries, as a 
percentage of their 2019 gross domestic product (GDP), excluding the PRC. The low figure for countries 
eligible for regular OCR and concessional assistance reflects the importance of a few large countries, 
including Bangladesh, India, and Pakistan, which have large economies and whose allocation was limited 
by ADB’s ceilings. Further analysis will be done on this subject to derive lessons for future responses to 
crises.  
 
25. ADB approved and disbursed operations quickly. Initial evidence shows that the time from 
approval to effectiveness for CPRO budget support was 13 days, compared with the average of 68 days 
from 2016 to 2019 for budget support. ADB also responded quickly to government requests and 
approved projects quickly. For example, in the Philippines, the CPRO operation was fully disbursed, within 
2 months of the approval of ADB support. As a result of its quick action, ADB was able to commit $16.1 
billion (97%) of the $16.6 billion that it approved in 2020. 
 
26. ADB produced a number of COVID-19-related knowledge products and solutions. As part of its 
response, ADB issued a quarterly economic forecast, continually updating its estimate of the economic 
damage caused by the pandemic and developed a detailed database outlining policy actions being taken 
across the region. ADB reprogramed its TA in 2020 to better provide for the knowledge needs of the 
region during the pandemic. ADB utilized substantial TA resources to support knowledge work in the 
health and social protection sectors across the region to strengthen national systems and cover a wide 
range of topics at a national and regional level. In some cases, this included support for the monitoring 
of government programs, including ADB’s budget support. ADB also supported knowledge work in 
sectors, highlighting their roles during the pandemic, as well as roadmaps for sector recovery. In addition 
to the RTE, IED wrote several blog posts on a range of topics and prepared two evaluation documents to 
review evaluation lessons from past pandemics and from earlier immunization campaigns.14 IED also 
produced four synthesis notes in selected sectors to inform ADB operations during and post-COVID-19 
periods.  
 
 

 
14  IED. 2020. Responding to the Novel Coronavirus Crisis–13 Lessons from Evaluation. Manila: ADB; and IED. 2020. Supporting the 

Deployment of COVID-19 Vaccines: 10 Lessons from Evaluation. Manila: ADB. 

https://www.adb.org/documents/responding-novel-coronavirus-crisis-13-lessons-evaluations
https://www.adb.org/documents/international-finance-institutions-support-deployment-covid-19-vaccines-low-and-middle
https://www.adb.org/documents/international-finance-institutions-support-deployment-covid-19-vaccines-low-and-middle
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Figure 2. ADB Support for COVID-19 Operations, as a Percentage of 2019 GDP, by Country 
Classification (excluding the People’s Republic of China) 

 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, blend = eligible for both ordinary capital resources and 
concessional assistance, CA = concessional assistance, COVID-19 = coronavirus disease, CPRO = 
COVID-19 Pandemic Response Option, GDP = gross domestic product, OCR = ordinary capital 
resources. 
Note: These estimates exclude the People’s Republic of China (PRC), which is the region’s largest 
economy. The PRC received a relatively small amount of support for its COVID-19 response.  
Source: Evaluation team calculations. 

 
27. In sum, ADB’s support to its member countries for combating the COVID-19 pandemic was fast 
and comprehensive and helped countries to meet their immediate needs for liquidity and urgent support. 
While many of ADB’s COVID-19 operations have fully disbursed their resources, none are expected to 
close until mid- to late-2021. Thus, there is so far no adequate evaluative evidence on how these 
operations have performed or to what degree they have achieved their objective of preventing and 
controlling the pandemic and the associated economic consequences. However, the initial evidence 
shows that ADB mobilized resources quickly to deliver urgent assistance in major sectors, including social 
protection, health, and PSM, to minimize loss of life, protect the poor and vulnerable, and mitigate 
economic hardship in its member countries. 
 
B. Early Findings from TA Completion Report Validation Reports  
 
28. In collaboration with ADB Management, IED began work to establish a TA evaluation and 
validation system in 2018. The objective of the system was to facilitate learning and dissemination of 
knowledge from TA products and to improve the quality-at-entry of subsequent TA projects. Between 
2002 and 2018, ADB approved over 4,000 TA projects with a total financing of about $4.2 billion. TA 
completion reports (TCRs) for these projects were prepared, but they were not validated by IED. 
 
29. ADB mainstreamed the new evaluation system in January 2020. A phased and consultative 
approach was adopted in designing and implementing the system. The key tasks involved establishing 
an inter-departmental technical working group, drafting TCR validation guidelines, pilot testing the new 
validation guidelines with relevant ADB departments, and presenting the process to the Development 
Effectiveness Committee (DEC) of the Board of Directors. The validation guidelines were then harmonized 
with Project Administration Instruction (PAI) 6.08 on TCR preparation to ensure that, from January 2020, 
TCRs would be prepared using the new guidelines. The first TCRs to be validated in 2020 were 
purposefully selected to promote quality self-assessment and enhance learning at this initial stage. The 
selection sought to achieve broad representation of sectors, TA size, TA types, and funding types.  
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30. IED assesses a TCR on the relevance, effectiveness, and efficiency of the TA. The rating for each 
criterion is assigned a numerical value. The overall TCRV rating is determined by a weighted average of 
the three core criteria. IED also assesses sustainability and TCR quality and captures and derives lessons 
in various categories. One area in which the TCRV differs from the project completion report (PCR) 
validation report system is that IED examines the evaluability of the TA design. Because TA projects usually 
deal with institutional, capacity, and knowledge issues, the appropriateness of the design and monitoring 
framework (DMF) indicators needs to be assessed. As TA projects are knowledge and learning products, 
the lessons learned component of the TCR is vital. IED has weighted the lessons accordingly, with 50% 
of the overall TCR quality rating assigned to the quality of the lessons learned.  
 
31. In 2020, IED validated TCRs for a purposeful sample of 42 TA projects, and most were assessed 
successful.15 As noted above, at this initial stage the sample was selected to stimulate quality self-
assessment and enhance learning from this new system, both regarding process and substance. The 
validation highlighted that TA projects with clear objectives, a realistic focus, and thoughtful indicators 
achieved good results. The sectors which, in this sample, had the most success were ANR, education, 
industry, and water and other urban infrastructure and services (WUS). When comparing the type of TA, 
knowledge and support TA and transaction TA had almost similar results, as did multi-funded TA and 
single-funded TA. Overall, the quality of the TCRs was lower than the quality of other validated products. 
This was to be expected in the first year of mainstreaming, as TA supervising units still needed to become 
familiar with the guidelines and to receive feedback on the TCRs from IED through TCRVs. The low rating 
for TCR quality can be further explained by the weighting of lessons. As noted above, the lessons learned 
rating is 50% of the overall TCR rating. ADB TA supervising units have reported using the TCRV feedback 
as inputs into upcoming TA preparation, illustrating the validation’s role as a learning tool. During the 
interdepartmental review stage, departments managing the TA projects Promoting Green Local Currency-
Denominated Bonds for Infrastructure Development in ASEAN+3,16 Enhancing Road Safety for Central 
Asia Regional Economic Cooperation Member Countries,17 and Support for Implementing the Action Plan 
for Transport and Trade Facilitation in the Greater Mekong Subregion18 all indicated they would use 
findings from the TCRV as inputs into future TA work.   
 
32. Most TA projects validated by IED were well-aligned with country plans and ADB strategies. Those 
rated highly relevant by the TCRV had a demonstrative or innovative component. For example, the 
regional TA on Action on Climate Change in South Asia19 had potential transformational value as it rapidly 
and efficiently carried out climate change risk assessments through an innovative and automated 
geographic information system (GIS) web-based tool. For TA projects rated relevant, the main challenges 
concerned the design and results chains. Ensuring that outputs fed into outcomes with appropriate 
indicators was challenging in some cases. Sometimes, outcomes were too ambitious for TA projects with 
limited funding and time; this was the case for a TA project supporting transport and trade facilitation 
in the Greater Mekong Subregion.20 In some other cases, such as a TA project in the water supply sector 
in Viet Nam, the DMF indicators were not properly updated as they had lost relevance during 
implementation.  
 
33. ADB TA produced a large number of knowledge products that were valuable for member country 
clients. The TA on Strengthening Monitoring and Enforcement in the Meghna River for Dhaka's 

 
15  The sample of TCRs was a purposeful sample to obtain broad representation of the portfolio. 
16  IED. 2020. Technical Assistance Completion Report Validation Report: Promoting Green Local Currency-Denominated Bonds for 

Infrastructure Development in ASEAN+3. Manila: ADB. 
17  IED. 2020. Technical Assistance Completion Report Validation Report: Enhancing Road Safety for Central Asia Regional Economic 

Cooperation Member Countries. Manila: ADB. 
18  IED. 2020. Technical Assistance Completion Report Validation Report: Support for Implementing the Action Plan for Transport 

and Trade Facilitation in the Greater Mekong Subregion. Manila: ADB. 
19   IED. 2020. Technical Assistance Completion Report Validation Report: Action on Climate Change in South Asia. Manila: ADB. 
20  IED. 2020. Technical Assistance Completion Report Validation Report: Support for Implementing the Action Plan for Transport 

and Trade Facilitation in the Greater Mekong Subregion. Manila: ADB. 



12 2021 Annual Evaluation Review  
 

Sustainable Water Supply21 was highly effective, achieving all and exceeding some outputs. The TA 
supervising unit was able to provide IED with evidence on learning outcomes, and two additional tasks 
which were not planned initially were accomplished following a request by the government. Where 
effectiveness fell short among TA projects, common issues included inadequate measurement of TA 
contributions to increased capacity and a lack of alignment between a scope change and the DMF. ADB 
undertakes a huge amount of capacity building through TA, but there has been little rigor in its efforts 
to capture the resulting increase in capacity. For example, attendance at a training session was usually 
reported, but there were no demonstrations of proficiency or other metrics that systematically measured 
improved capacity (through pre- and post-tests or surveys, for example). Another common issue was that, 
during implementation, sometimes outputs (and subsequently outcomes) were not delivered as the 
countries changed priorities. To be flexible and responsive to member country clients, there were 
examples of a TA project dropping one activity and starting another, without realigning the DMF, 
negatively impacting effectiveness.  
 
34. Most validated TA projects of the purposeful sample were efficient or better. One highly efficient 
TA project in Mongolia, Conservation of Forest Genetic Resources, was completed on time and within 
budget, utilizing just over 84% of its funding to complete planned activities, and finding cost savings 
through a training-of-trainers approach.22 In cases where TA projects faced efficiency challenges, these 
were often due to implementation delays stemming from the following common problems: (i) the TA 
design covered diverse activities, which might have been better suited to separate TA projects; (ii) too 
many implementing agencies and counterparts were involved for different components, making 
coordination a very difficult task; (iii) difficulties were encountered in consultant recruitment, such as a 
lack of qualified individuals, or poorly written terms of reference; and (iv) the TA worked in an innovative 
or complex area, such as green bonds issuance, multilateral collaboration, information and 
communication technology (ICT) development, or climate financing, and ADB underestimated the 
implementation challenges. 
 
35. Sustainability is not a core criterion for TCRVs, but it is still validated. Five of the sample TA 
projects which were assessed highly likely sustainable had already secured follow-on funding or were 
related to investment projects. Those assessed likely sustainable often had their outputs such as policy 
recommendations adopted by governments. Less likely sustainable or unlikely sustainable TA projects 
often experienced changing government priorities, or a lack of budgetary or human resources 
commitments. In an energy efficiency and emission control TA for the manufacturing industry in the 
PRC,23 while the knowledge products were produced, the outreach and capacity building events through 
which this knowledge was meant to be disseminated did not occur, resulting in the efforts being unlikely 
sustainable. 

 
1. Key Lessons Generated from the Purposeful TCRV Sample   
 

36. A strong TA contains clearly linked outputs and outcomes that are appropriate to its scale. The 
TA project in the PRC on Vocational Education–Enterprise Collaboration for Student Employment-Based 
Poverty Reduction in Gansu had straightforward and logical steps: activities fed into outputs, which then 
flowed into outcomes, making it clear to both beneficiaries and other stakeholders what the TA project’s 
intervention and value was.24 Experiences from a number of TA projects showed the importance of 
updating the DMF and its indicators as TA changes are processed. Time and budget extension requests 
can be an opportunity for such design adjustments. In some instances, TA projects tried to do too much 

 
21  ADB. 2014. Technical Assistance for Bangladesh on Strengthening Monitoring and Enforcement in the Meghna River for Dhaka's 

Sustainable Water Supply. Manila. 
22 IED. 2021. Technical Assistance Completion Report Validation Report: Conservation of Forest Genetic Resources in Mongolia. 

Manila: ADB. 
23 IED. 2020. Technical Assistance Completion Report Validation Report: Improving Energy Efficiency, Emission Control, and 

Compliance Management of the Manufacturing Industry in the People's Republic of China. Manila: ADB. 
24 IED. 2020. Technical Assistance Completion Report Validation Report: Vocational Education–Enterprise Collaboration for Student 

Employment-Based Poverty Reduction in Gansu in the People’s Republic of China. Manila: ADB.  
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given their budget and scope. This led to repeated extensions and mission creep. The design and outputs 
of the TA on Export- and Innovation-Led Industrial Development in Armenia were an amalgam of diverse 
activities and most of the outputs might have better been managed under separate TA projects. 25 
Similarly, a TA providing support for transport and trade facilitation in the Greater Mekong Subregion 
attempted to design a single TA to cover many aspects, resulting in a lack of progress across all outputs 
(footnote 18). A small-scale TA supporting an energy efficiency initiative in the South Asia Subregional 
Economic Cooperation (SASEC) Subregion had disproportionally ambitious outputs and outcomes for its 
size and duration, especially in a regional context, and was unable to make progress toward them.26 On 
the other hand, IED found a TA that aimed to build capacity of implementing and executing agencies on 
project management set quite modest outcome targets, possibly indicating some design flaws. Setting 
targets appropriately helps set a clear path forward for ADB, the implementing and executing agency, 
and the stakeholders. Highly relevant TAs featured innovative components along with sound design. The 
regional TA project on Creating a Regional Settlement Intermediary in ASEAN+3 featured a design of 
components that were coherent and logical.27 This TA took an innovative approach to building a sound 
regional financial market infrastructure which is likely to lead to longer-term regional financial stability. 
A TA focusing on river management in Bangladesh included an innovative component by involving local 
community watchdog groups in a participatory pollution monitoring and reporting system.28 
 
37. Baseline information can define success or failure. The experience of the TA supporting an energy 
efficiency initiative in the SASEC Subregion showed that early feasibility studies can assess institutional 
gaps, ensure alignment of the outputs and indicators with future proposed actions, and make any 
adjustments to the TA approach and the DMF as appropriate (footnote 26). TA projects that neglected 
to consider existing ADB work in a country or sector or did not undertake proper due diligence tended 
to be less than successful. Experience from a number of TA projects showed that if preliminary work had 
been undertaken it would have addressed issues that the team later encountered, including the 
availability and quality of data, the feasibility of a technology, the alignment of the DMF, or the 
identification of additional risks or incorrect assumptions. In a TA aimed at improving energy efficiency, 
emission control, and compliance management of the manufacturing industry in the PRC, the consultants 
tasked with developing a synthesis paper on policy lessons and recommendations essentially asked the 
wrong questions in their interviews due to a lack of baseline information.29 In a TA on improving poor 
women's benefits from enhanced access to energy in Bangladesh, one technology was found not suitable 
for local conditions only halfway through implementation.30 These types of roadblocks would have been 
reduced by the collection of additional baseline information. 
 
38. Outcomes of training are best measured by capacity strengthened and broader learning achieved. 
While capacity building (particularly training) is a major thrust of ADB's TA work, it is not measured in a 
meaningful way across the portfolio. Training attendance was commonly reported, but this does not 
necessarily indicate success. No robust demonstrations of proficiency or other metrics were reported in 
the portfolio, although some TCRs reported participants' satisfaction with training and one TA project 
did administer pre- and post-training questionnaires.31 The volume of training did not improve the 
success rate; some less than successful TA projects trained as many as 1,500 people. New indicators on 
capturing enhanced knowledge and skills have been introduced under the 2019 ADB CRF. As these 
indicators are applied to new TAs, it is anticipated that capacity increases will better be captured in the 

 
25 ADB. 2015. Technical Assistance to Armenia for Export- and Innovation-Led Industrial Development. Manila. 
26 IED. 2020. Technical Assistance Completion Report Validation Report: SASEC Subregional Energy Efficiency Initiative. Manila: 

ADB. 
27 IED. 2020. Technical Assistance Completion Report Validation Report: Creating a Regional Settlement Intermediary in ASEAN+3: 

Cross-Border Settlement Infrastructure Forum. Manila: ADB. 
28 IED. 2020. Technical Assistance Completion Report Validation Report: Strengthening Monitoring and Enforcement in the Meghna 

River for Dhaka's Sustainable Water Supply in Bangladesh. Manila: ADB. 
29 IED. 2020. Technical Assistance Completion Report Validation Report: People’s Republic of China: Improving Energy Efficiency, 

Emission Control, and Compliance Management of the Manufacturing Industry. Manila: ADB.  
30 IED. 2020. Technical Assistance Completion Report Validation Report: Enabling Poor Women's Benefits from Enhanced Access to 

Energy in Hatiya Island in the People’s Republic of Bangladesh. Manila: ADB.  
31 IED. 2020. Technical Assistance Completion Report Validation Report: Action on Climate Change in South Asia. Manila: ADB. 
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TA portfolio. Apart from training, some TA projects pursued other types of capacity building. A TA project 
on promoting gender responsiveness in sector and local development policies in Mongolia engaged two 
national civil society organizations (CSOs) as consulting firms throughout the TA project lifetime, showing 
the potential capacity of national CSOs to implement the TA project.32 Further, the TA project also 
subcontracted the conduct of local studies to 13 CSOs. This engagement helped to sustain the TA benefits 
at the grassroots level in the long run by building a cadre of experienced professionals in-country. A road 
network management and safety TA in Myanmar combined project preparation with a sizable capacity 
development agenda that helped deepen ADB's engagement in the sector and subsequently led to ADB 
financing a large investment project.33   
 
39. Consultant team management was important to success. There was no one-size-fits-all formula, 
and a variety of team compositions or management strategies can work depending on the circumstances. 
Team continuity was often cited as a positive aspect. In some TA projects, strong team leaders and a clear 
reporting structure helped their implementation. Others struggled with consultant management, and in 
hindsight would have hired a consulting firm, rather than individual consultants, to reduce coordination 
issues that hindered a better outcome.34 Conversely, in some cases, hiring individual consultants helped 
pull together specific skills to successfully complete the work,35 while in others well-written terms of 
reference were key to success.36 Sometimes, the consultant teams were the glue that held the TA together. 
In the case of a TA that helped to create an enabling environment for rural–urban migration and urban 
settlements development in the PRC, the ADB TA team and core staff of the TA executing agency 
remained the same from design stage to completion.37 This contributed to the achievement of the TA 
outputs and outcome, despite the change of director at the TA executing and implementing agencies 
and the replacement of consultant experts during TA implementation. In a TA supporting climate change 
mitigation and adaptation in South Asian countries, a core group of consultants was able to keep the TA 
moving despite ADB staff turnover.38 
 
40. Application of the “One ADB” approach enhances the value of a TA project. By bringing together 
knowledge and expertise across the organization, TA projects can provide a more robust platform for 
projects by offering complementary competencies and perspectives. In a TA on enhancing road safety 
for Central Asia Regional Economic Cooperation (CAREC) member countries, the Central and West Asia 
Department (CWRD) collaborated effectively with the East Asia Department (EARD), which played a useful 
role in leading communication with stakeholders in Mongolia and the PRC.39 It also collaborated with 
SDCC, which was instrumental in drafting and reviewing knowledge products. This cooperation was 
underpinned by CWRD’s institutionalized collaboration mechanism with EARD under the CAREC 
framework. Some TA projects benefited from strong support from resident missions, which facilitated 
the engagement of national consultants, and ensured that TA designs met client needs and were 
operationally relevant. 40 In a TA aimed at promoting financial strengthening and modernization in 
Kazakhstan while preparing a nonsovereign loan, the TA team noted they should have obtained regular 

 
32  IED. 2020. Technical Assistance Completion Report Validation Report: Gender-Responsive Sector and Local Development Policies 

and Actions in Mongolia. Manila: ADB. 
33 IED. 2020. Technical Assistance Completion Report Validation Report: Improving Road Network Management and Safety in 

Myanmar. Manila: ADB. 
34  IED. 2020. Technical Assistance Completion Report Validation Report: Poverty Reduction in Liupanshan, Ningxia Hui Autonomous 

Region in the People’s Republic of China. Manila: ADB. 
35  IED. 2020. Technical Assistance Completion Report Validation Report: Education Sector Assessment in Pakistan. Manila: ADB. 
36 IED. 2020. Technical Assistance Completion Report Validation Report: Export- and Innovation-Led Industrial Development in 

Armenia. Manila: ADB; and IED. 2020. Technical Assistance Completion Report Validation Report: SASEC Subregional Energy 
Efficiency Initiative. Manila: ADB. 

37  IED. 2020. Technical Assistance Completion Report Validation Report: Creating Enabling Environments for Gradual Rural–Urban 
Migration and Urban Settlements Development in Chuxiong Yi Autonomous Prefecture in the People’s Republic of China. Manila: 
ADB. 

38 IED. 2020. Technical Assistance Completion Report Validation Report: Action on Climate Change in South Asia. Manila: ADB. 
39  IED. 2020. Technical Assistance Completion Report Validation Report: Enhancing Road Safety for Central Asia Regional Economic 

Cooperation Member Countries. Manila: ADB. 
40  IED. 2020. Technical Assistance Completion Report Validation Report: Facilitating Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises Foreign 

Direct Investment Flows: An ASEAN+6 Case Study. Manila: ADB. 
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feedback from PSOD during implementation and that neglecting to do so negatively impacted the TA. 
No loan was eventually made.41 
 
C. Performance of Sovereign Operations, Nonsovereign Operations, and 

Country Programs 
 

1. Sovereign Operations  
 

41. This section assesses the performance of sovereign operations by comparing operations 
performance in 2018–2020 with that in 2017–2019 and presenting trends in performance and results over 
2011–2020. In 2020, IED evaluated 75 sovereign operations whose project completion reports (PCRs) were 
circulated from July 2019 to June 2020. These included 68 PCR validation reports (PVRs) and seven project 
performance evaluation reports (PPERs). PPERs are in-depth evaluations of selected operations. The PPER 
assessments supersede the PVR assessments if a project has both a PVR and a PPER. During 2011–2020, 
IED evaluated 564 sovereign operations whose PCRs were circulated from July 2010 to June 2020. 
Supplementary Linked Document A presents detailed sovereign project performance tables. 
 

a. Overall Performance  
 
42. The proportion of sovereign operations rated successful declined marginally from 72% in 2017–
2019 to 70% in 2018–2020 (Figure 3).42 The proportion has been declining for two consecutive 3-year 
periods since 2016–2018, although the longer-term trend continues to be positive. By evaluation criterion, 
the performance was essentially unchanged for relevance and sustainability. Efficiency declined slightly 
but remained relatively high and maintained a significant improving trend in the long-term. Effectiveness 
fell from 68% in 2017–2019 to 64% in 2018–2020 (Figure 4). Non-infrastructure sectors experienced a 
recovery in their success rate, while the performance in infrastructure sectors fell (Figure 5). By region, 
the performance of operations improved in the Pacific (at a low level and based on a small sample size) 
and Southeast Asia and fell in the other three regions (Figure 6).  
 

 
 

 
41  IED. 2020. Technical Assistance Completion Report Validation Report: Preparing the Kazport Financial Strengthening and 

Modernization Project in Kazakhstan. Manila: ADB. 
42  The overall success rate for 2017–2019 was changed to 72% from the 71% reported in AER 2020. The change resulted from the 

adjustment of the reporting year from 2009 to 2020 for the PPER rating for the Housing for Integrated Rural Development 
Investment Program in Uzbekistan. 

66

70
69

76
74

77

72
70

67

77

63

86

72
74

69
67

50

60

70

80

90

2011– 2013 
(n=184)

2012– 2014 
(n=159)

2013– 2015 
(n=147)

2014– 2016 
(n=147)

2015– 2017 
(n=157)

2016– 2018 
(n=155)

2017– 2019 
(n=163)

2018– 2020 
(n=176)

Su
cc

es
s 

Ra
te

s 
(%

)

Figure 3: Performance of Sovereign Operations, 2011–2020 
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Note: Annual success rates are from 2013 to 2020.
n = number of completed sovereign operations assessed by the Independent Evaluation Department.
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department).
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b. Performance by Evaluation Criteria 
 
43. IED evaluates sovereign operations by assessing performance against four performance criteria:  
(i) relevance of projects to country and ADB strategic priorities and relevance of project design,  
(ii) effectiveness in achieving outcomes and outputs, (iii) efficiency in the use of resources, and  
(iv) sustainability of outcomes and outputs after project completion. In 2018–2020, the performance of 
sovereign operations declined slightly for effectiveness and efficiency and remained almost unchanged 
for sustainability and relevance (Figure 4).  
 

 
 
44. Relevance remained the highest rated criterion but there has been a downward trend since 2014–
2016 (Figure 4). Performance against relevance peaked in 2014–2016 at 91% but has since declined 
gradually, although it remained high at 82% in 2018–2020. Common factors that negatively impacted 
project relevance included: ambitious and complex designs that were based on poor assumptions and 
limited pre-project diagnostics, weak results chains in the DMFs, and inappropriate choice of financing 
modality. Relevance was also affected by missed opportunities to respond to a changed institutional and 
policy context, leading to diminished relevance during project implementation. In an urban and 
sanitation sector investment program in Pakistan, for example, the risk of losing government interest in 
a key policy reform component (the devolution of governance to regional urban service institutions) could 
have been reduced had the project design included components to strengthen the role and capacity of 
the provincial government in urban policy and planning (through the regional urban unit) with a sharp 
focus on the coordination role of the respective provincial line departments (through program support 
unit) and on the capacity building of local governments (through municipal administrations).43 
 
45. Overall effectiveness fell from 68% in 2017–2019 to 64% in 2018–2020 (Figure 4). Like relevance, 
the effectiveness of ADB projects has been on a downward trend since 2014–2016. Performance was 
affected by a number of factors, including underestimation of project costs at appraisal, overly ambitious 
objectives, poor performance of consultants and contractors, inadequate safeguard management, weak 
implementation capacity, and scope changes or loan cancelation due to loss of client commitment. These 
factors impeded the achievement of intended outputs and outcomes and lowered overall effectiveness.  

 
43 IED. 2020. Validation Report: Sindh Cities Improvement Investment Program in Pakistan. Manila: ADB. 

40

60

80

100

2011– 2013 
(n=184)

2012– 2014 
(n=159)

2013– 2015 
(n=147)

2014– 2016 
(n=147)

2015– 2017 
(n=157)

2016– 2018 
(n=155)

2017– 2019 
(n=163)

2018– 2020 
(n=176)

%

Figure 4: Performance of Sovereign Operations by Evaluation Criteria, 
2011–2020 (3-year moving average)

Relevance Effectiveness Efficiency Sustainability

n = number of completed sovereign operations assessed by the Independent Evaluation Department.
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department).



Performance of ADB Operations and Findings from Sector Evaluations  17 
 

 
46. Efficiency declined to 72% in 2018–2020 from 75% in 2017–2019 but maintained an overall 
improving trend in the long term (Figure 4). This indicates that the measures ADB has taken to improve 
efficiency since about 2010 are paying off. To address project efficiency issues, ADB changed its project 
design and preparation practices, increased resources for learning and staffing, strengthened resident 
missions, expanded the sector focus, introduced new financing modalities, and improved business 
processes, as noted in the 2018 AER.44 The decline in efficiency during 2018–2020 was due to cost 
overruns and implementation delays that increased the opportunity cost of capital, lengthy government 
procedures, executing agencies’ unfamiliarity with ADB processes and products, and underachievement 
of projects’ expected benefit streams.  
 
47. Performance against sustainability improved marginally from 61% in 2017–2019 to 62% in 2018–
2020 (Figure 4). Improvements in sustainability were often due to enhanced institutional capacity (often 
because of ADB TA support), greater government commitment to reform, strengthened financial viability 
of project entities, and increased beneficiary participation in asset management and post-project 
operation and maintenance (O&M). In a community irrigation project in Nepal, for example, participation 
in project selection and asset management bolstered beneficiaries’ project ownership and their 
commitment to O&M.45 
 

c. Performance by Sector 
 
48. The performance of non-infrastructure sectors recovered to 81% in 2018–2020 from 75% in 
2017–2019. The improvement was mainly driven by the performance of education projects, which 
increased by 25-percentage points to 81% from 56% in 2017–2019 (Table 1). All seven education projects 
validated in 2020 were assessed successful. The strong performance was due to several factors, including 
sound project designs that were informed by solid analyses of risks and sector knowledge accumulated 
from past projects; continued ADB engagement with stakeholders, including development partners and 
the private sector; improved institutional capacity in sector management; and enhanced government 
commitment. In an education development project in Bangladesh, for example, the use of disbursement-
linked indicators (DLIs) was effective in strengthening a focus on results, and the project design benefited 
from experience accumulated from two previous projects. The project was the third in a series of similar 
education projects that ADB supported in Bangladesh.46 The implementation benefited from an ADB TA 
project which helped strengthen the government’s fiduciary and results management system. 
 
49. The performance of the infrastructure sectors declined to 70% in 2018–2020 from 73% in 2017–
2019 (Figure 5). This was mainly because of a drop in performance in the water, transport, and energy 
sectors. The WUS operations saw performance drop by 10-percentage points from 69% in 2017–2019 to 
59% in 2018–2020. Only 4 out of the 11 operations assessed in 2020 in the WUS sector were rated 
successful. The success rate of transport operations, which accounted for a quarter of infrastructure 
operations, went down from a peak of 74% in 2016–2018 to 68% in 2017–2019 and to 64% in 2018–
2020. In 2020, only 53% (9 out of 17) of transport operations were rated successful, one of the lowest 
rates since 2011. The proportion of successful energy projects decreased from 96% in 2017–2019 to 88% 
in 2018–2020. Projects that were rated less than successful often fell short in achieving their output and 
outcome targets, mostly due to project delays, cost overruns, or loan cancelations which led to scope 
reductions and reduced economic returns. In the WUS sector, performance was particularly affected by 
design weaknesses, loss of government commitment, and weak coordination between the government 
and relevant project institutions. An urban water and sanitation project in Pakistan was discontinued 
without meeting its objectives due to loss of government commitment to the proposed reforms under 

 
44 IED. 2018. 2018 Annual Evaluation Review: Quality of Project Design and Preparation for Efficiency and Sustainability. Manila: 

ADB. 
45 IED. 2020. Validation Report: Community Irrigation Project in Nepal. Manila: ADB. 
46 The Third Primary Education Development Project was considered by ADB for a results-based loan, but the government opted 

for a project modality combined with DLIs. This was the first operation in ADB to use DLIs (IED. 2020. Validation report: Third 
Primary Education Development Project in Bangladesh. Manila: ADB). 
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the project related to improving efficiency and quality of devolving water and sanitation at the local/city-
level units.47 A water project in Azerbaijan underachieved its planned outputs due to reduced scope 
caused by design, costing and implementation deficiencies that led to substantial time and cost 
overruns.48 Poor performance was also affected by weak O&M and the lack of an effective maintenance 
regime, which lowered the sustainability of project results. 
 

 
 

Table 1: Performance of Sovereign Operations by Sector, 2017–2019 and 2018–2020 
(3-year moving average) 

Sector 
2017-2019   2018-2020 

Total No. HS/S (%)   Total No. HS/S (%) 
Infrastructure 153 73   163 70 

Agriculture, natural resources, and rural development 30 70  33 71 
Energy 27 96  40 88 
Information and communication technology 2 50  3 33 
Transport 62 68  58 64 
Water and other urban infrastructure and services 32 69  29 59 

Non-infrastructure 63 75   62 81 
Education 16 56  16 81 
Finance 14 64  13 62 
Health 5 80  2 100 
Industry and trade 4 100  4 100 
Public sector management 24 88   27 85 

HS = highly successful, S = successful. 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 

 
d. Performance by Modality 

 
50. Policy-based lending (PBL) operations continued to perform well in 2018–2020. Reforms 
supported by PBL operations included: (i) PSM, including procurement systems, debt management, public 
financial management, and fiscal sustainability; and (ii) private sector investment climate and capital 
market development, including bond market development, ease of doing business, access to finance, 
and public–private partnership (PPP) regulations. 
 

 
47 IED. 2020. Validation Report: Sindh Cities Improvement Investment Program in Pakistan. Manila: ADB. 
48 IED. 2020. Validation Report: Water Supply and Sanitation Investment Program (Tranche 1) in Azerbaijan. Manila: ADB. 

70

75

69

75

71

76

73

70

59

68

71

79 78

83

75

81

50

60

70

80

90

2011– 2013 2012– 2014 2013– 2015 2014– 2016 2015– 2017 2016– 20182017– 2019 2018– 2020

Su
cc

es
s 

Ra
te

s 
(%

)

Figure 5: Performance of Sovereign Operations by Infrastructure and 
Non-Infrastructure Sectors, 2011–2020 (3-year moving average)

Infrastructure Non-Infrastructure

Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department).



Performance of ADB Operations and Findings from Sector Evaluations  19 
 

51. The first completed results-based lending (RBL) operation was assessed successful. RBL has been 
introduced only recently49 so there have been only a limited number of completed RBL projects and one 
IED validated project—an education program in Sri Lanka.50 Initial evidence from the Sri Lanka education 
program shows that RBL was effective in helping the country to attain hard-to-achieve results by 
designing and implementing programs using country systems. However, results verification can be 
challenging. The Sri Lanka education program was assessed successful by IED. It helped Sri Lanka to 
enhance youth employment and expand school enrollment in rural areas and to strengthen 
decentralization of education management, especially below the provincial level. The measurement, 
monitoring, and verification of results required systematic and detailed analysis of large amounts of data. 
This echoes the findings in a recent IED high-level evaluation of RBL, which found that RBL projects had 
good potential to add value to ADB support for member countries, but that ADB needed to strengthen 
country accountability institutions for assessing results as well as ADB’s capacity for assessing and 
building such capacity, to ensure credible verification of results, and to carry out capacity development.51   
 
52. The performance of investment projects has been on a downward trend since 2014–2016. This 
was mainly driven by infrastructure sector projects, which accounted for about 75% of total investment 
by number, and 83% by lending volume. The decreasing trend in performance was also affected by 
multitranche financing facility (MFF) projects. The performance of MFFs has been on a declining trend 
since 2015–2017.52 As noted in IED’s corporate evaluation of MFFs, factors affecting the performance of 
these programs included frequent and long extensions, and high cancellation rates.53 In addition, the 
rigid application of the 10-year MFF availability period may have resulted in partial completion of planned 
investment programs, and changing operational contexts over the course of project implementation, 
which may have weakened the relevance of MFF as a modality. The performance of MFF facilities was 
not necessarily better than those of individual tranches. In 2018–2020, IED evaluated 16 MFF facility 
completion reports, of which 9 (56%) were rated successful, about the same level as the 58% success 
rate for MFF tranches during the period. 
 

Table 2: Performance of Sovereign Operations by Modality, 2011–2020 (3-year moving average) 
Modality 2011-2013 2012-2014 2013-2015 2014-2016 2015-2017 2016-2018 2017-2019 2018-2020 
Project 67 72 71 77 75 75 70 68 

MFF  90 78 67 69 64 65 57 
Non-MFF 66 70 70 78 75 78 71 73 

Policy-Based 56 63 63 74 74 89 82 84 
PSM 71 69 71 79 81 95 89 83 
Non-PSM 45 59 54 67 68 81 73 86 

MFF = multitranche financing facility, PSM = public sector management. 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 

 
e. Performance by Region54  

 
53. The percentage of successful projects in Southeast Asia went up to 81% in 2018–2020 from 72% 
in 2017–2019 (Figure 6). This was driven primarily by strong project performance in Viet Nam and to a 
lesser extent in Cambodia.55 Viet Nam accounted for about half of the validated operations in the region 
in 2018–2020. The success rate in the country increased from 75% in 2017–2019 to 82% in 2018–2020. 
Performance in Cambodia improved to 83% in 2018–2020 from 71% in 2017–2019, while project success 

 
49 ADB introduced RBL in June 2013 on a on a pilot basis (from June 2013 to June 2019). The pilot was extended until September 

2019, and RBL was mainstreamed as a regular financing modality in August 2019 following Board approval. RBL programs have 
five features distinguishing them from other lending modalities. They: (i) support government-owned programs, (ii) link 
disbursement to achieved results, (iii) focus on institutional development, (iv) manage risks appropriately, and (v) foster 
partnerships (ADB. 2019. Policy Paper: Mainstreaming the Results-based Lending for Programs. Manila). 

50 IED. 2020. Validation Report: Education Sector Development Program in Sri Lanka. Manila: ADB. 
51 IED. 2019. Corporate Evaluation: Results-Based Lending at the Asian Development Bank-An Early Assessment. Manila: ADB. 
52 Only a limited number of MFFs had PVRs before 2015–2017. 
53 IED. 2019. Corporate Evaluation: Multitranche Financing Facility, 2005–2018: Performance and Results Delivered. Manila: ADB.   
54 The analysis in this section covers IED evaluations of projects of the five regional departments; and excludes the PVR for Prevention 

and Control of Avian Influenza in Asia and the Pacific (Project No. 39662) of SDCC. 
55 Operations in Viet Nam accounted for 50% of the 34 operations in Southeast Asia that were assessed in 2018–2020. 
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in Indonesia slightly declined to 75% from 78% in 2017–2019. Performance was positive in all sectors 
except ANR, and was particularly strong in the energy, education, and PSM sectors. The factors 
contributing to the success of projects in these sectors included: (i) sound designs which were based on 
adequate pre-project analyses; (ii) strong coordination with stakeholders, including the government and 
other development partners; (iii) appropriate choice of modality; and (iv) strong government 
commitment to project objectives.  
 
54. Project performance in the Pacific improved to 53% in 2018–2020 from 42% in 2017–2019 but 
performance remained the lowest among all regions (Figure 6). The improvement was mainly due to the 
increased project success rate in the energy and transport sectors. Of the eight projects validated in 2020, 
five were energy projects, of which three were rated successful.56 The successful projects achieved most 
of their intended output and outcomes, despite some shortcomings in design and implementation 
inefficiencies. An electricity project in Nauru increased power reliability, lowered cost, and enhanced the 
sustainability of power generation. It also helped improve the financial capacity of the Nauru Utilities 
Corporation, whose revenues are expected to increase as the service coverage afforded by the project 
expands.57 The performance of transport operations, which accounted for about a third of the assessed 
projects in the region, also improved significantly from 14% in 2017–2019 to 40% in 2018–2020. Low 
performance in transport had been one of the drivers of the decreased overall project performance in 
the region in 2017–2019, as noted in the 2020 AER. Strong government ownership and enhanced 
capacity of executing agencies contributed to project success in these two sectors. The fluctuation in 
performance was partly because of the small number of projects across the 14 member countries in the 
region.  
 
55. The performance of projects in East Asia declined to 86% successful in 2018–2020 from 95% in 
2017–2019 but remained the highest among all regions. The performance of sovereign operations in the 
PRC, which accounted for 91% of the region’s validated projects in 2018–2020, went from 94% successful 
in 2017–2019 to 90% in 2018–2020. The success rate of transport projects declined from 89% in 2017–
2018 to 75% in 2018–2020. Performance in ANR fell from 100% in 2017–2019 to 80% in 2018–2020. In 
Mongolia, one of the two projects evaluated during 2018–2020 was assessed less than successful. 
Decreased project performance in East Asia was generally affected by several factors, including design 
issues, long programming and processing cycles, weak implementation unit capacity, and low project 
readiness. A transport project in Mongolia, for example, suffered a substantial cost overrun and 
implementation delays because project costs had been underestimated, capacity in the executing agency 
and project implementation unit (PIU) was weak, and the government had limited ability to mobilize 
counterpart financing.58 In the PRC, the performance was particularly affected by projects implemented 
in lagging provinces by local governments that had weak implementation capacity.          
 
56. The project success rate in Central and West Asia declined from 77% in 2017–2019 to 65% in 
2018–2020, continuing a decline since 2016–2018 (Figure 6). Performance declined in Uzbekistan from 
88% in 2017–2019 to 70% in 2018–2020, due to less than successful operations in finance and PSM. 
Pakistan’s project performance dropped to 58% in 2018–2020 from 70% in 2017–2019 due to poor 
performance in the PSM and water sectors. The success rate in Kazakhstan also declined, from 75% in 
2017–2019 to 67% in 2018–2020. The main factors affecting performance in these countries included: 
(i) inadequate project ownership and commitment, (ii) weak implementation capacity, and (iii) 
substantial implementation delays and cost overruns. By sector, transport saw the largest fall in the 
project success rate, from 75% in 2017–2019 to 62% in 2018–2020. 59  This was mainly due to 
sustainability concerns, including a lack of O&M funds and lower than expected traffic volumes. In the 
WUS sector, the project success rate declined from 88% in 2017–2019 to 67% in 2018–2020, primarily 

 
56 There were no energy projects assessed in the Pacific until 2020. The operations assessed in 2018–2020 were dominated by 

energy (30%), PSM (24%), and transport (29%).  
57 IED. 2020. Validation Report: Electricity Supply Security and Sustainability Project in Nauru. Manila: ADB. 
58 IED. 2020. Validation Report: Western Regional Road Corridor Development Project, Phase 1 in Mongolia. Manila: ADB. 
59 Project distribution in 2018–2020 was as follows: ANR (9%), energy (15%), finance (11%), PSM (17%), transport (26%), and WUS 

(22%). 
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due to a lack of implementation capacity, inadequate risk assessments at appraisal, and inadequate 
response to changed project context. The energy and PSM sectors also experienced noticeable declines 
in performance. Performance increased significantly in the finance sector, but from a low base.  
 

 
 
57. The success rate of operations in South Asia declined for a second consecutive 3-year period, 
from 70% in 2017–2019 to 65% in 2018–2020 (Figure 6). This was driven by lower performances in 
Bangladesh, India, and Nepal. India, which accounts for the largest share of the lending portfolio in the 
region, dropped to a 52% success rate in 2018–2020 from 57% in 2017–2019. Bangladesh experienced 
a decline in its success rate from 71% in 2017–2019 to 50% in 2018–2020, mainly due to low performing 
projects in technical and vocational education and in transport. The success rate in Nepal, while it 
remained high, declined from 88% in 2017–2019 to 82% in 2018–2020. Low performance was commonly 
affected by a lack of project ownership, ambitious and complex designs, inappropriate choice of modality, 
lack of project readiness often arising from capacity constraints of the executing and implementing 
agencies, and complex implementation arrangements. An agribusiness infrastructure development 
program in India approved in 2010 was affected by use of the MFF modality to promote the adoption of 
a PPP approach. Neither ADB nor the government had any experience of PPP for agribusiness 
infrastructure. The PVR suggested that a more appropriate approach would have been to establish a pilot 
project which could have been scaled up if successful.60 In contrast, the project success rate in Sri Lanka 
improved significantly from 71% in 2017–2019 to 100% in 2018–2020, owing to sound project design, 
timely and appropriate scope changes to respond to a changed context during implementation, and 
capacity development support from ADB and the government. 
 

f. Performance by Country Eligibility Classification 
 
58. The performance of sovereign operations improved in countries eligible only for OCR but declined 
in countries eligible only for concessional assistance and dropped for a second consecutive 3-year period 
in countries eligible for both OCR and concessional assistance (Figure 7). The improved performance in 
countries eligible only for OCR was driven by the strong performance in the PRC and Viet Nam. These 
two countries accounted for over half of operations in OCR-only countries. The success rate was almost 
unchanged in countries eligible only for concessional assistance and fell in countries eligible for both OCR 
and concessional assistance, due to declines in performance in Bangladesh, Pakistan, and Uzbekistan, 
mostly in the infrastructure sectors. The performance of a Bangladesh Railway MFF project, for example, 

 
60 IED. 2020. Validation Report: Agribusiness Infrastructure Development Investment Program in India. Manila: ADB. 
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was negatively affected by the project’s complex and ambitious objectives and the inappropriate choice 
of the MFF modality.61 The project would have fared better if the reform agenda had been addressed 
separately through a parallel PBL. 
 
59. The success rates of projects in countries classified as being in FCAS declined further to 50% in 
2018–2020 from 57% in 2017–2019 (Figure 7). FCAS include Afghanistan and Myanmar (conflict-
afflicted) and the eight Pacific member countries showing fragility (Kiribati, Republic of the Marshall 
Islands, the Federated States of Micronesia, Nauru, Papua New Guinea [PNG], Solomon Islands, Timor-
Leste,62 and Tuvalu). These countries are affected by civil unrest and sociopolitical conflicts, are vulnerable 
to the effects of climate change, and/or have weak institutions and limited infrastructure. Of the 11 
operations undertaken in FCAS that were assessed in 2018–2020, only 5 were rated successful, compared 
with 8 out of 13 operations that were rated successful in 2017–2019. Less than successful projects were 
affected by design issues and scope changes during implementation that led to only a partial 
achievement of outcomes. An energy project in Solomon Islands, for instance, suffered from a loan 
cancellation and was rated unsuccessful. The cancellation was caused by protracted and unresolved land 
acquisition issues. As noted in the PVR, the project could have been better designed with provisions for 
advance action on aspects such as land acquisition.63 The performance of FCAS countries may be affected 
by fluctuations due to the small number of projects in these countries.  
 
60. The performance of operations in small island developing states (SIDS) improved to 56% 
successful in 2018–2020 from 42% in 2017–2019 but remained at a low level. Of the 18 projects assessed 
in 2018–2020, 10 were rated successful. The improved performance was brought about by successful 
projects in Fiji, Nauru, Maldives, and Tonga. Two emergency operations in Fiji and Tonga, for example, 
were responsive to the needs of the countries and featured flexible designs to adjust to the emergency 
nature of the projects.64 The timely implementation was due to the satisfactory performance by both the 
executing agencies and ADB. The executing agencies facilitated smooth coordination between relevant 
government agencies and ADB. The emergency assistance loans were processed, and funds were 
disbursed promptly.      

 
2. Nonsovereign Operations  

 
61. The performance of nonsovereign operations65 evaluated in 2011–2020 used the IED evaluation 
methodology for nonsovereign operations.66 Nonsovereign operations support development in three 
broad areas: infrastructure, financial institutions, and private equity funds (PEFs). The performance of 
completed projects is determined through PPERs and IED’s validations of extended annual review reports 
(XARRs) prepared primarily by PSOD.67 Detailed tables for this section are in Supplementary Linked 
Document B. 
 
 
 

 
61 IED. 2020. Validation Report: Railway Sector Investment Program in Bangladesh (Multitranche Financing Facility and Tranche 3). 

Manila: ADB. 
62 Operations in Timor-Leste were transferred to the Southeast Asia Department in October 2019.  
63 IED. 2020. Validation Report: Provincial Renewable Energy Project in Solomon Islands. Manila: ADB. 
64 IED. 2020. Validation Report: Cyclone Ian Recovery Project in Tonga. Manila: ADB; and IED. 2020. Validation Report: Emergency 

Assistance for Recovery from Tropical Cyclone Winston in Fiji Islands. Manila: ADB. 
65  Nonsovereign operations provide loans, guarantees, equity investments, and other forms of financing to privately held, state-

owned, or subsovereign entities. Nonsovereign operations may be: (i) without a government guarantee; or (ii) with a government 
guarantee, under terms that do not allow ADB, upon default by the guarantor, to accelerate, suspend, or cancel any other loan 
or guarantee between ADB and the related sovereign. 

66 IED. 2014. Guidelines for the Preparation of Project Performance Evaluation Reports on Nonsovereign Operations. Manila: ADB. 
67 XARRs are prepared mainly by PSOD since most nonsovereign clients are private companies. However, regional departments also 

prepare XARRs if the nonsovereign project being evaluated is categorized as public (i.e., the client is a state-owned or 
subsovereign entity) and is administered by the regional department or resident mission. 
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a. Overall Performance 
 

62. The analysis of the performance of nonsovereign operations drew on a total of 141 evaluations 
completed by IED during 2011–2020, including a record of 28 evaluations finalized by IED in 2020,68 
more than double the annual average of 13 evaluations from 2011 to 2019. This sharp increase was 
mainly due to the greater number of nonsovereign operations that reached operating maturity, 
particularly in the infrastructure sector. IED evaluated 16 infrastructure projects in 2020, compared with 
only 1 in 2018 and none in 2019. Other 2020 evaluations included four equity investments in PEFs and 
eight financial institution loans. The trends in the performance of nonsovereign operations were analyzed 
by 3-year moving averages rather than by single years because only a few nonsovereign operations are 
added every year in the AER. However, projects evaluated in 2020 are discussed below. 
 
63. The proportion of successful private sector operations increased slightly from 51% in 2017–2019 
to 53% in 2018–2020, but there has been a declining trend since 2014–2016. Figure 8 presents the 
performance of nonsovereign operations from 2011–2020 using 3-year moving averages. The 
performance dropped from a peak of 67% in 2014–2016 to 51% in 2017–2019 and improved slightly to 
53% in 2018–2020. The improvement was mainly driven by enhanced ADB work quality and to a lesser 
extent by improved development results and ADB additionality. 
 

 
68  The 28 projects evaluated by IED in 2020 included two XARRs circulated in 2019. The PPERs for these XARRs were completed in 

2020. For trend analyses purposes, these are included in reporting year (RY) 2019. 
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Figure 7: Performance of Sovereign Operations by Country Classification, 2016-
2020 (3-year moving average)

2016– 2018 (n=155) 2017– 2019 (n=163) 2018– 2020 (n=176)

blend = eligible for both ordianry capital resources and concessional assistance, CA = concessional assistance,
FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected situations, n = number of completed sovereign operations assessed by the
Independent Evaluation Department, OCR = ordinary capital resources, SIDS = small island developing states,
SPD = Strategy, Policy, and Partnerships Department.
Note: Country classification follows SPD's Lending Eligibility Classification. FCAS countries include Afghanistan,
Myanmar, and eight Pacific DMCs (Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Federated States of Micronesia, Nauru, Papua New
Guinea, Solomon Islands, Timor-Leste, and Tuvalu). SIDS countries consist of the eight Pacific member countries
above plus Cook Islands, Fiji, Maldives, Niue, Palau, Samoa, Tonga, and Vanuatu.
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department).
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b. Performance by Evaluation Criteria 
 

64. The evaluation of nonsovereign projects used four main criteria: (i) development results, (ii) ADB 
additionality, (iii) ADB investment profitability, and (iv) ADB work quality. A four-point rating scale was 
used: excellent, satisfactory, less than satisfactory, and unsatisfactory. Excellent and satisfactory ratings 
indicate a satisfactory performance. Figure 9 shows the 3-year moving averages for all evaluated projects 
during 2011–2020 against the four main performance criteria. 
 

c. Development Results 
  

65. Performance for development results is on a declining trend. It dropped from a peak of 67% 
satisfactory ratings in 2014–2016 to 56% in 2015–2017, 54% in 2016–2018, and 51% in 2017–2019. It 
improved slightly to 53% in 2018–2020 but performance against this criterion remained weak and 
maintained a long-term downward trend (Figure 10). Development results are a composite of  
(i) contribution to private sector development and ADB strategic development objectives; (ii) economic 
performance; (iii) environment, social, health, and safety (ESHS) performance; and (iv) business success.  
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n = number of evaluated projects for the 3-year period
Note: Validated results are shown using extended annual review report dates.
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department).
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Figure 9: Development Performance of Nonsovereign Operations 
by Evaluation Criteria (3-year moving average, 2011–2020)

Development Results 53% Additionality 55%
Investment Profitability 65% Work Quality 53%

Note: Success rates are based on independent validation of extended annual review reports prepared during 
2011–2020. Percentages in the legend are satisfactory rates for 2018–2020.
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department).
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66. The percentage of nonsovereign projects with a satisfactory rating for their contribution to 
private sector development and ADB strategic development objectives continued to improve in 2018–
2020. The performance had steadily declined from 71% in 2011–2013 to 54% in 2016–2018, but it 
improved to 57% in 2017–2019 and again to 59% in 2018–2020. The improvement was mainly driven 
by infrastructure projects. In 2020, 12 out of the 16 infrastructure projects were assessed satisfactory or 
better in their contribution to private sector development. 
 
67. Ten of the 11 infrastructure projects in the energy sector were assessed satisfactory or better for 
their contribution to private sector development and ADB strategic development objectives. A liquefied 
natural gas regassification project in Pakistan was assessed excellent. The project exceeded most of its 
outcome and output targets. For instance, it provided 400 million cubic feet per day (mmcfd) of 
incremental natural gas supply from commencement of operations and increased its output to 600 
mmcfd beginning in 2017. The other nine energy projects involved conventional and renewable energy 
power generation in six countries (Bangladesh, the PRC, India, Lao People’s Democratic Republic [Lao 
PDR], Pakistan, the Philippines, and Thailand) and were all assessed satisfactory for their contribution to 
private sector development as they met their respective outcome and output targets, particularly for 
increasing power generation capacity in the project countries, and, in the case of renewable projects, for 
avoiding greenhouse gas emissions. The energy project that was assessed unsatisfactory was an equity 
investment in a joint venture company that was to develop, construct, and operate a portfolio of 500 
MW of renewable energy projects in India through PPPs. The business did not take off because of the 
lack of a business plan and loss of confidence of the sponsors in the company, resulting in its liquidation. 
 
68. Two of the five infrastructure projects in the non-energy sectors were assessed satisfactory for 
their contribution to private sector development. Both projects were in the agricultural production and 
markets subsector and had similar objectives—to expand the agribusiness operations of the project 
companies (in Bangladesh and Kazakhstan) mainly through the construction of additional facilities. The 
two projects achieved most of their performance targets—which included increases in production and 
sourcing of local raw materials—and contributed to other development objectives, including import 
substitution, job creation, food security, and nutrition. Two of the three infrastructure projects that were 
assessed less than satisfactory were water supply and sanitation projects, both in the PRC. One of the 
projects was an equity investment in a company that was to help local governments and municipalities 
in the PRC develop projects in water supply, sanitation, and wastewater treatment. However, the 
company failed to close any of the projects in its pipeline. The other water supply project aimed to 
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Figure 10: Performance Against Development Results Subcriteria 
(3-year moving average, 2011–2020)
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26 2021 Annual Evaluation Review  
 

support a company’s expansion and capital expenditure plan by financing a portfolio of water supply 
and wastewater treatment projects in the Songhua River Basin. The validation of the project’s self-
evaluation found that many of the achievements claimed in the XARR were not supported by evidence. 
The third project supported the expansion of a mobile telecommunication company’s operations in PNG 
and the Solomon Islands and was rated unsatisfactory for its contribution to private sector development 
because it failed to achieve its objectives of providing affordable telecommunications services in the two 
countries and of privatizing the project company.  

 
69. Of the eight financial institution projects, four were assessed satisfactory for their contribution 
to private sector development. Two housing finance projects (one in India and the other in Sri Lanka) 
met their targets for volume and number of beneficiaries and were therefore rated satisfactory for their 
contribution to private sector development. The other two financial institution projects that achieved 
their development objectives and were assessed satisfactory were (i) a partial credit guarantee in support 
of green bonds issued by a geothermal power company in the Philippines, and (ii) a loan to a bank in 
India that supported financial inclusion. Four financial intermediation projects in Azerbaijan, the PRC, 
India, and Mongolia, were assessed less than satisfactory because they failed to achieve their 
performance targets on (i) increasing total loans to borrowers in targeted market segments, and (ii) 
maintaining non-performing loan ratios.  

 
70. Only one of the four PEFs evaluated in 2020 was assessed satisfactory for its contribution to 
private sector development. The project was a regional fund, which achieved many impacts through its 
portfolio companies in the targeted areas of strengthening investment in the real economy, mobilizing 
bank lending, improving the supply of risk capital, and improving governance, standards, and business 
practices. The three other PEFs—two regional funds and one single-country fund (India)—were assessed 
unsatisfactory because their contributions to private sector development and other development 
objectives were limited. These three projects had limited impact on improving the operations and 
corporate governance of their investee companies; lacked impact on job creation and local tax revenues; 
failed to catalyze regional integration; and had negative demonstration effect. 
 
71. The economic performance of ADB’s nonsovereign operations improved from 51% in 2017–2019 
to 55% in 2018–2020 but showed an overall declining trend since 2012–2014. The satisfactory rate for 
this criterion peaked at 72% in 2014–2016 but slid to an all-time low of 51% in 2017–2019. Performance 
increased to 55% in 2018–2020 but was still on a long-term declining trend. The improved performance 
was mainly due to the stronger economic performance of infrastructure projects. 

 
72. In 2020, 11 of the 16 infrastructure projects were assessed satisfactory or better for economic 
performance. Four of these were assessed excellent because their economic internal rates of return (EIRR) 
were greater than the larger of 1.75 times their weighted average cost of capital (WACC) or 17.5%. Seven 
projects were rated satisfactory as their EIRRs were greater than the larger of 1.2 times their WACCs or 
10.0%. The other five infrastructure projects were assessed less than satisfactory because their EIRRs were 
less than 10.0%. 

 
73. Five of the eight evaluated financial institution projects were assessed satisfactory. For financial 
institutions, economic performance is assessed through qualitative stakeholder analyses. Those that were 
assessed satisfactory generated substantial benefits for all major stakeholder groups, including  
(i) improved access to finance at affordable terms to borrowers; (ii) expansion of the financial institutions’ 
businesses; (iii) a rise in tax revenues for the government; and (iv) indirect benefits to the economy in 
terms of job creation, economic growth, social development, and environmental sustainability. Two 
projects were assessed less than satisfactory because the extent of their positive impacts was not 
significant. One project was rated unsatisfactory because the eventual default and liquidation of the 
project bank negated any potential economic benefits. 

 
74. Three of the four PEFs evaluated in 2020 were assessed unsatisfactory while one was assessed 
less than satisfactory for economic performance. For PEFs, the funds’ gross internal rates of return (IRR) 
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were used to measure their contribution to economic development. The gross IRRs of these funds were 
all below their WACC, hence the negative ratings. 
 
75. The ESHS performance of nonsovereign projects continued to decline from 87% in 2013–2015 
to 65% in 2018–2020. In 2020, 8 of the 26 projects were assessed unsatisfactory for their ESHS 
performance, including four infrastructure projects and four PEFs. A water supply and sanitation project 
in the PRC and an energy project in India were assessed unsatisfactory because the project companies 
were liquidated without much activity. A mobile telecommunication project in the Pacific was also 
assessed unsatisfactory because the project company failed to submit any environmental monitoring 
reports to ADB. Another water supply and sanitation project in the PRC was assessed less than satisfactory 
because not all the corrective actions were implemented, and the project company failed to meet local 
government requirements twice, resulting in administrative penalties being imposed. While most PEFs 
complied with the initial requirements of establishing an environmental and social management system 
(ESMS) and designating ESHS staff, the funds did not provide sufficient information for ADB to determine 
whether safeguard requirements were being complied with. All eight financial institution projects 
evaluated in 2020 were assessed satisfactory for ESHS performance. These projects complied with ADB 
environmental and social requirements. Most were classified as financial intermediary projects and were 
able to establish ESMSs and to submit the required annual environmental and social monitoring reports. 
 
76. The business success of nonsovereign projects declined from 69% in 2017–2019 to 65% in 2018–
2020. For infrastructure projects and PEFs, business success is assessed by comparing the projects’ 
financial internal rate of return (FIRR) to their WACCs. Seven of the 16 evaluated infrastructure projects 
in 2020 were assessed excellent as their FIRRs were 1.25 times their WACCs or higher, while five projects 
were assessed satisfactory because their FIRRs exceeded their WACCs. However, four infrastructure 
projects were rated unsatisfactory or less than satisfactory because their FIRRs were below their WACCs. 
All four PEFs evaluated in 2020 were assessed unsatisfactory because their FIRRs were negative. 

 
77. Of the eight financial institution projects evaluated in 2020, five were assessed satisfactory or 
excellent for business success. For financial intermediary projects, evaluation of business success is based 
on the achievement of business objectives and the financial performance of the financial institutions in 
terms of capital adequacy, profitability, asset quality, liquidity, and management. Two financial 
institution projects were assessed less than satisfactory as they failed to meet their business objectives 
and experienced capital adequacy, asset quality, management, and/or profitability issues. Another 
financial institution project was assessed unsatisfactory because the project bank was eventually 
liquidated. 
 

d. ADB Additionality 
 
78. ADB additionality has been declining since 2011–2013. It declined from 79% in 2011–2013 to 
69% in 2015–2017, and to 55% in 2018–2020. The evaluation of ADB’s additionality is based on an 
assessment of how the projects would have proceeded without ADB support. It takes account of ADB’s 
(i) financial additionality in providing funding or catalyzing other funding; and (ii) non-financial 
additionality in improving the project’s risk profile, design, functioning, and development impact. 
 
79. Financial additionality was very evident in the vast majority of the evaluated infrastructure 
projects. ADB provided critical long-term financing and, in a couple of projects, helped mobilize financing 
from other lenders and investors in these projects. For non-financial additionality, ADB contributed to 
improved project design and ESHS standards. Two projects were automatically assessed unsatisfactory 
for ADB additionality because the project companies failed and were liquidated. One project was assessed 
less than satisfactory because ADB failed to provide the long-term local currency financing that the 
company needed.  
 
80. Only four of the eight financial institution projects evaluated in 2020 received a positive rating 
for ADB additionality. One of these was rated excellent because ADB’s role as lender and guarantor was 
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key to the successful completion of this project in a difficult field requiring long-term financing. Two 
housing finance projects were assessed satisfactory as ADB provided long-term financing that was not 
available in the market. In another project that supported financial inclusion, ADB provided TA that 
supported the automation of the financial institution’s loan application, approval, and monitoring 
processes. Four projects were deemed less than satisfactory because it was assessed likely that the 
projects could have obtained finance from the market without ADB’s participation. 
 
81. For three of the four PEFs evaluated in 2020, there were no clear indications or justifications that 
if ADB had not participated, the projects would not have gone ahead or would have been weaker in 
some key areas. In the only PEF that was rated satisfactory, ADB helped (i) attract other investors to invest 
in the fund, (ii) improve to the fund’s governance standards, and (iii) contribute to improving the ESHS 
standards of the fund and the investee companies. 
 

e. Investment Profitability 
 
82. The investment profitability of nonsovereign projects continued to decline during 2018–2020. 
The satisfactory rating of ADB investment profitability steadily increased from 63% in 2013–2015 to 74% 
in 2016–2018 but declined to 71% in 2017–2019 and further to 65% in 2018–2020. For projects involving 
loans, the evaluation of ADB investment profitability considers whether (i) market pricing was achieved, 
(ii) the ADB pricing model was cleared, and (iii) principal and interest payments were made as scheduled. 
For equity investments, the real net equity FIRR of ADB’s investment is compared to the minimum return 
requirements defined at approval. 
  
83. The performance on investment profitability was negatively affected by financial institution 
projects and PEFs. Three of the eight financial institution projects and all four PEFs evaluated in 2020 
were assessed less than satisfactory or unsatisfactory for ADB investment profitability. By contrast, 13 of 
the 16 infrastructure projects were assessed satisfactory or excellent for ADB investment profitability.  

 
f. ADB Work Quality 

 
84. ADB work quality improved significantly from 40% in 2017–2019 to 53% in 2018–2020. This was 
due to improvements in both the performance for screening, appraisal, and structuring and that for 
monitoring and supervision. In 2020, 71% of nonsovereign projects were assessed satisfactory for 
screening, appraisal, and structuring; and 75% for monitoring and supervision. This was mainly due to 
the sound performance by infrastructure and financial intermediary projects. 
 
85. ADB’s front-end work in 13 of the 16 infrastructure projects evaluated in 2020 was assessed 
satisfactory. These projects were consistent with ADB corporate, country and sector strategies and ADB 
performed well in: (i) assessment of project fundamentals, including sponsor quality, management, 
country conditions, market dynamics, and project configuration and cost; (ii) appraisal of the financing 
plan and assumptions used in financial projections; (iii) evaluation of project and political risks and steps 
taken to mitigate them; (iv) assessment of ESHS risks and steps taken to mitigate them; and (v) selection, 
structuring, and pricing of appropriate investment instruments. One project was rated less than 
satisfactory because ADB performance had material shortfalls in risk assessment and appraisal. Two other 
projects were rated unsatisfactory in this area because the project companies failed. 
 
86. Six of the eight financial institution projects were rated satisfactory for screening, appraisal, and 
structuring. These projects were consistent with ADB strategies and their preparatory work was adequate. 
Two financial institution projects were rated less than satisfactory for their front-end work because of 
project design issues, particularly in structuring the loans and, in one project, because of the design of 
the TA. 

 
87. Only one of the four PEFs was rated satisfactory for screening, appraisal, and structuring. ADB 
performed adequate due diligence and structuring and the legal agreements of the fund were in line 
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with best practice. The fund manager selection was also justified because of the strong performance of 
predecessor funds by the same fund manager. The three other PEFs received negative ratings primarily 
because of ADB’s inadequate due diligence in selecting the fund managers. 
 
88. For monitoring and supervision, ADB also performed well in most of the evaluated infrastructure 
and financial institution projects. ADB kept itself sufficiently informed of project progress and supervision 
reports were generally timely and included the key required information. However, two infrastructure 
projects were rated unsatisfactory as ADB supervision was clearly inadequate. Two financial institution 
projects were less than satisfactory because ADB's supervision practices were partly insufficient to 
monitor the performance of the projects and ADB did not always take timely and appropriate actions. In 
both, there were issues with the content and timeliness of required environmental and social reports. 
 
89. Only one of the four PEFs was assessed satisfactory for monitoring and supervision. The other 
three PEFs were rated less than satisfactory because ADB monitoring of the funds was inadequate. ADB 
could have been more involved in reviewing the investment valuations and exit strategies. 
 

g. Performance by Operational Area  
 
90. Nonsovereign infrastructure projects continued to perform well and to outperform financial 
institution projects and PEFs, although their success rate fell from 83% in 2017–2019 to 76% in 2018–
2020. As shown in Figure 11, in each of the 3-year periods, infrastructure projects outperformed financial 
institution projects which in turn outperformed PEFs. However, the performance gap between PEFs and 
financial institution projects continued to widen, with the performance of PEFs reaching an all-time low 
of 10% in 2018–2020. The main reasons for the underperformance of PEFs were (i) overconcentration in 
smaller funds in less developed countries and in infant sectors, and (ii) poor selection of fund managers 
(some of the selected fund managers were first-time managers). PSOD revised its business strategy and 
investment guidelines for PEFs in 2015 but none of the PEFs approved have been evaluated yet.  
 

 
 

h. Performance by Region 
 
91. Performance by region over 2011–2020 did not change significantly from that reported in the 
2020 AER. Southeast Asia had the highest share of successful projects (73%), followed by South Asia 
(67%), Central and West Asia (64%), and East Asia (45%). There were only two evaluated projects in the 
Pacific, with one assessed highly successful and the other unsuccessful. Regional projects, which were all 
PEFs, had the lowest success rate (29%). East Asia was affected by a dramatic decrease in performance 
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Figure 11: Development Performance of Nonsovereign Operations 
by Broad Sector  (3-year moving average, 2011–2020)
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in the late stage of the review period (2017–2020) because of (i) a shift in nonsovereign investments in 
the PRC from large infrastructure and finance projects to smaller sponsors, more innovative projects, and 
projects in smaller cities, all of which were inherently riskier; and (ii) the underperformance of financial 
intermediation loans to three Mongolian banks. PSOD has since strengthened its risk management in the 
region, including more intensive monitoring of financial performance, continuous engagement with 
clients’ top management, regular site visits and discussions with project companies, and proactive 
capacity building. 
 

3. ADB Country Program Performance  
 

92. From 2011–2020, IED evaluated 53 country programs in 29 member countries, including 12 
CAPEs, 40 country partnership strategy final review validations (CPSFRVs),69 and a validation of the final 
review of the ADB multi-country partnership strategy for the 11 smaller Pacific island countries.70 Of these 
country programs, 69% were assessed successful (Figure 12), in line with the average project performance 
over the same period. During 2011–2020, 69% of sovereign operations were assessed successful.71 In 
2020, IED completed six CPSFRVs for the PRC, Maldives, the Pacific, Pakistan, PNG, and Tajikistan. Three 
of the six CPSFRVs were rated successful. 
 

 

 
 
 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, CAPE = country assistance 
program evaluation, CPSFRV = country partnership and 
strategy final review validation, n = number of country 
assessments. 

 

 
 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, n = number of country 
assessments. 

Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 
 
93. About 78% of country programs were assessed successful in 2018–2020, compared with 83% in 
2017–2019 and 87% in 2016–2018 (Figure 13). The dip in performance was mainly driven by lower 
effectiveness and, particularly, sustainability, which affected the overall performance of the programs in 
the Pacific, Pakistan, and PNG, three of the six country programs IED evaluated in 2020. Effectiveness 
was commonly impacted by shortfalls in achieving project and program-level outputs and outcomes, and 
by weak causal links between program activities and objectives, notably those related to inclusive and 

 
69 While a total of 53 country-level evaluations were completed in 2011–2020, only 51 evaluations were used in the analysis. There 

were overlapping assessment periods for the CAPEs and CPSFRVs for Sri Lanka (CAPE 2016 and CPSFRV 2011), India (CAPE 2017 
and CPSFRV 2013), and Indonesia (CAPE 2019 and CPSFRVs 2011 and 2015). Only the CAPE assessments were used in these 
cases.  

70 IED. 2020. Pacific Approach: Validation of the Country Partnership Strategy Final Review, 2016–2020. Manila: ADB. 
71 Project and country program success rates can be different for a number of reasons, including different projects covered in 

assessments and the different criteria used in evaluations, as noted in the 2020 AER. Country program evaluation is based on 
assessing the performance of projects that are approved, completed, or ongoing during an evaluation period. The overall country 
program rating is a weighted average of the ratings against five evaluation criteria: relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, 
sustainability, and development impacts of ADB interventions. 
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environmentally sustainable economic growth. Sustainability was mainly undermined by continued weak 
institutional capacity and limited funding for O&M. 

 
94. The Maldives CPSFRV, 2014–2019 assessed the country program successful. 72  Maldives 
development has been held back by challenges in inequality and regional disparities in living standards; 
an economy mostly dependent on tourism and vulnerable to economic shocks; high costs of basic service 
provision due to the dispersed population; and vulnerability to natural hazards. The country program 
sought to contribute to improving connectivity and expanding access to public infrastructure and services; 
strengthening economic management and revenue enhancement; developing micro, small and medium-
sized enterprises (MSMEs); and improving solid waste management. Despite delays in two completed 
projects, strong disbursement and implementation progress meant the country program was evaluated 
efficient. The program has generated satisfactory development impacts. For example, ADB support 
helped improve inclusive access to finance and contributed to inclusive and environmentally sustainable 
economic growth. However, the program was assessed less than likely sustainable due to the country’s 
high debt. Long-term financial sustainability remained a concern in business development service centers, 
which continued to depend on government funding.  
 
95. The Pacific Approach CPSFRV, 2016–2020 assessed the ADB multi-country partnership strategy 
for the 11 smaller Pacific island countries less than successful.73 The Pacific Approach served as the 
operational framework for the Pacific region and as a multi-country partnership strategy. It focused on 
(i) reducing costs of doing business and providing social services; (ii) managing risks from economic 
shocks, natural disasters, and climate change impacts; and (iii) enabling value creation by supporting 
private sector growth and investment. Performance remained low, partly due to the complexities and 
challenges that are inherent in fragile countries. Weak institutional capacity impeded effectiveness. 
Historical funding concerns for O&M and limited technical capacity continued to affect sustainability. The 
validation assessed the development impacts of ADB operations to support regional cooperation and 
integration, gender equity, environmental sustainability, capacity development, and private sector 
development less than satisfactory.  

 
96. The Pakistan CPSFRV, 2015–2019 rated the country program less than successful on the 
borderline.74 The challenging political environment and a succession of boom-and-bust economic cycles 
have hampered Pakistan’s development progress. The Pakistan CPS was based on two pillars: (i) 
infrastructure development to improve economic connectivity and productivity for jobs and better access 
to basic public services; and (ii) institutional reforms to cover policy, regulatory, and administrative 
systems, as well as public financial management. The program has been more efficient than previously 
and ADB has improved its ability to manage a large portfolio in the challenging country context. However, 
program effectiveness was affected by gaps in government commitment that resulted in implementation 
delays, particularly in energy projects. Sustainability was hampered by uncertain cost-recovery 
arrangements because of increased fiscal instability. Overall, development impacts were considered less 
than satisfactory.  

 
97. The PNG CPSFRV, 2016–2020 assessed the country program less than successful on the 
borderline. 75  PNG’s small economy relies heavily on commodity products, mostly minerals and 
agricultural and forestry products. Its 5.5% average economic growth over the past decade has not 
reduced poverty or lifted human development, especially for people living in rural and peri-urban areas. 
The country program was directed at converting PNG’s resource wealth into inclusive and 
environmentally sustainable economic growth. It focused on a small number of large, high-impact 
activities, while prioritizing opportunities for knowledge transfer and capacity development. ADB support 
helped improve access to primary health care for rural communities. However, the efficiency of the 
projects was affected by implementation issues arising from weak capacity in procurement, financial 

 
72 IED. 2020. Maldives: Validation of Country Partnership Strategy Final Review, 2014–2019. Manila: ADB. 
73 IED. 2020. Pacific Approach: Validation of Country Partnership Strategy Final Review, 2016–2020. Manila: ADB. 
74 IED. 2020. Pakistan: Validation of Country Partnership Strategy Final Review, 2015–2019. Manila: ADB. 
75 IED. 2020. Papua New Guinea: Validation of Country Partnership Strategy Final Review, 2016–2020. Manila: ADB 
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management, and construction supervision. Effectiveness was reduced by scope reductions and the 
inadequate achievement of outcomes, especially in inclusive and environmentally sustainable 
development. Sustainability was constrained by insufficient counterpart funding for maintenance for 
ADB transport and energy projects.  

 
98. The PRC CPSFRV, 2016–2020 rated the country program successful.76 The PRC economy has 
performed remarkably over the past 3 decades, improving the lives and well-being of millions of people. 
However, the country’s sustainable development has been hampered by the economic, social, and 
environmental imbalances that have resulted from rapid growth. The country program focused on 
environmental protection and climate change mitigation and adaptation, regional cooperation and 
integration, inclusive economic growth, knowledge cooperation, and institutional and governance 
reform. The use of transaction TA allowed ADB more flexibility to respond to client demands and 
opportunities, which positively impacted efficiency. The high degree of ownership and technical capacity 
of national counterparts contributed to the sustainability of most projects. The PRC achieved good 
progress and results in implementing ADB operations, particularly projects that supported environmental 
protection, climate change management, and inclusive economic growth.  

 
99. The Tajikistan CPSFRV, 2016–2020 assessed the country program successful on the borderline.77 
Bolstered by renewed peace and initial economic reforms, Tajikistan's average annual growth rate 
reached 7.2% in 2016–2019. However, its narrow economic base and heavy reliance on migrant 
remittances have left the country vulnerable to economic shocks. ADB's country program aimed to 
achieve sustained and inclusive growth that would withstand external shocks and create higher-paying 
jobs. The program was assessed effective and the portfolio outperformed the CWRD and ADB-wide 
averages for efficiency. It contributed to economic growth through its support for improved 
infrastructure that would allow greater domestic and cross-border movements of people, goods, and 
services, including electricity exports during summer.  
 
100. Performance in OCR-only countries continued to outperform that of all other groups (Figure 14). 
The performance of programs for countries eligible for both OCR financing and concessional assistance 
continued to lag far behind the average performance of all country programs. The performance of this 
group was mainly affected by the programs for Mongolia (in 2017), Timor-Leste (in 2011 and 2015), PNG 
(in 2015 and 2020), and Pakistan (in 2013 and 2020). In countries eligible only for concessional assistance, 
performance was affected by the programs for Afghanistan (in 2012 and 2017), Cambodia (in 2014 and 
2019), and Maldives (in 2011). Low performance was often driven by low efficiency. In most countries 
eligible for OCR financing and concessional assistance, country programs were also undermined by low 
effectiveness and weak sustainability. The factors affecting sustainability included lack of financing for 
O&M, often caused by insufficient tariffs or tolls, and low government fiscal capacity, lack of technical 
capacity, and institutional weaknesses.    

 

 
76 IED. 2020. People’s Republic of China: Validation of Country Partnership Strategy Final Review, 2016–2020. Manila: ADB. 
77 IED. 2020. Tajikistan: Validation of Country Partnership Strategy Final Review, 2016–2020. Manila: ADB. 
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blend=eligible for both OCR and concessional assistance, CA=concessional assistance 
only, n=number of country assessments, OCR=ordinary capital resources only.  
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 

 
D. An Integrated Analysis of Findings from Recent Sector-wide Evaluations 
 
101. IED completed three sector-wide evaluations in the last 3 years. These assessed ADB operations 
in transport (2010–2018), energy (2009–2019), and ANR (2005–2017). This section presents ADB’s 
performance and results in areas of Strategy 2030 priorities by synthesizing the findings and evidence 
from the three evaluations, noting their implications for pursuing Strategy 2030 as outlined in its seven 
thematic operational plans.78 It starts by presenting the operational performance and results of each 
sector, from both a project and a sector perspective. This is followed by a review of the sector evaluations’ 
findings related to the performance and results in areas of Strategy 2030 priorities. The analysis proceeds 
to a review of findings on sector operational and organizational issues, recognizing that, given the period 
covered by the evaluations, they reflect the earlier Strategy 2020 agenda that ran until 2018, but are still 
relevant to ADB’s efforts in pursuing the current Strategy 2030 at the sector level. 
 

1. Sector Operational Performance and Results  
 
102. ADB project results for the three sectors indicate that there has been uneven progress toward 
the ADB success rate target of 80%, although some subsectors have produced strong results. The 
performance of energy projects (81%) slightly exceeded the corporate success rate target but rates for 
transport (68%) and ANR (65%) were significantly lower (see Appendix 3 for more details). However, the 
performance in transport and ANR sectors was in line with the average project success rate across ADB 
(which ranged from 55% to 70% over the Strategy 2020 period). In energy, conventional energy 
generation and gas infrastructure and renewable energy performed particularly well (around 90%). In 
ANR, the performance of land-based natural resources management (83%) and sustainable agriculture 
and food security (which improved to 79% in 2014–2017) were notable. The three sector evaluations 
covered slightly different durations (9–12 years) over 2005–2019, with the overlap between all three 
being 8 years (2010–2017). 
 
103. Projects performed well on their relevance to ADB and country strategies (84%–95%) across the 
three sectors, but scores for efficiency (68% for transport, 70% for ANR, and 71.6% for energy) were low. 
These low scores for efficiency were largely due to delays in the sovereign portfolio. The delays had many 

 
78   Sector-wide evaluations combine bottom-up and sector views of performance that encompass sector policies and the success 

of projects and deeper examination of selected (strategic) projects. They generally focus on contributions made to sector policy 
outcomes on the basis of program achievements, examining how these programs are shaped by several ADB corporate or 
thematic policies and strategies impinging on resources and organizational structure. Sector-wide evaluations tend to assess 
success in a more qualitative way than many other IED evaluations.  
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causes, some of which can be traced to poor quality designs that necessitated contract variations and 
procurement delays. Others were related to low executing agency capacity and to ADB’s slow 
procurement and disbursement procedures. 

 
104. Scores for sustainability were low for ANR (55%) and transport (56%). However, in energy, 85.1% 
of projects were rated sustainable. Sustainability in power utilities is facilitated by strong contractors and 
regulated tariffs that seek to cover O&M, which was achieved in most cases. This contrasts with the 
transport sector, where the relatively low scores on sustainability reflected insufficient user charges, 
uncertain government commitment, and weak institutional and human capacity. In ANR, poor project 
designs and insufficient provision for O&M, especially in irrigation projects, accounted for the low scores 
on sustainability. 

 
105. Project ratings improved over the latter part of the evaluation period, but further improvement 
requires overcoming persistent challenges. The evaluations suggest that ADB can broadly align projects 
with country needs and demands but faces challenges in designing interventions that bring about 
institutional strengthening and reforms. This stems in part from design choices in financing modality and 
mix, and the underemployment of some modalities (e.g., PBL, RBL, and TA). Additionally, the quality of 
the DMFs was variable; they often paid insufficient attention to the indicators and targets for outputs 
and outcomes related to institutional strengthening and reforms. Compounding these weaknesses are 
internal incentives which favored large projects and quick processing that can undermine quality at entry 
and lead to inefficient implementation and difficulties in ascertaining performance. Staff have expressed 
concerns in internal perception surveys of ADB that the time and resources allocated are insufficient to 
ensure high quality of design and subsequent project supervision.  
 
106. ADB has struggled to deliver institutional and reform outcomes at the sector level. Findings from 
the three evaluations suggest that institutional strengthening and reforms were difficult to attain and to 
sustain across the three sectors (Table 3). This was particularly so for road safety and maintenance in 
transport; unbundling of national energy institutions; and O&M of irrigation infrastructure in agriculture. 
Factors that contributed to this problem included a lack of incisive guidance that would allow for target 
setting and monitoring of progress on institutional outcomes, and the limitations of investment lending 
in addressing institutional challenges. Complementary use of sector, program, and RBL would be a more 
promising way of addressing these issues. 

 
Table 3: Project- and Sector-Level Views of the Results of the Transport; Energy; and Agriculture, 

Natural Resources, and Rural Development Sector-wide Evaluations 
Level Transport Energy ANR 
Project  Project success rate was 68%, 

comparable to the ADB 
average, but falling short of 
the 80% target. 

Project success rate was 
81.3%, slightly exceeding the 
80% target. 

Project success rate was 
65%, comparable to the 
ADB average, but falling 
short of the 80% target. 

Sector  Increased domestic 
connectivity and efficiency but 
low achievement in outcomes 
for safety, quality of services, 
the environment, and 
sustainability.  
 
The Sustainable Transport 
Initiative Operational Plan was 
not well integrated into 
country partnership strategies 

Renewable energy was well 
supported and had 
demonstration effects.  
 
Nonsovereign operations were 
central to renewable and 
conventional power 
generation. Distribution 
efficiency, last-mile 
connectivity, and institutional 
reforms were less successful. 

Lending volumes for 
sustainable agriculture 
and food security has been 
significant; the $2 billion 
target has been met. 
However, results have 
been modest, hampered 
by weak strategic 
guidance and inadequate 
institutional arrangements 
for delivery. 

ADB = Asian Development Bank; ANR = agriculture, natural resources, and rural development. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department, compiled from reviewed sector-wide evaluations. 
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2. Performance in Areas of Strategy 2030 priorities 
 

107. The evaluations showed that the performance of the three sectors was largely positive in the 
approach to the first operational priority of Strategy 2030 (addressing remaining poverty and reducing 
inequalities) as well as the second (accelerating progress in gender equality).79 The transport evaluation, 
for example, reported that most projects were located in rural areas, with the transport corridors that 
were supported showing a GDP increase, indicating that projects had a positive performance in 
addressing poverty and inequality. In the ANR sector, projects promoted inclusive growth, although they 
require greater replication and upscaling. ADB returned to the sector during the evaluation period after 
a period of low investment. In relation to gender equality, small-scale ANR projects made a particular 
contribution. In transport, the 2010 Sustainable Transport Initiative Operational Plan strengthened 
gender mainstreaming in transport projects. By contrast, gender equality was not specifically addressed 
in the 2009 Energy Policy (see Appendix 4 for details). 
 
108. The performance in areas related to the third operational priority (tackling climate change, 
building climate and disaster resilience, and enhancing environmental sustainability) and the sixth 
(strengthening governance and institutional capacity) was relatively weak. Sector guidance has been 
partly out of step with global shifts related to climate change. The 2009 Energy Policy was inconsistent 
with avoiding coal power generation and is no longer adequately aligned with the requirements of the 
Paris Agreement. In the transport sector, while the Sustainable Transport Initiative Operational Plan has 
been well aligned with the Paris Agreement, additional operational guidance is needed to operationalize 
the sustainable transport agenda. In relation to strengthening governance and institutional capacity, 
energy sector development and reforms were less than successful, with the implication that more 
intensive support is needed in these areas. In the transport sector, ADB had little success in meeting 
sustainable objectives such as road safety and road maintenance due to weak institutions and governance 
structures. 

 
109. Achieving Strategy 2030 quantitative operational targets will require some critical challenges to 
be addressed. Strategy 2030 contains several targets for private sector development and increased 
attention to gender equality and climate change. Findings from the three sector-wide evaluations suggest 
that ADB sector contribution to these corporate targets were falling short of expectations (Appendix 5). 
In ANR, for example, the evaluation found that reporting needed to be improved if progress against the 
Strategy 2030 gender equality target was to be assessed. In transport, the quality of the performance 
indicators will need to be enhanced to allow a meaningful assessment of operations that are designated 
as supporting climate change mitigation and adaptation. The Strategy 2030 target that one-third of ADB 
operations by number should be private sector operations by 2024 is a long way away. Across the three 
sectors evaluated, it appears that increasing the proportion of operations addressing climate change and 
private sector operations will be difficult, endangering the achievement of these corporate targets. 
 

3. Performance in Other Focus Areas in Strategy 2030 
 
110. ADB’s aspirations to combine finance, knowledge, and partnerships to maximize development 
impact for its clients remain a work in progress. In transport, regional TA projects were put to good use 
to provide knowledge support to operations departments in various areas, including addressing the 
climate change aspects of transport, road safety, and intelligent transport systems. But much of the 
knowledge generated through ADB’s vast experience was not adequately captured. There is no systematic 
mechanism to enable staff to connect to a subject matter expert at ADB. In addition, there is no formal 
requirement for in-depth peer review of complex projects, and whether to integrate peer review 
comments is left to the discretion of the project officer. The findings of the energy sector-wide evaluation 
echoed those in transport. The expertise of staff working in the energy sector was recognized, but lessons 
learned from projects are rarely shared outside divisions or project teams, so similar issues recur in other 

 
79 The sector-wide evaluations did not comprehensively or directly assess progress in terms of the Strategy 2030 operational 

priorities, but they can be used to highlight areas of promise or concern. 
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projects in different regions. The ANR evaluation found that the thematic group had inadequate staff 
resources. The findings of the three sector-wide evaluations aligned strongly with those of the thematic 
evaluation on knowledge solutions.80 The evaluation found that the use of country diagnostics and sector 
analysis to prepare ADB country programs varies greatly across member countries and the analytical basis 
is often unclear; ADB’s review system effectively focuses on compliance; it provides less attention to 
knowledge sharing, There is essentially no sharing of resources across regional departments, which were 
organized to be self-sufficient in terms of technical expertise. Sector and thematic groups are 
insufficiently staffed or resourced to provide systematic high-level support to operations departments. 
Overall, ADB is not optimally organized to conduct knowledge sharing and coordination among its 
departments. Moreover, a focus on the speedy execution of projects limits effort to tailor knowledge 
solutions to country needs. The knowledge evaluation called for clarity on ADB’s strategic intentions and 
long-term commitment to knowledge solutions. 
 
111. The sector evaluations indicate that there is much room for improvement in applying the Strategy 
2030 guiding principles. A country-focused approach is complicated by a weak connection between 
sector operational plans and CPSs (Table 4). The operational plans in all three sectors were not well 
reflected in CPSs in terms of subsectors, intended outcomes, or objectives. For example, enabling private 
sector participation was mentioned in only 20% of reviewed CPSs in the energy sector-wide evaluation 
although this was encouraged in the 2009 Energy Policy.81 In transport, most CPSs did not discuss in a 
comprehensive and cross-sectoral way how the priority areas (e.g., road safety, climate change) of the 
Sustainable Transport Initiative Operational Plan were to be operationalized in countries. There is 
evidently insufficient bridging between operational plans and CPSs, although a stronger connection 
should not come at the cost of losing country-specificity. More guidance in operational plans, particularly 
on priorities that have yet to be well reflected in operational plans or CPSs (e.g., climate change 
mitigation and adaptation), should allow for flexibility in selection or application so that these priorities 
dovetail with country circumstances and demands. Bridging and balance may also be possible if CPS 
sector assessments are able to ground the objectives and intended outcomes of sector operational plans 
or sector guiding frameworks in country contexts and the development objectives of Strategy 2030 
thematic operational plans. The evaluations also underscored the need to intensify support for innovative 
technology as countries graduate to middle-income status, suggesting that greater use of TA and 
strengthened dialogue could be beneficial in delivering integrated solutions. The evaluations noted some 
areas where ADB could do better, particularly in selecting and combining financing instruments, 
engaging more intensively in high-level dialogue, and enhancing collaboration between public and 
private sector units in ADB. Sector guidance on financing modalities and financing partnerships that 
facilitate innovation and integrated solutions would be helpful in this regard. 

 
Table 4: Key Messages from Recent Sector-wide Evaluations Relating to Strategy 2030 Guiding Principles 
Strategy 2030 
Guiding Principles Transport Energy ANR 
Using a country-
focused approach 

The Sustainable Transport 
Initiative Operational Plan 
was not well integrated 
into country partnership 
strategies, which affected 
the delivery of intended 
outcomes. 

The country partnership 
strategy results 
frameworks were not well 
aligned with the program 
and policy outcomes. 

The sector focus on water has 
resulted in gaps between country 
needs (e.g., value chain 
development) and ADB support. 
Some subsectors in the sector 
operational plans were slow to be 
reflected in CPSs. 

Promoting 
innovative 
technology 

ADB has supported 
intelligent transport 
systems but components 
in projects have generally 
been small, and the results 
have not been monitored 
carefully. Applying 

The transition of most ADB 
developing member 
countries from low- to 
middle-income countries, 
and ongoing sector 
transformations, will 
require a stronger 

ANR projects recognized the 
importance of innovation but 
were limited in ambition, with 
few attempts made to replicate 
and upscale successes. Technical 
assistance has been used to 
support innovation and emerging 

 
80 IED. 2020. Knowledge Solutions for Development: An Evaluation of ADB’s Readiness for Strategy 2030. Manila: ADB.  
81 ADB. 2009. Energy Policy. Manila. 
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Strategy 2030 
Guiding Principles Transport Energy ANR 

innovative approaches is 
key to attracting private 
sector investment. 

emphasis on innovation 
(e.g., energy storage, 
digitization, grid 
management). 

areas. Dialogue with government 
and stakeholders on innovation 
has been limited.  

Delivering 
integrated 
solutions 

Public sector operations 
have offered limited 
support for the 
mobilization of private 
sector investments. 

ADB’s limited high-level 
engagement and support 
for integrated energy 
planning has reduced its 
impact in addressing 
member countries’ energy 
needs. 

Nonlending activities have not 
been well integrated with 
investment lending. To date, ADB 
has supported few public–private 
partnerships.  

ADB = Asian Development Bank, ANR = agriculture, natural resources, and rural development, CPS = country partnership strategy.  
Source: Independent Evaluation Department, review of sector wide evaluations. 
 

4. Sector Operational Panning and Organizational Issues 
 
112. Weaknesses in the design and implementation of sector operational plans affected the success 
of the sector programs. Insufficient reporting and lack of appropriate indicators, with baselines and clear 
targets, hampered efforts to account for ADB performance in sector programs. The results framework of 
the 2009 ANR operational plan had eight output indicators, but none had baselines or targets and the 
plan was not rigorously implemented or reported on. Of the 13 or so sector operational plans issued 
between 2008 and 2014, only 2 (transport and finance) published a progress report. Even internally, ADB 
only occasionally issued a full progress report. This resulted in a lack of emphasis on accountability for 
results.  
 
113. Sector operational plans have functioned as a menu of options, and they have been insufficient 
mainstreamed in country partnership strategies. The plans lack prioritizations in terms of subsector, 
themes, or geographic location, limiting their usefulness to operations departments and staff. These 
documents have not yet found a balance between detailed direction and responsiveness to country 
context. The plans lack incisiveness, country-level application guidance, and reporting accountability so 
it is not surprising that they were insufficiently mainstreamed into CPSs. At the CRF level, few sector 
targets could be integrated due to space limitations. The 2015 ANR operational plan was an improvement 
on the 2009 plan in terms of its results framework, but its thematic coverage was insufficient in several 
areas (e.g., value chains, private sector development, and specific subsectors such as fisheries) and the 
proposed interventions in the operational plans were often inadequate to address the identified 
challenges. In energy, CPS results frameworks were not well-aligned with the program and policy 
outcomes of the 2009 Energy Policy (e.g., in clean energy investment), in part because CPS results 
frameworks were not fully consistent with the narratives of their CPSs. Misalignment was also found at 
the project level where outcomes outlined in operational plans tended to receive little attention during 
project monitoring and supervision, as staff tended to focus more on outputs and disbursements. Across 
the evaluations, the sector operational plans were found to be generally relevant to Strategy 2030 but 
inconsistent in their coverage of Strategy 2030 priorities. For example, the 2009 Energy Policy does not 
specifically address gender equality. In transport, the Sustainable Transport Initiative Operational Plan 
does not meaningfully address climate change. Overall, the sector-level evaluations suggest that the 
sector operational plans have been only partly useful in guiding ADB programs and facilitating the 
measurement of sector program success.  
 
114. ADB’s internal incentives favor a high volume of lending and quick processing and disbursements, 
limiting the opportunity for high-level engagement and project design that is specific to country context. 
The transport evaluation noted that budgeting and staff performance are tied to the volume of lending, 
driving departments and staff to favor large projects that can be processed quickly, particularly toward 
the last quarter of the year. In energy, this bias works against small and widely dispersed subprojects, as 
in the case of demand-side energy efficiency and off-grid energy access projects. The ANR evaluation 
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found that the pressure to approve loans makes it difficult to integrate nonlending activities effectively 
with investment lending. This trend to larger projects was resisted somewhat in ANR. However, smaller 
projects face their own challenges as they attempt to replicate and scale up successful models. These 
findings echo those in the IED knowledge evaluation.     

 
115. The evaluations raised questions on ADB’s organizational readiness to implement the anticipated 
increase in multisector projects, which are more complex and require innovation. In the energy sector, 
collaboration across units, e.g., between energy divisions and PSOD, was improving but was still far short 
of what is needed to attain the “One ADB” approach. More attention needs to be paid to cross-sectoral 
work within ADB to meet new energy needs in member countries. This will call for more innovation, 
which has been unevenly pursued in ADB’s program. Internal links with the ADB Institute in Tokyo and 
external think tanks have not led to knowledge creation of relevance to operations. To offer innovative 
solutions, the energy sector-wide evaluation encouraged ADB to revisit the incentive structures of staff 
and to strengthen internal and external collaboration channels. The need for organizational adaptation 
was also underscored in transport, where the increased focus on the delivery of transport services 
(alongside the provision of infrastructure) called for a more flexible organization in which staff have the 
skills to deliver complex cross-sectoral transport projects. The emphasis on loan processing time and 
volume was seen to work against the effective pursuit of more complex urban transport projects. In this 
sector, coordination among ADB units was again insufficient, hampering the dissemination of knowledge 
essential to ADB’s support for policy reforms to achieve sector-related goals, particularly on sector-wide 
issues such as road safety. In ANR, the drift toward water-related infrastructure means ADB lacks the 
staff skills suitable for the more holistic approach needed in this complex sector. In all three sectors, the 
trend toward more innovative and multisector approaches, as envisioned in Strategy 2030, made heavy 
demands on ADB in terms of new skills and ways of working that prized knowledge creation and 
innovation in both technology and approaches to supporting member countries.  
 

5. Sector Frameworks and Strategy 2030 Operational Plans 
 

116. Sector frameworks are being developed to update existing sector operational plans and to 
complement the Strategy 2030 thematic operational plans. Strategy 2030 is thematic in its structure, 
and its seven thematic operational plans call for a wide range of contributions from ADB’s sector and 
thematic groups. The Strategy 2030 thematic operational plans need to be cascaded down to the sector 
level through sector frameworks. Work is underway to prepare sector frameworks and to align them with 
Strategy 2030 for many sectors, including education, energy (policy only for the first phase), transport 
and water. The form and depth of these frameworks are not yet clear. Some indicative content for these 
emerging guiding frameworks could come from the contributions of the sector-based interventions 
outlined in each of the seven Strategy 2030 operational plans (Appendix 6). These contributions might 
be expected to be reflected in the new sector frameworks, although the sector frameworks will need to 
go beyond these initial expected contributions to include subsectors or themes that arise from sector 
analysis. At the end of any sector framework effort of this kind, it will be important to strengthen the 
role of sector assessments in ascertaining progress toward the desired outputs and outcomes. The 
development and application of Strategy 2030 operational plans need to be linked to the sector 
frameworks to ensure that the outcome indicators in future sector frameworks complement the level II 
indicators in the Strategy 2030-aligned CRF. 
 
117. Additional guiding frameworks for selected priority areas are being developed to elaborate or 
complement the Strategy 2030 operational plans. These efforts are being led by sector and thematic 
groups and other divisions in SDCC and are expected to lead to guiding frameworks in 2021 and 2022 
for CSOs, social protection, FCAS, PPP, healthy oceans, biodiversity, and air quality. These may have more 
defined results and may provide some details to the sector contributions outlined in the Strategy 2030 
seven thematic operational plans themselves. As implied above, these guiding documents will also need 
to consider the link to existing and new sector frameworks and explain how in combination they would 
provide a suitable results framework for sector-based assessments, to the extent that these are deemed 
still relevant to tracking progress in these specific areas.  
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E. Summary  
 
118. ADB’s support to its member countries in combating the COVID-19 pandemic was fast and 
comprehensive and helped countries meet their immediate needs for liquidity and urgent support. Many 
of ADB’s COVID-19 operations have fully disbursed their resources, but none are expected to close until 
mid- to late-2021. Thus, so far, adequate evaluative evidence is not available on how these operations 
have performed or to what degree they have achieved their objective of preventing and controlling the 
pandemic and the associated economic consequences. Nonetheless, the initial evidence shows that ADB 
mobilized resources quickly to deliver urgent assistance in major sectors, including social protection, 
health, and PSM to minimize loss of life, protect the poor and vulnerable, and mitigate economic hardship 
in its developing member countries. 
 
119. IED mainstreamed a system for validating the performance of TA in January 2020, creating an 
opportunity for greater accountability and learning for TA operations. In 2020, IED validated TCRs for 42 
TA projects and assessed most of them successful. These validations generated lessons in a variety of 
areas for improving future performance of TA projects. 
 
120. Performance of ADB sovereign operations. The percentage of successful public sector projects 
declined marginally, continuing a decline for two consecutive 3-year periods since 2016–2018, although 
the longer-term trend continues to be positive. 
 
(i) Performance was essentially unchanged for relevance and sustainability. Efficiency declined 

slightly but remained relatively high and maintained a significant improving trend in the long 
term, indicating that the measures ADB has taken to improve efficiency since around 2010 are 
paying off. Effectiveness fell from 68% in 2017–2019 to 64% in 2018–2020. The reduced 
performance was affected by overambitious objectives, design issues, governments’ lack of 
readiness, and scope reductions due to changed context.  

(ii) Performance improved in non-infrastructure sectors mainly because of the good performance in 
the education sector. The performance in infrastructure sectors fell. 

(iii) Performance improved in the Pacific (although this was still at a low level and the assessment 
was based on a small number of projects) and Southeast Asia but fell in other regions. The 
improvement in the Pacific was driven by the performance of the energy and transport sectors 
and was due to stronger government ownership and improved institutional capacity. The 
improvement in transport operations was encouraging, since the poor performance in transport 
was one of the drivers of the decreased performance in the region in 2017–2019, as noted in the 
2020 AER. The performance in Southeast Asia improved because of the good performance in Viet 
Nam and Cambodia. The performance decline in South Asia was driven by the weak project 
performance in in Bangladesh, India, and Nepal. The decline in the project performance of Central 
and West Asia was affected by the operations in Kazakhstan Pakistan, and Uzbekistan. 
Performance in East Asia declined because of the decreased performance in both the PRC and 
Mongolia but remained the highest among all regions. 
 

121. Performance of ADB nonsovereign operations. The proportion of successful private sector 
operations increased slightly to 53% but there has been a declining trend since 2014–2016. 
 
(i) Performance improved slightly for development results and declined for ADB investment 

profitability. ADB work quality performance improved the most. This was attributed to 
improvements in front-end work and monitoring and supervision. ADB additionality has been on 
a declining trend since 2011–2013. 

(ii) Infrastructure projects continued to perform best in 2018–2020. The performance of financial 
institution projects and private equity funds was much lower.  

(iii) In the long term (2011–2020), Southeast Asia had the highest success rate for nonsovereign 
operations. 
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122. Country-level performance expressed as the percentage of country programs assessed successful 
fell by 5-percentage points to 78% in 2018−2020. Of the six country program evaluations in 2020, one 
was assessed less than successful, two were assessed less than successful on the borderline, two were 
assessed successful, and one was successful on the borderline. The long-term country-level success rate 
was 69% (2011–2020), in line with long-term average project performance. 
 
123. The findings from energy, transport, and ANR sector evaluations included the following: 
 
(i) While project performance varied across the three sectors evaluated by IED, performance in 

supporting reforms and institutional development was weak in all three sectors. Institutional 
strengthening and reforms proved difficult to attain and sustain across the three sectors. 

(ii) Performance of the sector programs in areas of Strategy 2030 priorities varied. The performance 
was largely positive in addressing poverty and inequalities and in promoting gender equality, but 
relatively weak in tackling climate change and environmental sustainability issues and in 
strengthening governance and institutional capacity. ADB has some serious challenges to address 
in all three sectors if the quantitative operational targets in Strategy 2030 on private sector 
operations and climate change are to be achieved. 

(iii) Weaknesses in the design and implementation of sector operational plans and internal incentives 
and practices limited the success of sector programs. The operational plans functioned as menus 
of options, without sufficient prioritization of subsectors, themes, or geographical areas. The 
plans had weak monitoring and reporting systems, limiting the value of their guidance to 
operations departments and staff. Operational plans in all three sectors were not well reflected 
in CPSs in terms of subsectors, intended outcomes, or objectives. Knowledge sharing and 
collaboration among departments in ADB were insufficient, in part because ADB’s internal 
incentives favor a high volume of lending and quick project processing and disbursements. This 
limits ADB’s ability to develop projects that require multidisciplinary cross-sectoral solutions. 

(iv) Sector frameworks are being developed for many sectors to update existing sector operational 
plans and to align with Strategy 2030. The Strategy 2030 thematic operational plans call for a 
wide range of contributions from ADB’s sector and thematic groups. These contributions need 
to be cascaded down to the sector level through sector frameworks, although sector frameworks 
will need to go beyond these initial expected contributions to include subsectors or themes that 
arise from sector analysis. The sector frameworks need to have a strong results framework.  
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Highlights 
 
• The coronavirus disease (COVID-19) crisis has disrupted the already sluggish progress toward the achievement 

of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). The Asian Development Bank (ADB) is committed to using the 
SDGs as one of the international frameworks to guide recovery from COVID-19, as they provide an agreed and 
internationally shared development framework.  

• ADB has a head start over other development agencies in its internal institutional alignment with the SDGs, 
although this has not yet been fully reflected at project and country levels. SDG classifications of projects are 
not usually discussed in project documents. Country partnership strategies rarely reference the SDGs. 

• Ownership of the SDGs varies across ADB member countries—underscoring the need to raise awareness and 
embed the SDGs at the country level. Sector and thematic groups, rather than country teams, are largely at the 
forefront of ADB’s SDG support in member countries. However, these groups provide support on a project needs 
basis and there is no guarantee their recommendations will be formally adopted in country programs. 

• The multilateral development banks (MDBs) and United Nations (UN) agencies appear to have 
compartmentalized their support for SDGs into financing (MDBs) and technical advice (UN agencies). 
Nevertheless, ADB has formed partnerships with UN agencies in SDG knowledge and capacity building. ADB is 
also taking a lead role in harmonizing the reporting of SDG results. 

• The COVID-19 pandemic has exacerbated existing gaps in SDG financing and data availability. Partnerships 
among MDBs will be crucial in ensuring SDG financing and data availability. ADB’s efforts in domestic resource 
mobilization for the SDGs, including thematic bonds for sustainable development, will be useful. Countries will 
also benefit from employing non-traditional data collection methods. 

 
A. Sustainable Development Goals in the COVID Era 
 
124. This chapter assesses ADB’s institutional approach to supporting the achievement of the SDGs in 
its member countries and examines how the COVID-19 pandemic may impact this approach. The COVID-
19 pandemic presents an opportunity for development partners such as ADB to revisit their institutional 
approaches to SDG implementation and achievement. Given the severe impacts of COVID-19 on 
economies and human development, making SDG-related strategies resilient or responsive to crises such 
as the COVID-19 pandemic will be key as institutions align their systems and approaches to the SDGs in 
a post-crisis setting. 
 
125. Achieving sustainable development requires striking a balance among the economic, social, and 
environmental outcomes enshrined in the SDGs. The SDGs provide a blueprint for achieving a sustainable 
future for people and planet through prosperity and sustainable infrastructure (Figure 15). The 193 
United Nations member states adopted the SDGs in 2015 as part of Agenda 2030.82 The 17 SDGs have 
169 targets, and their progress are measured through 231 unique indicators. The targets are to be 
achieved between 2020 and 2030, although some have no specific end date.83  
 
126. With just 10 years left to the 2030 deadline, the Asia and Pacific region is not going to achieve 
any of the SDGs without accelerated action. MDBs including ADB have committed themselves to stepping 
up their efforts to maximize their business model, TA, knowledge solutions, and innovative interventions 
to deliver the SDGs and Agenda 2030.84 Despite these commitments, the world is not on track to achieve 
the SDGs.85 The Asia and Pacific region is unlikely to meet any of the SDGs by 2030 if it maintains its 
current trajectory. On two SDGs, the region is going backwards: SDGs 12 (responsible consumption and 
production) and 13 (climate action). If current trends persist, by 2030 the data for 20% of SDG indicators 

 
82 United Nations. 2015. Transforming our World: The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. New York City. Accessed 

https://www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=A/RES/70/1&Lang=E 
83 United Nations. 2017. SDG Indicators: Global Indicator Framework for the Sustainable Development Goals and Targets of the 

2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. Accessed https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/indicators/indicators-list/ 
84 World Bank. 2016. Statement by Multilateral Development Banks: Delivering on the 2030 Agenda. Washington, D.C. Accessed 

https://www.worldbank.org/en/news/press-release/2016/10/09/delivering-on-the-2030-agenda-statement 
85 UN News. 2020. World Off Track in Meeting 2030 Agenda, UN Deputy Chief Warns, Calls for Solidarity in COVID-19 Recovery. 

New York City. Accessed https://news.un.org/en/story/2020/07/1068551 
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will be worse than they were in 2015. The region is not expected to meet any of the SDG targets relating 
to poverty, hunger, gender equality, and reduced inequalities within and between countries by 2030. 
Nevertheless, there have been promising gains in food security, women’s role in decision-making, and 
access to basic sanitation services. Progress on the SDGs is uneven: East and Northeast Asia have made 
the greatest progress on SDG 2 (end hunger, achieve food security and improved nutrition, and promote 
sustainable agriculture), while the Pacific lags the rest of the region. On SDG 10 (reduce inequality within 
and among countries), Southeast Asia has regressed, while North and Central Asia are on track.86 
 

Figure 15: SDGs by Goal Clusters 

 
SDG = Sustainable Development Goal. 
Note: The grouping is based on themes in the 2030 Agenda Declaration adopting the SDGs and on the Addis Ababa Action 
Agenda on Financing for Development, which recognized the key role of multilateral development banks in infrastructure finance. 
Source: Asian Development Bank. 
 

 
127. The COVID-19 pandemic and the resulting policy interventions restricting mobility and travel are 
likely to slow down the already insufficient progress toward achieving the SDGs. Lockdowns, travel 
restrictions, and social distancing measures have reduced income and employment significantly in many 
Asian countries. In Cambodia, Indonesia, Lao PDR, Malaysia, Myanmar, the Philippines, Thailand, and 
Viet Nam, around 73% of households saw their incomes decline because of the COVID-19 crisis. Nearly 
34% of workers in these eight Southeast Asian countries lost their jobs because of the pandemic and its 
resulting uncertainty.87 Many MSMEs were forced to shut down or reduce their workforces because of 
supply disruptions and the drop in demand induced by COVID-19. In the Philippines, 71% of businesses 
closed temporarily during the pandemic and in Lao PDR 61% of businesses did the same.88  
 
128. The COVID-19 crisis has deepened existing inequalities that impede the SDGs’ overarching goal 
of leaving no one behind. On the income inequality front, the pandemic has shown how deep the divides 
are across gender, age, and education levels. Employment losses in Asia during the pandemic have been 
concentrated among women, young people, and workers with low education attainment. The 
International Monetary Fund (IMF) estimates that the female labor force participation rate in Asia 
decreased by 1.3-percentage points compared with a 1.0-percentage point decline for their male 
counterparts over December 2019 to June 2020.89 Meanwhile, school closures due to the COVID-19 crisis 

 
86 UNESCAP. 2020. Asia and the Pacific Progress Report. Bangkok. 
87 P. Morgan and L. Trinh. 2020. Impact of COVID-19 Pandemic on Households in ASEAN Economies. 16 September. Presentation 

delivered during the 2020 ADB Annual Meeting. 
88 S. Shinozaki, and P. Vandenberg. 2020. Impact of COVID-19 on Micro, Small, and Medium-Sized Enterprises in Developing Asia: 

Evidence from the Rapid Surveys. 16 September. Presentation delivered during the 2020 ADB Annual Meeting. 
89 E. Jurzyk, et al. 2020. COVID-19 and Inequality in Asia: Breaking the Vicious Cycle. IMF Working Paper 20/217. IMF. Washington, 

D.C. 
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have caused some 15% of children in Cambodia, Indonesia, Lao PDR, Malaysia, Myanmar, the Philippines, 
Thailand, and Viet  Nam to stop attending school.90 Despite online classes being offered in some schools, 
463 million children worldwide were unable to access remote learning during the pandemic.91 School 
closures due to COVID-19 also have a notable cost to economies. Across developing Asia, preliminary 
estimates suggest that future lifetime earnings of current students could be reduced by $2.8 trillion due 
to school closures.92 In the Philippines, the cancellation of face-to-face classes is estimated to cost ₱1.9 
trillion, or 10% of the country’s GDP, for the 2020–2021 school year considering wage losses of teachers 
and parents, and foregone productivity.93  
 
129. Pre-pandemic SDG financing gaps have increased while the prospects for mobilizing funding 
have become more challenging. Before the COVID-19 crisis, OECD estimated that $2.5 trillion per year 
was needed to achieve the 17 SDGs by 2030. The estimated SDG financing gap for Asia and the Pacific 
before the COVID-19 pandemic was $1.5 trillion each year, or more than 16% of the GDP of the least 
developed countries in the region (Figure 16). Given the adverse impacts of the COVID-19 crisis, the OECD 
estimates that developing countries worldwide face an additional SDG financing gap of $1.7 trillion this 
year if they are to meet the 17 SDGs by 2030. The estimated shortfall is in addition to the existing gap 
of $2.5 trillion in annual SDG financing. Of the estimated financing gap of $1.7 trillion, $700 billion is 
due to a decrease in external private finance while the remaining $1 trillion is attributed to the gap in 
public spending on COVID-19 measures relative to what advanced economies are spending on such 
measures.94  
 
Figure 16: Pre-Pandemic Sustainable Development Goal Financing Requirements in Asia and the Pacific 

 
Source: S. Banerjee. 2019. Asia-Pacific SDG Financing Requirements and the Role of Cooperation. Presentation at ESCAP workshop 
on Assessing the Potential Impact of the Belt and Road Initiative on Sustainable Development Goals in Asian Economies. 
 
 
130. The COVID-19 crisis is being viewed as a litmus test for the relevance and design of the SDGs. 
Some quarters of the international community are calling for a “few clear priorities, not a forest of 
targets,” arguing that SDG goals and targets need to be prioritized amid sluggish economic growth and 

 
90 P. Morgan and L. Trinh. 2020. Impact of COVID-19 Pandemic on Households in ASEAN Economies. 16 September. Presentation 

delivered during the 2020 ADB Annual Meeting. 
91 UNICEF. 2020. COVID-19: At least a third of the world’s schoolchildren unable to access remote learning during school closures, 

new UNICEF report says. New York. Accessed https://www.unicef.org/eap/press-releases/covid-19-least-third-worlds-
schoolchildren-unable-access-remote-learning-during 

92 Molato-Gayares, R. 2021 (work in progress). Potential impacts of COVID-19 school closures on learning and lifetime earnings in 
developing Asia. Asian Development Bank: Manila. 

93 Raitzer, D., et al. 2020. Cost–Benefit Analysis of Face-to-Face Closure of Schools to Control COVID-19 in the Philippines. ADB Brief 
No. 162: Asian Development Bank. Manila. 

94 OECD. 2020. COVID-19 crisis threatens Sustainable Development Goals Financing. Paris. Accessed. 
http://www.oecd.org/newsroom/covid-19-crisis-threatens-sustainable-development-goals-financing.htm 
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disruptions to globalization due to COVID-19.95 However, MDBs including ADB have emphasized using 
the SDGs as the guiding framework for long-term recovery from the COVID-19 crisis.96  
 
131. The COVID-19 crisis has heightened implementation issues. For example, the 17 SDG goals were 
designed as independent goals, since balance is generally reflected within each SDG but not between 
SDGs.97 This allows policy makers to prioritize certain SDGs or targets for implementation. However, this 
may also prevent policy makers from fully understanding the causes of trade-offs between certain SDGs 
and the need to implement mitigation policies to address negative externalities. Consider the trade-offs 
between SDG indicators 8.1 (sustaining at least 7% per capita GDP growth each year) and 10.1 (increasing 
the growth rates of income of the bottom 40% growing at a rate higher than the national average). High 
GDP growth does not guarantee rising incomes for the bottom 40%. Conversely, incomes of the bottom 
40% may increase even when GDP growth stagnates.98 The SDGs have been also susceptible to poor 
execution, despite having been formally adopted by governments, development organizations, and some 
private sector companies. Incorporating the SDGs into strategies and policies does not guarantee they 
will be achieved. SDGs are sometimes reduced to a box that needs to be ticked, which lowers the 
willingness and incentives of organizations to devise business models and procedures for advancing the 
SDGs.99  
 
132. The pandemic has also shown that the timeliness of data needs to be seen as an integral, rather 
than peripheral, aspect of SDG implementation and achievement. The COVID-19 crisis has increased the 
need to assess sudden changes in income, employment, lifestyle, and other socioeconomic conditions. It 
has emphasized the lack of up-to-date data or disaggregated data for various SDG indicators in many 
countries. However, significant data gaps on progress toward achieving the SDGs already existed before 
the COVID-19 pandemic. For example, of the 17 SDGs, SDG 11 (make cities inclusive, safe, resilient, and 
sustainable) had the highest share of indicators with no data at 64%, or 9 out of 14 indicators, in Asia 
and the Pacific. The poor data availability for SDG 11 may be attributed to a lack of good environmental 
data and difficulties in disaggregating data for municipal or city indicators.100 Data availability on the 
SDGs indicators has increased from 25% in 2017 to 42% in 2019 in Asia and the Pacific. However, this 
still leaves more than half of the SDG indicators with unavailable data.101  
 
133. Mobility restrictions as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic are hampering the data collection 
activities of national statistical offices in many countries. About 65% of 122 national statistical offices 
surveyed by the World Bank in May 2020 have ceased operations, while 96% have either partially or fully 
stopped field data collection activities involving face-to-face interviews. One consequence is that the 
pandemic has turned attention to new data collection activities, such as the use of surveys administered 
through cell phones, websites, or satellite imagery. However, 67% of national statistical offices in Central 
and South Asia, and 55% in East and Southeast Asia, said they would require additional external support 
if they were to implement such non-traditional data collection activities.102  
 

 
95  R. Naidoo, and B. Fisher.2020. Reset Sustainable Development Goals for a Pandemic World. Nature 583, 198-201. 

https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-020-01999-x; Nature. 2020. Time to revise the Sustainable Development Goals. Nature 583, 331-
332. https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-020-02002-3  

96 ADB. 2020. Use SDGs and Paris Agreement to Guide Recovery from COVID-19—ADB VP. Manila.; and World Bank. 2020. Meeting 
of the Ministers of Finance on Financing the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development in the Era of COVID-19 and Beyond. 
Washington, D.C.  

97  F. Machingura, and S. Lally. The Sustainable Development Goals and their Trade-Offs. ODI Case Study Report: Overseas 
Development Institute. London. 

98 UNDESA. 2016. Sustainable Development Goal 10: Reduce Inequality Within and Among Countries. Rome. 
99 J.A. Zanten, and R. van Tulder. Beyond COVID-19: Applying “SDG logics” for Resilient Transformations. Journal of International 

Business Policy 3, 451–464 (2020). https://doi.org/10.1057/s42214-020-00076-4 
100 UNESCAP. 2020. SDG Data Availability: Asia Pacific Availability by Goal in 2020. https://data.unescap.org/data-analysis/sdg-data-

availability. 
101 UNESCAP. 2020. Asia and the Pacific Progress Report. Bangkok. 
102 World Bank. 2020. Monitoring the State of Statistical Operations under the COVID-19 Pandemic. Washington, DC.  
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B. Assessment of ADB’s Institutional Approach to the SDGs 
 

1. ADB’s Internal Alignment with the SDGs 
 
134. This section assesses how well ADB’s Strategy 2030; CRF, 2019–2024; project classification 
system; and operational support by sector and thematic groups are incorporating the SDGs.  
 
135. ADB remains committed to using the SDGs as the guiding framework for promoting long-term 
recovery from the COVID-19 crisis. It has identified six entry points for accelerating Asia and the Pacific’s 
progress toward achieving the SDGs, which also encompass efforts to address the pandemic: (i) human 
well-being and capabilities, (ii) sustainable and just economies, (iii) sustainable food systems and healthy 
nutrition patterns, (iv) energy decarbonization and universal access to energy, (v) sustainable urban and 
peri-urban development, and (vi) the global environmental commons.103 
 
136. A shared development road map is crucial to promote recovery from the COVID-19 crisis and 
sustainable and resilient growth. The SDGs and Agenda 2030 are currently the only shared global 
agendas for simultaneously promoting economic, social, and environmental development. They have 
been agreed upon by governments, development agencies, civil society, and the private sector. The SDGs 
and Agenda 2030 incorporate review and feedback mechanisms from various stakeholders, mainly 
through the implementation of voluntary national reviews (VNRs). These country-led VNRs—which 
facilitate the sharing of learning to accelerate the SDGs and Agenda 2030—draw on feedback from 
numerous stakeholders, including groups representing women, children, local communities, businesses, 
the academe, and persons with disabilities, among others.  
 
137. Within ADB, nearly 52% of staff survey respondents agreed that ADB’s support for the SDGs 
should be prioritized or reprioritized considering the COVID-19 pandemic (Table 7A.15 in Appendix 7). 
The statistical analysis found no significant difference on the responses of staff across departments, or 
between staff at headquarters and resident missions.104 This implies that staff generally support the 
prioritization of SDG goals. Of the nearly 52% who said the SDGs should be reprioritized, the largest 
share (22.1%) said SDG 1 (end poverty in all its forms, everywhere) should receive higher priority, 
followed by respondents who said that SDG 3 (ensure healthy lives and promote well-being for all at all 
ages) should be prioritized (15.6%). These SDGs coincide with the huge negative impacts of COVID on 
poverty, health, and employment. They were followed by staff who said SDG 13 (take urgent action to 
combat climate change and its impacts) should continue to be an important development priority even 
amid the COVID-19 pandemic (9.2%). The breakdown is in Figure 17. 
 
138. ADB and the rest of the international community need to assess the implications and trade-offs 
between the SDGs caused by the current COVID-19 crisis. This will require careful assessments and 
planning of individual projects and country programs to minimize these trade-offs between SDG targets 
and indicators. For example, reconciling the SDG target on ending hunger with the SDG target on energy 
production may be challenging for countries that rely on biofuels to expand access to energy and increase 
renewable energy production. Innovative agricultural practices may help address such trade-offs, as in 
Sri Lanka where intercropping Gliricidia (a fast-growing leguminous tree that fixes nitrogen in the soil) 
with coconut is increasing agricultural yields while providing sustainable bioenergy feedstock.105  
 

 
103 United Nations, ADB, UNDP. 2020. Fast-tracking the SDGs: Driving Asia-Pacific Transformations. Bangkok. 
104 The team also sought to present findings disaggregated by staff’s sector or thematic area of work. However, there were no 

sufficient number of observations for each of the 15 sector and thematic areas, namely: agriculture, climate change and disaster 
risk management, environment, gender equity, governance, public–private partnership, regional cooperation and integration, 
social development, digital technology, education, energy, finance, health, transport, urban development, and water. 

105 B. Mainali, et al. 2018. Evaluating Synergies and Trade-Offs among Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs): Explorative Analyses 
of Development Paths in South Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa. Sustainability 10(3), 815. https://doi.org/10.3390/su10030815 
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139. ADB has made progress in aligning its institutional tools and processes with the SDGs. ADB has 
been working to align its Strategy 2030; CRF, 2019–2024; project classification system; and coordination 
and reporting arrangements in various departments with the SDGs. Strategy 2030 identified the 
following SDGs as central to its vision of a prosperous, inclusive, resilient, and sustainable Asia and the 
Pacific: SDG 1 (end poverty in all its forms, everywhere); SDG 5 (achieve gender equality and empower 
all women and girls), SDG 7 (ensure access to affordable, reliable, sustainable and modern energy for 
all.); SDG 8 (promote sustained, inclusive and sustainable economic growth, full and productive 
employment and decent work for all); SDG 9 (build resilient infrastructure, promote inclusive and 
sustainable industrialization, and foster innovation); SDG 10 (reduce inequality within and among 
countries); and SDG 13 (take urgent action to combat climate change and its impacts). These seven SDGs 
largely correspond with Strategy 2030’s seven operational priorities: (i) addressing remaining poverty 
and reducing inequalities; (ii) accelerating progress in gender equality; (iii) tackling climate change, 
building climate and disaster resilience, and enhancing environmental sustainability; (iv) making cities 
more livable; (v) promoting rural development and food security; (vi) strengthening governance and 
institutional capacity; and (vii) fostering regional cooperation and integration. ADB operations are also 
expected to contribute to other SDGs.106 
 

Figure 17: ADB Staff Perceptions on the SDGs that Should Receive Higher Priority in the COVID Era 

 
       SDG = Sustainable Development Goal. 
       Source: Evaluation team's calculations based on the ADB staff survey. 

 
140. Five of the seven operational plans of ADB’s Strategy 2030 indicate ADB support for specific SDG 
priorities:107 (i) the gender equality operational plan, which identifies SDG 5’s transformative gender 

 
106 “ADB operations will also contribute to zero hunger (SDG 2), good health and well-being (SDG 3), quality education (SDG 4), 

clean water and sanitation (SDG 6), sustainable cities and communities (SDG 11), sustainable consumption (SDG 12), and peace 
and justice, strong institutions (SDG 16). ADB’s support for conservation and restoration of natural capital (para. 52) will 
contribute to life below water (SDG 14) and life on land (SDG 15). ADB operations will also play an important role in fostering 
partnerships to achieve the SDGs (SDG 17).” See ADB. 2018. Strategy 2030: Achieving a Prosperous, Inclusive, Resilient, and 
Sustainable Asia and the Pacific. Manila. 

107 The operational plans for rural development and food security, and regional cooperation and integration did not identify any 
specific area of ADB support relating to the SDGs. Nevertheless, these two thematic areas have assigned specific results 
framework and tracking indicators in the CRF, 2019–2024. 
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agenda as one of its five approaches;108 (ii) the poverty and inequality reduction operational plan, which 
recommends developing PPPs in the social sectors to help achieve poverty- and inequality-related SDG 
targets; (iii) the operational plan for liveable cities, which states that ADB will help member countries 
prepare and implement local SDG plans; (iv) the operational plan for governance, which notes that ADB 
will help member countries pilot innovative technology-based projects to improve public service delivery 
including the SDGs, and improve decentralization and local governance capacity considering the 
importance of localizing the SDGs; and (v) the climate and disaster resilience and environmental 
sustainability operational plan, which states that ADB will implement integrated climate, disaster risk 
management, and environmental sustainability solutions to support the SDGs on climate change, and 
help member countries integrate the environmental dimensions of the SDGs into their national policies. 
 
141. About 85% of ADB staff survey respondents said Strategy 2030 and its seven operational 
priorities provide adequate analysis and guidance to help them incorporate the SDGs into their work 
(Table 5). The statistical analysis showed that the responses of staff between headquarters and resident 
missions are statistically significantly different at the 5% level, but not across ADB departments. This 
implies there are disparities in the understanding of Strategy 2030 and the seven operational priorities 
and their linkage to the SDGs among staff located in headquarters and resident missions. 
 

Table 5: Strategy 2030 and its Seven Operational Priorities Provide Adequate Analysis and Guidance 
to Help Me Incorporate the SDGs Into My Work 

  Percentage of Respondents (%) 

Item 
Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree Not Applicable No Response 

Department             
CWRD              9.6             76.0               8.8               2.4               2.4               0.8  
EARD            15.0             62.5             11.3               1.3             10.0               0.0    
ERCD            19.2             70.2               6.4               0.0                 2.1               2.1  
PARD            13.7             76.5               5.9               2.0               2.0               0.0    
PSOD              7.8             75.5               8.8               2.0               5.9               0.0    
SARD              9.4             77.7               5.0               1.5               5.9               0.5  
SDCC            16.3             68.8             15.0               0.0                 0.0                 0.0    
SERD              9.5             74.2             10.2               0.7               4.8               0.7  
ALL            11.3             73.7               8.6               1.3               4.6               0.5  
Chi-Square 40.11      
p-value 0.254   
degrees of freedom 35      

Work Location             
Headquarters            11.2             71.4             10.0               2.2               4.9               0.4  
Resident Mission            11.5             77.4               6.5               0.0                 4.0               0.6  
All            11.3             73.7               8.6               1.3               4.6               0.5  
Chi-Square 11.24      
p-value 0.047     
degrees of freedom 5      

CWRD = Central and West Asia Department, EARD = East Asia Department, ECRD = Economic Research and Regional Cooperation 
Department, PARD = Pacific Department, PSOD =Private Sector Operations Department, SARD = South Asia Department, SDCC = 
Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department, SERD = Southeast Asia Department.  
Source: Evaluation team's calculations based on the ADB staff survey. 
 
142. ADB is also among the few development partners to have adopted a specific and methodical 
approach to mapping each CRF indicator to a relevant SDG. The CRF’s 60 results framework indicators 
and 158 tracking indicators are mapped to the SDGs using four approaches: directly used, derived, 

 
108 The transformative gender agenda of SDG 5 includes eliminating violence against women and girls; recognizing, reducing, and 

redistributing unpaid care and domestic work; emphasizing sexual and reproductive health and rights; encouraging women’s 
participation in decision making and leadership; and creating access to economic and productive resources, ICT, and legal or 
institutional reforms for protecting women’s rights and changing gendered social norms. 
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aligned, or proxy (Box 2).109 Of the 169 SDG targets, 137 have been mapped into the CRF indicators.110 
By comparison, the World Bank’s corporate scorecard identifies only whether a CRF indicator is 
harmonized with the SDGs, with no definition or methodology cited.111 Similarly, the Inter-American 
Development Bank’s CRF, 2020–2023 identifies the SDGs for which there is “the most direct relationship” 
between the CRF indicator and an SDG—but notes that mapping is meant as an illustrative rather than 
a comprehensive inventory of all SDGs possibly related to a CRF indicator.112  
 
143. Of the 60 results framework indicators of the CRF, 43 have been mapped to the SDGs (Table 6). 
Meanwhile, 109 of the 158 tracking indicators have been mapped to the SDGs. Twenty-nine of the 43 
results framework indicators and 75 of the 109 tracking indicators mapped to the SDGs are proxy 
indicators. Although proxy indicators relate to overall SDG objectives, they do not expressly relate to an 
official SDG indicator formulation. 
 

 

Box 2: How the Asian Development Bank (ADB) Integrated the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) into its 
Corporate Results Framework, 2019–2024 

 
Indicators in the ADB Corporate Results Framework, 2019–2024 are mapped to the SDGs in four ways.  
 
Direct Use. The CRF directly uses SDG indicators as its Level 1 indicators as far as possible. For example, the Level 1 
results framework indicator (RFI) on the “prevalence of stunting among children under 5 years (%)” is taken from 
SDG indicator 2.2.1. 
 
Derived. Derived indicators are those directly related to an official SDG indicator and are mainly used to measure 
ADB results and performance. For example, the number of people enrolled in improved education and/or training is 
a tracking indicator at Level 2A, and it was derived from SDG indicator 4.3.1. 
 
Aligned. SDG-aligned indicators are those indicators that are closely linked to an official SDG indicator or reflect only 
certain elements of the SDG indicator. For example, the Level 2A tracking indicator on the number of women opening 
new accounts is a subset of the SDG indicator 8.10.2.  
 
Proxy. Proxy indicators relate to overall SDG objectives but do not expressly relate to a particular official SDG indicator. 
For example, a Level 2A RFI on the annual greenhouse gas emissions reduction is a proxy indicator for SDG 13 
indicators. While SDG 13 does not specify greenhouse gas emission reductions, efforts in this area are crucial to 
achieve the objectives of the Paris Agreement on Climate Change. 

 
Source: ADB. 2019. ADB Corporate Results Framework, 2019–2024: Policy Paper. Manila. 
 
 
144. ADB has also pioneered SDG tagging in its project classification system. ADB first introduced SDG 
tagging in 2016 through a revision to ADB’s eOps system that enabled project officers to pick from a list 
of 17 SDGs for all projects. However, notable variations in how the system was used by project officers, 
an incomplete capturing of links to the SDGs, and the lack of any relationship to SDG targets undermined 
this version of SDG tagging system. Given this, in 2019 ADB rolled out a revised SDG tagging system, in 
which SDG targets were based on subsectors, strategic agendas, and drivers of change. This SDG tagging 
system allowed project teams to indicate the amount of ADB financing allocated to the specific SDG 

 
109  Results framework indicators (RFIs) are key indicators that (i) tracks progress in the region (Level 1) or (ii) measures ADB’s 

progress toward achieving Strategy 2030’s vision (Levels 2–4). Tracking indicators (TIs) are important but supplementary to the 
CRF in terms of performance measurement and are not formally part of the CRF. The RFIs and TIs are used in: Level 1 (which 
assesses the development progress in Asia and the Pacific), Levels 2a and 2b (which measure the results and quality of ADB’s 
completed operations, respectively), Level 3 (which sets targets for its operations in some areas in order to monitor how well 
ADB is accomplishing these over the years until 2024), and Level 4 (which sets some targets for 2024 for ADB’s performance in 
organizational systems and processes, and organizational capacity).See ADB. 2019. ADB Corporate Results Framework, 2019–
2024: Policy Paper. Manila. 

110  The 32 SDG targets not mapped to ADB’s CRF include 31 targets that are means of implementation rather than development 
outcomes, and 1 target that is under ADB’s safeguards measures. 

111  World Bank. 2020. Corporate Scorecards. Washington, D.C. 
112  IADB. 2020. IDB Group Corporate Results Framework, 2020–2023. Washington, D.C. 
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target(s). Project staff may override the default selections and choose from the complete list of SDG 
targets across the 17 goals and their targets.113 A project may be tagged under one or more SDG and the 
amount of project financing allocated to the SDGs may overlap. ADB is expected to roll out further 
revisions to the current SDG tagging system that will allow a project’s SDG targets and allocations to be 
linked with the seven operational priorities of Strategy 2030. ADB’s Information Technology Department 
has been working on an improved platform to replace the current eOps.  
 

Table 6: ADB Approaches for Mapping its Corporate Results Framework Indicators to the SDGs 

Approach 
Results Framework Indicators 

(number) 
Tracking Indicators 

(number) 
Direct Use   8 12 
Derived   0   5 
Aligned   5 15 
Proxy 29 75 
Used both Derived and Proxy Typology   0   2 
No Identified SDG Mapping Typology   1   0 
Total 43 109 

SDG = Sustainable Development Goal.  
Note: The level 3A RFI on "Infrastructure projects that are procurement-ready (%) (sovereign)” was considered to be aligned 
with SDG 9 based on Table D of the CRF, 2019–2024. However, the supplementary appendix on RFI definitions does not 
indicate the approach used to map this RFI. The two Level 2A tracking indicators on “Terrestrial, coastal, and marine areas 
conserved, restored, and/or enhanced (hectares)” and “Solutions to conserve, restore, and/or enhance terrestrial, coastal, and 
marine areas implemented (number)” were mapped to the SDGs using both derived and proxy approaches. The remaining 66 
indicators of the CRF that mainly concern ADB’s operational management and organizational effectiveness were not mapped 
to the SDGs.  

Source: Evaluation team’s calculations. 
 
145. Some ADB staff appreciate the self-explanatory, automated SDG tagging system. Of the 834 staff 
who responded to the survey, 51% agreed that the eOps was accurate and that it was easy to input the 
SDG classification and allocations of projects.114 The responses among staff across departments, and 
between headquarters and resident missions were statistically significant at the 5% level (Table 7A.9 in 
Appendix 7). This implies that staff have varying familiarity and understanding of how to use the SDG 
tagging feature in the eOps system. This is to be expected since the SDG classification system is still in its 
pilot phase. More than 46% of respondents said they found the current version of eOps more accurate 
and easier to use in inputting the SDG classification and the allocations of projects than the 2017 and 
earlier versions.115 The statistical analysis showed no significant difference in the responses of ADB staff 
across departments, or between headquarters and resident missions (Table 7A.10 in Appendix 7). This 
means that ADB staff, regardless of their department or duty station, are likely to appreciate the 
automated improvements in the SDG classification system in eOps. 
 
146. The SDG classification system has potential use for aggregating ADB support for the SDGs. During 
2019 and 2020, the SDG tagging system was applied to 266 committed projects in 2019 and 541 projects 
committed in 2020. Trends or patterns observed in the SDG classifications were largely influenced by the 
subsectoral and thematic composition of the ADB portfolio. Of the 266 committed projects in 2019, 47% 
were expected to contribute to SDG 5 (achieve gender equality and empower all women and girls). 
Meanwhile, 57% of the 541 committed projects in 2020 were deemed aligned with SDG 1 (end poverty 
in all its forms, everywhere). 
 

 
113  ADB has recently revised its DMF guidelines, in particular the tagging of DMF indicators for the seven operational priorities. The 

operational priority classification is set to replace the drivers of change as one of the criteria for SDG tagging. 
114  The remaining 22% said they disagreed that the eOps system was accurate and easy to use for inputting the SDG classification 

and allocation of projects, 26% said the question was not applicable to them, and 1% had no response. 
115  The remaining 12% said they disagreed that the current version of eOps was more accurate and easier to use for inputting the 

SDG classification and allocation of projects than its 2017 version and earlier, 41% said the question was not applicable to 
them, and 1% had no response. 
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147. ADB support for the COVID-19-related response accounted for the significant increase in ADB 
commitments regarded as relevant to SDGs 1 and 3 (ensure healthy lives and promote well-being for all 
at all ages) between 2019 and 2020. The use of ADB’s CPRO financing has driven the notable increase in 
the share of projects tagged under SDGs 1 and 3 as well as under SDGs 5 and 10 (reduce inequalities 
within and among countries). CPRO projects support the stimulus and emergency programs that provide 
social safety nets, emergency health programs, and subsidies to businesses. These CPRO projects include 
targets for female beneficiaries of safety nets and women-led businesses, and this has influenced the 5-
percentage point increase in the share of projects tagged under SDG 5 between 2019 and 2020. Similarly, 
CPRO projects target subsidies at poor households and individuals, which also accounted for the 5-
percentage point increase in the share of projects classified under SDG 10 over 2019–2020 (Figure 18). 
Consequently, the share of projects tagged under SDG 13 (take urgent action to combat climate change 
and its impacts) decreased by 3-percentage points and those tagged under SDG 9 (build resilient 
infrastructure, promote inclusive and sustainable industrialization, and foster innovation) by 8-
percentage points, over 2019 to 2020.  
 
148. Sector and thematic groups also provide a strong basis for ADB support for SDG implementation. 
The sectors and thematic areas covered by these groups largely correspond with both ADB’s seven 
operational priorities and the SDGs. Some sector and thematic groups are clearly more aligned with both 
(e.g., the climate change and disaster risk management, gender, social development and governance 
thematic groups) than others (e.g., the education and health sector groups). These groups provide 
operational support to ADB’s regional departments through knowledge sharing, cross-departmental 
coordination, peer review, learning, and links to external networks and partners. They develop a wide 
range of knowledge products and implement TA projects that provide evidence based on the results and 
efficacy of interventions for implementing and achieving the SDGs.  
 

Figure 18: Share of Projects by Sustainable Development Goal Classification in Total Number of 
Committed Projects, 2019 and 2020 

 
SDG = Sustainable Development Goal. 
Note: The period covered is from mid-2019 to 31 December 2020. The SDG tagging system has been piloted since mid-2019. The 
commitments for 2020 will be updated once data are available. 
Source: Evaluation team’s calculations based on data generated from eOperations. 
 
149. ADB’s internal alignment with the SDGs focuses particularly on the typology of its projects, rather 
than on identifying pathways for SDG implementation and achievement. As the SDGs rely on targets and 
indicators for their implementation, ADB’s immediate efforts have focused on classifying its operations 
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by the SDG goals and indicators. However, the indicators by themselves may serve only a limited purpose 
particularly for promoting accountability. Findings from the consultation meetings reveal that ADB has 
no specific guidance on whether SDGs that are relevant to a certain investment project, TA project, or 
overall country program should be reflected or discussed in the corresponding project or country 
documents. The project-at-a-glance page in Reports and Recommendations of the President (RRPs) and 
TA reports identifies the relevant SDGs where projects are aligned. However, the main text usually does 
not elaborate on how projects will contribute to specific SDGs. 
 
150. Consultations with ADB staff suggest that ADB had a clearer approach for helping to incorporate 
the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) into national plans than the SDGs. ADB’s poverty reduction 
strategy papers, formerly called national poverty reduction strategies, helped member countries integrate 
the MDGs into their national plans and to understand the challenges and corresponding 
recommendations to achieve the MDGs. The MDGs, however, comprise a much smaller set of indicators 
than the SDGs. By contrast, some staff in ADB and in other MDBs assume that national plans of member 
countries already incorporate the SDGs. However, debates on the SDGs are not vibrant in many member 
countries and the involvement of line ministries and local governments in SDG implementation is not 
always guaranteed. ADB efforts to help mainstream the SDGs in national plans have so far been limited 
to a few countries, including Mongolia and Timor-Leste. ADB collaborated with UNDP to produce the 
Mainstreaming, Acceleration and Policy Support for the 2030 Agenda Report for the two countries. This 
report discusses the alignment of government strategies and budgets with the SDGs, identifies 
population segments at risk of being left behind, and proposes specific policies that can accelerate SDG 
achievement.116  
 
151. Although the SDGs have been designed as a blueprint for sustainable development, ADB 
operations staff indicated they do not use them as a planning tool. Even though five of the seven 
operational plans explicitly identify ADB support for certain SDGs, such priorities do not appear to be 
adequately reflected or discussed in country programs or individual projects. Since Strategy 2030’s seven 
operational priorities are aligned with the SDGs, any ADB project that is aligned with the operational 
priorities, by extension, will support SDG achievement. To assume that all operations of a development 
agency contribute to the SDGs carries a risk of overlooking the trade-offs or underlying synergies between 
SDG targets. Box 3 presents examples of ADB projects with identified SDG targets that have potential 
trade-offs. 
 
152. More than 56% of the respondents to the survey reported that they always considered the SDGs 
when designing country programs, while 59% said they often considered the SDGs when designing 
individual projects (Tables 7A.4 and 7A.5 in Appendix 7). However, findings from the consultation 
meetings revealed that, rather than frame development issues and interventions from the perspective of 
the SDGs, ADB staff instead link existing projects and TA back to the SDGs. They do not design projects 
in a way that incorporates the SDGs from the beginning. ADB country programs and individual projects 
are implicitly linked to the SDGs, assuming that Strategy 2030 and government’s national development 
plans are sufficiently and correctly aligned with the SDGs. On whether staff consider the SDGs in 
designing country programs, the responses between staff in headquarters and resident missions were 
statistically significantly different at the 5% level (Table 7A.4 in Appendix 7). This may be due to the staff 
in resident missions working more directly with governments of member countries, who in turn accord 
varying priority to the SDGs. The statistical analysis revealed that the responses of staff across 
departments, and between headquarters and resident missions are statistically significantly different at 
the 5% level (Table 7A.5 in Appendix 7). This may be due to disparities in the understanding of and 
priority given to the SDGs by line ministries, which are the executing and implementing agencies of ADB 
projects. 

 
116 United Nations and ADB. 2018. SDGs Mainstreaming, Acceleration and Policy Support. Ulaanbaatar. 

https://mongolia.un.org/sites/default/files/2019-09/un_adb_maps_mongolia_report_eng_final-2.pdf 
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153. The SDG tagging system is useful for identifying trends in aggregate ADB support by the relevant 
SDGs. For example, during 2019 and 2020, SDGs 14 (conserve and sustainably use the oceans, seas and 
marine resources for sustainable development) and 15 (protect, restore and promote sustainable use of 
terrestrial ecosystems, sustainably manage forests, combat desertification, and halt and reverse land 
degradation and halt biodiversity loss) were consistently tagged in only a very small number and share 
of projects. In 2019, there was only one grant project and one TA project tagged under SDG 14, while 
only one loan project and four TA projects were tagged under SDG 15. In 2020, 2 TA projects and 1 loan 
project were tagged under SDG 14, while 4 loan projects and 13 TA projects were tagged under SDG 15 
(Tables 8A.3 and 8A.6 in Appendix 8). 
 
154. In the 2019 commitment portfolio, SDG indicator 9.1 (developing quality, reliable, sustainable, 
and resilient infrastructure) was the most frequently used indicator by number of commitments, 
reflecting the huge share of infrastructure projects in ADB’s overall portfolio (Table 8A.9 in Appendix 8). 
Transport comprised 35% and energy 12% of ADB’s 2019 commitments.117 ADB’s Transport Sector Group 
urged ADB to ensure that its transport projects included components for road asset management, road 
safety, and building the capacity of transport agencies. Such a view was not shared by some staff in 
operations departments who were less convinced of the need to venture into areas that are uncertain. 
Meanwhile, commitments to SDG 2 (end hunger, achieve food security and improved nutrition and 
promote sustainable agriculture) were only in the 13%–15% range despite the operational priority given to 
promoting rural development and food security, both of which are highly aligned with SDG 2 (Figure 18). This 
would appear to have been a missed opportunity to address programs that would impact on the rural poor 
in Asia and the Pacific, where nutritional needs, especially among women, are high. 

 
117 ADB. 2020. 2019 Asian Development Bank Annual Report. Manila. 

Box 3: Asian Development Bank Projects with Potential Trade-offs between  
Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) Targets 

 
COVID-19 Active Response and Expenditure Support (CARES) Programs. A few CARES programs In Central and 
West Asia identify SDG indicators 1.a (mobilizing resources including official development assistance for poverty 
reduction schemes) and 17.4 (assisting developing countries’ long-term debt sustainability) as among its relevant 
SDG targets. These two SDG indicators have potential trade-offs, especially as the coronavirus disease (COVID-
19) crisis may contribute to debt distress. While ADB’s debt sustainability analyses for CARES programs argues 
that ADB funding will not significantly affect member countries’ debt-to-gross domestic product (GDP) ratios, 
they acknowledge that reducing the debt-to-GDP ratio in the medium-term has major risks, including restricting 
efforts to control the COVID-19 pandemic promptly and promoting growth and employment recovery. Medium-
term risks on debt sustainability could be mitigated through ADB’s continuing support on improvement of public 
sector management and concessional financing support.  
 
Technical Assistance on Strengthening Policy Formulation and Implementation in Bhutan. This TA project 
identifies SDG indicators 8.1 (sustaining at least 7% per capita GDP growth each year) and 10.1 (increasing the 
growth rates of income of the bottom 40% growing at a rate higher than the national average) as among its 
relevant SDG targets. However, efforts to achieve these two SDG indicators can have potential trade-offs, as the 
incomes of the bottom 40% do not necessarily increase with higher GDP growth. Conversely, the incomes of the 
bottom 40% may increase even when GDP growth stagnates. Promoting high growth and low inequality will 
require support for redistributive policies through taxes and social protection systems and/or diversification 
through a skilled labor force and technological innovation, among others. 
 
Sources: ADB. 2020. Technical Assistance to the Kingdom of Bhutan for Strengthening Policy Formulation and Implementation. 
Manila; ADB. 2020. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Countercyclical Support 
Facility Loan to the Islamic Republic of Pakistan for the COVID-19 Active Response and Expenditure Support Program. Manila; 
ADB. 2020. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Countercyclical Support Facility 
Loan to Georgia for the COVID-19 Active Response and Expenditure Support Program. Manila; and ADB. 2020. Report and 
Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Countercyclical Support Facility Loan to the Kyrgyz 
Republic for the COVID-19 Active Response and Expenditure Support Program. Manila. 
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155.  While the most frequently used indicator by number in the 2020 commitments was also SDG 
indicator 9.1 (developing quality, reliable, sustainable, and resilient infrastructure), references to SDG 
indicator 1.5 (improving the resilience of the poor to economic, social, and environmental shocks and 
disasters) notably increased (Table 8A.10 in Appendix 8). This reflects the composition of ADB’s COVID-
19 response, which mainly consisted of CPRO support. Moreover, SDG target 1.5 is commonly tagged 
because it relates to disaster risk management under the driver of change category of environmentally 
sustainable growth in eOps and appears as an option for poverty targeting as well.  
 
156. Nevertheless, ADB’s SDG tagging system has limitations, including the risk of double counting 
and discrepancies in SDG allocations, which may result in inaccurate reporting of ADB’s contribution to 
the SDGs. Double counting refers to a situation where a project can be tagged more than once to the 
same SDG indicator. The units of classification of SDG tags are mainly subsectors, while the units of 
reporting of ADB’s development results are projects. An ADB project can be classified into multiple 
subsectors. Within a single project, different subsectors (whether under the same sector or different 
sectors) can be tagged to the same SDG indicator. Given this, a project can contribute to the same SDG 
indicator more than once. About 25% of the 266 committed projects (or 67 projects) in 2019 and 20% 
of the 541 committed projects (or 110 projects) in 2020 had at least one and sometimes as many as six 
or more SDG indicators that were double counted. The most frequently double-counted SDG indicators 
depend on the sectoral composition of ADB’s overall portfolio since the SDG tags are based mainly on 
subsector classifications. The most frequently double-counted SDG indicator is 9.1 (developing quality, 
reliable, sustainable, and resilient infrastructure) for the 2019 and 2020 commitments (Figure 8A.1 in 
Appendix 8). SPD reviews project tagging and is working to address and minimize inaccuracies in 
reporting. Nevertheless, the data generated by the SDG tagging in eOps must be accurate so that other 
departments can use the data to track and monitor their SDG support. The ongoing Sovereign Operations 
IT Modernization Project seeks to strengthen the system for ADB project information management that 
addresses some of the user issues encountered in the current system.  
 
157. ADB’s current efforts to map the DMF indicators to the CRF indicators of the seven operational 
priorities may help address the weaknesses of the current system. Instead of the SDG tags being 
determined by subsector, strategic agenda, and drivers of change classifications, the DMF indicators at 
appraisal may provide better links to the SDG goals and indicators. However, statistical analysis showed 
a significant difference in the responses of staff across departments as to whether they use the CRF and 
its indicators when designing project DMFs (Table 7A.7 in Appendix 7). This implies that the familiarity 
of ADB staff with the CRF and its indicators varies across departments. This may be because the CRF is 
still in its roll-out phase, having been introduced in 2019. ADB is still holding seminars and workshops 
for its staff to improve their understanding of the CRF. Hence, it is not surprising that staff across 
departments will have varying levels of understanding and uptake of the CRF and its indicators when 
designing DMFs. Among ADB departments, the lowest share of ADB staff using CRF indicators (37%) was 
in PSOD. This may be because PSOD relies on the Harmonized Indicators for Private Sector Operations 
developed jointly by several MDBs to report its SDG-related results. There was no significant difference 
in the responses of ADB staff between headquarters and resident missions, which may be explained by 
the fact that headquarters staff are responsible for designing DMFs. Projects are delegated to resident 
missions when their DMFs have already been designed. 
 
158. Discrepancies were also observed in several projects between the amount of ADB financing plus 
ADB-administered cofinancing and the amount of the SDG allocation. While the eOps system is designed 
in such a way that the aggregate financing of targets should not exceed (and should be equal to) the 
total subsector allocation, a total of 169 projects (67 projects for 2019 and 102 projects for 2020) had 
between one and six SDG indicators for which the SDG allocation was greater than the ADB financing 
plus ADB-administered cofinancing.  
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Figure 19: Number of Projects with Double-Counted SDG Indicators, 2019 and 2020 

 
SDG = Sustainable Development Goal. 
Source: Asian Development Bank databases. 

 
159. The potential causes of the discrepancies in SDG allocations are as follows. The subsector 
allocation was greater than the signed amount. For example, a TA on Preparing Transport Projects had 
approved ADB financing of $1.5 million and signed ADB financing of $1.5 million. However, its identified 
SDG target 9.1 (developing quality, reliable, sustainable, and resilient infrastructure) had an allocation of 
$4.5 million, which was equivalent to the full subsector allocation identified in eOps. SDG allocations 
also include cofinancing not administered by ADB. Including cofinancing in the SDG allocations may lead 
to double-counting as other development partners may also separately report this financing in their own 
SDG portfolios. SDG targets may also be based on approved ADB financing rather than the signed or 
committed ADB financing. Since SDG targets are identified at the approval stage, there may be instances 
when project officers fail to reflect the committed financing, especially when the approved amount 
differs from the signed amount.  
 

2. ADB Country Engagement to Deepen and Accelerate the SDGs  
 

160. This section assesses ADB’s country engagement on the SDGs, specifically the extent to which 
CPSs and their results frameworks reflect the SDGs, and TA capacity building and knowledge support for 
SDG achievement and implementation. 
 
161. Before the pandemic, many ADB member countries had varying levels of SDG ownership. During 
the consultation meetings, many staff reported that there had been limited demand for ADB support for 
incorporating the SDGs into national development plans, improving data collection systems for SDG 
monitoring, and setting national SDG targets. Countries’ ownership of the SDGs and demand for support 
in this area may be influenced by the fact that there seems to be no clear sense of selectivity or priority 
among the numerous SDG targets and indicators and as a result, countries feel no sense of urgency to 
achieve them. This is in contrast with the MDGs, which had precise, measurable and monitorable 
targets.118 Moreover, national development plans of member countries may not necessarily be framed 
through an SDG lens but rather through development issues based on their own priorities or prevailing 
circumstances. For example, the Fiji government identifies its development priorities as poverty 
eradication and inequality reduction through broad-based economic growth. These development issues 

 
118 M. Cohen, AND O. Shingiro. 2017. The Sustainable Development Goals, Development Effectiveness and Development Evaluation 

Criteria. eVALUation Matters Third Quarter 2017. African Development Bank. Abidjan. 
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are very much related to the SDGs, but the government frames them as its own development priorities. 
Fiji’s vulnerability to natural hazards compels it to alter its development priorities once cyclones, flooding 
or other disasters triggered by natural hazards occur. 
 
162. Even in countries where the SDGs are incorporated into national development plans, the line 
ministries or agencies that are designing, implementing, and monitoring public policies and programs 
may not necessarily be aware of them. Whether the SDGs are embraced in practice or used as an appendix 
in national development plans varies across countries. Pakistan is among the countries in the Asia-Pacific 
region that have established clear SDG coordination structures. Each of the 32 line ministries in Pakistan 
have been assigned specific SDG goals and indicators depending on their function. Economic-related 
SDG indicators, for example, are assigned to the Ministry of Finance, health-related SDG indicators to the 
Ministry of National Health Services, Regulation and Coordination, and migration-related SDG indicators 
to the Ministry of Overseas Pakistanis and Human Resource Development. Each line ministry nominates 
SDG focal persons and develops its own technical committees for SDG monitoring and implementation. 
Line ministries also liaise with provincial governments and institutions to support SDG monitoring and 
implementation. At the national level, a Federal SDGs Section has been established at the Ministry of 
Planning Development and Special Initiatives and this serves as the national coordinating entity for SDG 
monitoring and achievement.  
 
163. The impacts of COVID-19 are likely to affect the short-term national planning priorities of 
member countries—with immediate recovery challenges not being viewed through the SDG framework. 
The COVID-19 crisis has posed urgent development challenges to member countries, including severely 
limited fiscal space, loss of livelihoods, higher poverty, and strained health systems. Commitment to the 
SDGs has been mixed among member countries, and it is likely to be affected by the pandemic as 
governments attend to more urgent development issues. This highlights the need to raise awareness of 
the SDGs, as these COVID-19-induced development challenges are essentially related to them. Local 
governments and the public are familiar with issues relating to SDGs (for example, lack of health or 
sanitation facilities, or focus on green, inclusive, and resilient recovery) but not with the SDGs per se (for 
example, SDG 3 and SDG 6 encompass health and sanitation issues).  
 
164. It is not clear how ADB’s internal alignment with the SDGs at the corporate level is being distilled 
or cascaded to the country level. Development partners such as ADB are well positioned to help countries 
develop frameworks and an evidence base for SDG achievement through strengthening data collection 
systems for SDG monitoring.  
 
165. However, ADB does not seem to have given clear guidance to operations staff, particularly 
country teams, on how to reflect or incorporate the SDGs into CPSs and country program portfolios. 
Since the SDGs were launched in 2015, more than 25 CPSs have been presented to the ADB Board for 
approval. Except for those for Indonesia and Kazakhstan, these CPSs had few or no references to or 
discussions of the SDGs in the text, results frameworks, or linked documents. Nevertheless, the new CPS 
results framework uses the CRF indicators, which were aligned with the SDGs as discussed in the previous 
section.119 
 
166. The consultation meetings confirmed that CPSs instead refer to national development plans, 
which are linked to the SDGs, rather than directly to the SDGs themselves. Identifying ADB support for 
the SDGs in CPSs is a retrofitting exercise, illustrating that the SDGs are not explicitly the driver of ADB 
priorities. Some ADB staff consider that member countries should be responsible for SDG identification 
through national plans. Some resident missions have confirmed a similar approach: links between CPSs 
and the SDGs are made retroactively rather than designing CPSs with a conscious effort to integrate the 
SDGs in them. Where SDGs are included in member countries’ national development plans, they may be 
implicitly referenced in the CPSs, since CPSs tend to rely on the targets identified in these plans. 

 
119 The revised guidelines for the CPS results frameworks have been approved and started implementation for the new PRC CPS, 

2021–2025. 
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167. The absence of SDG references in CPSs may also be due to format and page restrictions on the 
CPS document. CPSs have become too distilled, which has weakened their analytical rigor, according to 
the findings from the consultation meetings. CPSs used to have sector-level indicators, since reporting 
on project level indicators was regarded as insufficient. The current inclusive and sustainable growth 
assessment, or IGSA (a linked document), superseded and consolidated the previous sector diagnostics 
and key thematic assessments, including macroeconomic, poverty, gender and social development, 
environment, and private sector analyses. The move away from sector and thematic assessments has 
reduced the analytical content of CPSs. Nevertheless, the revised CPS template released in 2019 
encourages discussion of member countries’ progress toward and associated implementation plans on 
the SDGs.120  
 
168. Where there are national SDG champions, CPSs and country programming process have proved 
to be effective avenues for systematically identifying ADB support for the SDGs. Box 4 presents how the 
CPSs and country programming for Kazakhstan and Indonesia identified and discussed ADB support for 
the SDGs in these two countries, both of which offered strong national guidance and involvement. In 
Kazakhstan, this was through the Prime Minister’s office while in Indonesia the National Development 
Planning Agency houses the National SDG Secretariat. ADB has also reached out to academic institutions 
to help develop national SDG architecture. In April 2017, ADB held a brainstorming session on the SDGs 
at the Nazarbayev University in Kazakhstan attended by multiple stakeholders. Meanwhile, in Indonesia 
the CPS team included an external peer reviewer from the University of Indonesia in order to further 
develop national involvement on the SDGs.  
 
169. In contrast, the Fiji CPS, 2019–2023—one of the first CPSs to be approved after the launch of 
Strategy 2030—made no mention of the SDGs.121  Fiji frames its development issues based on its own 
priorities and prevailing circumstances rather than through the SDGs. The numerous SDG targets and 
indicators to be tracked disincentivizes governments from implementing the SDGs, particularly in Pacific 
countries where data collection systems need strengthening.  
 
170. The localization of the SDGs is a key objective of member countries where there is strong national 
involvement and commitment to them. This means tailoring the SDGs to both national and sub-national 
contexts and identifying the corresponding SDG implementation and monitoring strategies. 122  In 
Kazakhstan, the government’s five inter-ministerial working groups on the SDGs are tasked with 
localizing the SDGs. This is important, given the pronounced diversity across the country’s 14 regions and 
three cities. In Indonesia, the government is working to set SDG targets and indicators at the district or 
village level by linking public transfers of funds to the achievement of results through the assignment of 
performance criteria. The Indonesian government has expressed interest in how ADB’s results-based 
lending works in this regard. ADB has worked with local governments and other stakeholders in East Java 
to define, implement, and monitor local strategies and to make data from districts available and 
accessible in a visually attractive and easy-to-understand way for different local stakeholders, thereby 
contributing to localizing SDGs. 123  ADB also supported the inclusion of SDG indicators relating to 
maternal health in Indonesia’s regional incentive fund, which incentivizes subnational governments’ 
performance including on public financial management.124 ADB is also supporting reforms relating to 

 
120 ADB. 2019. Revised Template for Country Partnership Strategy (Internal). Manila. 
121 ADB. 2019. Country Partnership Strategy: Fiji, 2019–2023—Achieving Sustained, Inclusive, Private Sector-Led Growth. Manila. 
122 P. D. Oosterhof.2018. Localizing the Sustainable Development Goals to Accelerate Implementation of the 2030 Agenda for 

Sustainable Development: The Current State of Sustainable Development Goal Localization in Asia and the Pacific. The 
Governance Brief Issue 33. Asian Development Bank: Manila. 

123 ADB. 2020. Reaching the Sustainable Development Goals through Better Local-Level Data: A Case Study of Lumajang and Pacitan 
Districts in Indonesia. Manila. 

124 ADB. 2016. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Programmatic Approach and 
Policy-Based Loan for Subprogram 1 to the Republic of Indonesia for the Fiscal and Public Expenditure Management Program. 
Manila. 
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state-owned enterprises, which can help promote the achievement of SDG targets in public service 
delivery such as energy and water. 
 
171. Some member countries have made requests during country programming missions on country 
operations business plan (COBP) preparation to include specific projects that directly target the SDGs. In 
Mongolia, the government asked for ADB TA support to assist the National Statistics Office to improve 
its capacity to measure SDG indicators, leading to a TA project for Enhancing the Use of Multiple Data 
Resources to Monitor Progress Towards the SDGs.125 Since there are 126 SDG indicators with unavailable 
data in Mongolia, the TA is working with the National Statistics Office to calculate baselines for SDG 
indicators and to determine how to produce statistics on these indicators. In another example during the 
COVID-19 crisis, an emergency TA project was approved as part of ADB’s COVID response in Mongolia.126 
The TA was recommended to ADB by grassroots civil society organizations working with frontline workers 
and domestic violence victims. The government also strongly echoed the need to reduce the risk of 
gender-based violence given mobility restrictions due to the COVID-19 crisis. The TA project is not only 
aligned with SDG 5 (achieve gender equality and empower all women and girls), but also illustrated how 
the COVID pandemic has both emphasized and reoriented ADB’s gender initiatives. 
 
172. The annual country planning process also indicates instances where ADB has been less responsive 
to member countries’ SDG requests for support. In 2018, Viet Nam’s Ministry of Planning and Investment 
requested ADB support to strengthen government capacity in SDG implementation. The Viet Nam 
Resident Mission included a TA for this purpose in its COBP, 2020–2022 through the TA project on 
Strategic Engagement with the Government of Viet Nam. This was designed to facilitate policy dialogue, 
including integration of SDGs. However, ADB has yet to allocate funding for the proposed TA, which now 
appears to have been repurposed for COVID-19 response.  
 
173. Sector and thematic groups are largely at the forefront of ADB’s support to deepen and 
accelerate the SDGs in member countries. These groups have consistently produced TA and knowledge 
products that support SDG implementation. The nature, scope, and detail of the 17 SDGs means that 
sector and thematic groups—through their development and management of TA projects and knowledge 
products—have been at the forefront of ADB’s institutional support for the SDGs. As underlined by 
Strategy 2030, the groups will continue to lead and coordinate ADB’s knowledge activities across the 
institution. Strategy 2030 also recognizes that resident missions will work closely with these groups to 
deepen the quality of dialogue with country counterparts. The shift from a sector-based approach to 
thematic-based operational priorities in Strategy 2030 mirrors the SDGs. The sector and thematic groups 
can provide the holistic approach needed to achieve the SDGs by recognizing the inter-relationships and 
trade-offs between the SDGs. 
 
174. Several sector and thematic groups are well placed to be at the forefront of designing and 
implementing ADB support for the SDGs, given their clear links with both the relevant SDGs and Strategy 
2030’s operational priorities. For example, the groups’ work on gender (e.g., domestic violence and 
educational needs of women); SDG financing (e.g., domestic resource mobilization); governance (e.g., 
localization of the SDGs); the environment (e.g., ocean health and biodiversity conservation); urban 
development (e.g., sanitation, air quality, and road safety); and climate change and disaster resilience 
(e.g., climate financing and resilience) support SDG-related initiatives in the areas of gender, public 
financial management, environmental sustainability, and climate change. 
 
 
 
 

 
125 ADB. 2018. Technical Assistance to Mongolia for Enhancing the Use of Multiple Data Resources to Monitor Progress Towards 

the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). Manila. 
126 ADB. 2020. Technical Assistance to Mongolia for Addressing and Preventing Domestic Violence in Mongolia during the COVID-

19 Crisis. Manila. 
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Box 4: Good Practices in Reflecting Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) in Country Partnership Strategies (CPSs) 
 
Kazakhstan CPS, 2017–2021 

 
The strategic objective of this CPS was for ADB to assist Kazakhstan to achieve its medium-term development targets 
and fulfill its global obligations under the SDGs. The CPS also noted that the Asian Development Bank (ADB) was 
contributing to the process for reflecting SDG targets in the Kazakhstan 2050 Strategy and meeting the government 
development targets through knowledge and financial interventions. During ADB’s country programming mission 
to Kazakhstan in 2019, the Ministry of Economy requested ADB’s support for: (i) creating a development partners’ 
coordination platform to fill knowledge and investment gaps to achieve the SDGs by 2030, and (ii) organizing an 
annual SDG regional summit aimed at mobilizing financing for the SDGs. In response, ADB included the technical 
assistance (TA) project Mobilizing Finance to Help Achieving Sustainable Development Goals in its country operations 
business plan, 2019–2021 for Kazakhstan. The TA sought to (i) develop a methodology to measure knowledge and 
investment gaps on the SDGs, (ii) provide capacity development for inter-agency communication and development 
partner coordination, and (iii) organize the first SDG regional summit held in 2019. The TA also aimed to help the 
government create a “Partnership for Development” platform, which included local stakeholders together with 
multilateral and bilateral development institutions.  
 
Indonesia CPS, 2020–2024 
 
This CPS drew on Indonesia’s 2019 Voluntary National Review, which identified hurdles to overcoming gaps in SDG 
attainment. These were: limited access to public services and inequality of economic opportunity; weak capacity of 
subnational governments; and limited availability of up-to-date and disaggregated data for development planning. 
In addition, the CPS noted that the estimated annual gap in SDG financing in Indonesia was projected to increase 
from $10 billion–$21 billion in 2020 to $175 billion–$355 billion in 2030. To support the attainment of the SDGs, 
the CPS noted that ADB would help the government mobilize financing and localize SDG targets, and help assess to 
what extent the coronavirus disease (COVID-19) pandemic has affected the achievement of the SDGs. ADB is 
preparing the Sustainable Development Goal Indonesia One–Green Finance Facility (GFF) Phase 1 Project to develop 
the GFF under the government’s SDG Indonesia One (SIO), a platform dedicated to mobilizing funds from different 
sources into Indonesia’s SDG projects. ADB is allocating the GFF-SIO up to $600 million from its ordinary capital 
resources in three phases to finance risk-reduction strategies for green infrastructure projects. The project will also 
develop a model for project de-risking of green infrastructure projects, which may reflect a range of SDGs.  
 
Sources: ADB. 2017. Country Partnership Strategy: Kazakhstan, 2017–2021—Promoting Economic Diversification, Inclusive 
Development, and Sustainable Growth. Manila; ADB. 2020. Country Partnership Strategy: Indonesia, 2020–2024—Emerging 
Stronger. Manila; and ADB. 2020. Concept Paper on Sustainable Development Goal Indonesia One—Green Finance Facility (GFF) 
Phase 1 Project. Manila. 
 

 
175. The Gender Equity Thematic Group has used the Asian Development Fund (ADF) 13 Thematic 
Pool’s allocation to the SDG 5 (achieve gender equality and empower all women and girls) transformative 
gender agenda to support stand-alone projects or a project outputs addressing this area. The Governance 
Thematic Group has collaborated with local governments in Indonesia to design and use data dashboards 
for district governments to localize SDG monitoring. The group is considering further pilots for capacity 
building on data collection at the sub-national level in Cambodia, Nepal, Kazakhstan, the Philippines, 
and Pakistan. The Water Sector Group is scaling up water, sanitation, and hygiene (WASH) components 
as part of its COVID-19 response. The group notes that better WASH and health outcomes will be a 
permanent response in ADB’s water sector portfolio, which can help advance member countries’ 
resilience to future pandemics and SDG progress. The Climate Change and Disaster Risk Management 
Thematic Group has established the Future Carbon Fund, which has been supporting Clean Development 
Mechanism projects in member countries. Appendix 9 presents the notable work of other sector and 
thematic groups relating to the SDGs. 
 
176. More than 65% of the respondents to the survey said their department or division provided 
adequate TA or knowledge support to help member countries achieve the SDGs (Table 7A.11 in Appendix 
7). Responses across departments are statistically highly significant at the 5% level, which may be due to 
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disparities in the varying demands from the member countries that each department works with. There 
is no statistically significant difference at the 5% level in the responses between headquarters and 
resident missions since the pipeline of projects is the same for each department regardless of where staff 
are situated (Table 7A.11 in Appendix 7). At the consultation meetings, staff indicated that they regarded 
nearly all operations as contributing to the SDGs since they are very broad. Conversely, they said that it 
is very rare to have an SDG-specific project or TA. Most of the TA and knowledge products relating to the 
SDGs are implemented by sector and thematic groups.  
 
177. Recognizing the extent of TA initiated by sector and thematic groups, in 2018, SPD started a 
process with all sector and thematic groups to record their ongoing and proposed TA and other initiatives, 
including planned conferences and workshops. SPD relaunched the initiative in mid-2020 and requested 
all sector and thematic groups and operational departments to provide a short update on their key 
initiatives relating to the SDGs to support ADB-wide coordination for reporting on ADB’s contribution to 
the SDGs. No analysis or results have yet been released. The analysis of TA and knowledge products by 
sector and thematic groups needs to move beyond listing.  
 
178. Despite the important role of sector and thematic groups in leading ADB’s SDG efforts, their 
assistance to operations departments is primarily on a needs-basis. The groups have limited resources 
with which to make an impact on SDG delivery, and there is no guarantee their input will be formally 
taken up in programs. Sector and thematic groups engage operational departments to develop CPSs 
around Strategy 2030’s operational priorities. However, sector and thematic groups’ inputs to CPSs and 
COBPs often come at a late stage and are for review purposes only. The groups have noted that they 
could make a greater impact if they were engaged from the start of CPS and COBP design and formulation 
processes as has been the case in Indonesia for the CPS process and in Mongolia for annual COBP 
development. In Indonesia, the Climate Thematic Group’s work developed both OP3 climate change 
initiatives which supported the Government’s SDG 13 climate action engagement. While the groups have 
assisted in developing CRF indicators, their early engagement in preparing these documents would help 
to improve how ADB’s corporate guidance on the SDGs is being distilled into projects, TA projects, and 
knowledge initiatives.  
 
179. The groups also called for improved, formalized collaboration among the 15 sector and thematic 
groups to support SDG delivery. The sector and thematic groups held regular meetings to map their 
activities with SDGs during 2017 to 2018. These meetings were led by SPD. Some groups have proposed 
that these meetings be revived to support SDG monitoring and reporting, in light of the thematic nature 
of Strategy 2030, which adopts an integrated approach to development solutions. 
 

3. ADB’s Partnerships with Other Development Organizations in Advancing the SDGs 
 
180. This section discusses how ADB engages with other MDBs, UN agencies, and the OECD in 
developing knowledge solutions, reporting development results, and mobilizing financing for the SDGs. 
 
181. ADB collaborates with UN agencies, MDBs, and other development organizations to promote 
knowledge and innovation for SDG implementation and achievement. ADB, UNDP, and ESCAP signed a 
memorandum of understanding during the UN General Assembly in September 2015 to collaborate on 
the 2030 Agenda. This is in the process of being extended for another 5 years. Five joint publications 
(one outlook report and four annual thematic reports on the theme of the UN High-level Political Forum 
on Sustainable Development) were produced and launched at the Asia-Pacific Forum on Sustainable 
Development during 2017–2020.127 These reports were launched to inform the forum and to trigger 
debate and discussion. The 2021 SDG partnership report is scheduled to be launched at the Asia-Pacific 

 
127 UNDP. 2017. Eradicating Poverty and Promoting Prosperity in a Changing Asia-Pacific. New York; UNDP. 2017. The Asia-

Pacific Sustainable Development Goals Outlook. New York; UNDP. 2018. Transformation towards Sustainable and Resilient 
Societies in Asia and the Pacific. New York; and UNDP. 2019. Accelerating Progress: Empowered, Inclusive and Equal Asia and 
the Pacific. New York. 
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Forum on Sustainable Development in March 2021. In addition to knowledge products, ADB, UNDP, and 
ESCAP also maintain an online platform for monitoring region-wide and country-specific progress on 
achieving the SDGs in Asia and the Pacific. Outside the UN system, ADB is participating in the Results 
Community of the Development Assistance Committee of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation 
and Development (DAC-OECD), an informal group established in 2014 dedicated to results-based 
management and harmonizing reporting on the SDGs. 
 
182. UN agencies usually take the lead in providing countries with technical and policy advice on SDG 
implementation and achievement, while MDBs assume the financing role for the SDGs. Some quarters in 
ADB member countries, other development partners, and ADB still feel that the SDGs are driven by a 
strong UN agenda and that the UN should, therefore, take the lead in SDG implementation. 
 
183. Throughout Asia and the Pacific, UNDP and ESCAP spearhead efforts in helping the governments 
integrate the SDGs into national planning, analyze the financing requirements and mobilization 
strategies for the SDGs, strengthen the statistical capacity of ministries to collect data for SDG indicators, 
and assess country-specific challenges and opportunities for SDG implementation.  
 
184. UNDP usually works with ministries of finance or planning to help integrate the SDG goals or 
indicators into their national development plans—developing national road maps for SDG 
implementation as well as implementing advocacy and citizen initiatives relating to SDG implementation. 
It also works with ministries to improve their statistical capacity to collect data to track and report on the 
SDGs. UNDP also helps to establish national coordination structures to promote SDG implementation 
and monitoring from central to local levels.  
 
185. ESCAP oversees intergovernmental collaboration on sharing best practices for the achievement 
of Agenda 2030 and the SDGs through the Asia-Pacific Forum on Sustainable Development. It also 
provides technical and policy advice, particularly in identifying trade-offs among SDG targets or 
determining populations that are left behind. Its statistics division serves as the data custodian for the 
SDGs through the SDG Data Gateway, which makes data and statistics of SDG indicators on status and 
progress towards the 17 SDGs in Asia-Pacific countries publicly available. 
 
186. Both UNDP and ESCAP are helping countries conduct VNRs. Since 2016, 168 countries out of the 
193 countries that adopted the SDGs have now presented at least one VNR. Fifty-one countries have 
signed up to prepare their VNR, of which 10 are ADB member countries.128 Of ADB’s 41 member countries, 
36 have signed up for VNRs, including 11 member countries that have presented VNRs more than once.129   
 
187. Despite the compartmentalization of the roles of UN agencies and MDBs on the SDGs, ADB has 
formed partnerships with UNDP and ESCAP in the areas of knowledge and capacity building on the SDGs. 
On its own, ADB has developed and implemented TA and knowledge products contributing to SDG 
implementation and achievement, mainly through its sector and thematic groups. However, these SDG-
related TA projects and knowledge products tend to be sporadic and not as focused on the SDGs as 
ADB’s efforts in partnership with UNDP and ESCAP. 
 
188. ADB and UNDP have jointly financed SDG “snapshot reports” in seven countries: Armenia, 
Cambodia, Maldives, Thailand, Nepal, Pakistan, and Indonesia. These provide important analytical 
background work, which, for instance, was used in formulating the CPS for Indonesia. The production of 
the snapshot reports has helped forge partnerships between the country teams of UNDP and ADB in both 
Indonesia and Thailand. 
 

 
128 The 10 member countries are Kyrgyz Republic, Federated States of Micronesia, PNG, Solomon Islands, and Uzbekistan (first-time 

presenters of VNR), and Armenia, Bangladesh, Georgia, India, and Nepal (second-time presenters of VNR). 
129 The 41 member countries exclude five countries that have graduated from regular ADB assistance. 
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189. In addition, ADB is coordinating with UNDP to support the VNRs. Through the office of the Vice 
President for Knowledge Management and Sustainable Development, ADB is looking to help localize the 
VNRs and is seeking to establish SDG centers in universities to be local custodians of SDG data. 
 
190. Other MDBs are also working to develop a knowledge base and promote knowledge sharing on 
the SDGs in their member countries. The Islamic Development Bank (IsDB), through its Reverse Linkage 
Mechanism, promotes the sharing of knowledge, expertise, technology, and resources to develop 
interventions supporting national development objectives and the SDGs. The Reverse Linkage Mechanism 
enables IsDB member countries and Muslim communities in non-member countries to exchange their 
knowledge, expertise, technology, and resources to develop their capacities and devise solutions for their 
autonomous development. The bank has approved over 30 Reverse Linkage projects worth more than 
$123 million across 21 countries. 
 
191. The impact of knowledge and capacity building initiatives on the SDGs largely hinges on whether 
they influence country programming and portfolios. It is one thing to produce or implement knowledge 
and capacity building interventions and another for MDB country teams to consider these interventions 
when formulating their country strategies and portfolios. For example, the extent to which the SDG 
country snapshot reports (para. 188) will influence funding by governments and MDBs is not clear. 
 
192. The country programming processes of other MDBs usually refer to the SDGs through the 
countries’ national development plans. The in-country dialogues of the African Development Bank (AfDB), 
for example, do not directly include the SDGs; instead, AfDB aligns its support with national development 
plans and how they respond to the SDGs. It notes that countries have the primary responsibility for 
linking their national development plans and reporting on the SDGs. AfDB then links backs its country 
strategies and individual projects to the SDGs. ADB has adopted a similar backward linking approach and 
indirect linkage through national development plans. 
 
193. Internal alignment with the SDGs is done mainly by aligning an MDB’s corporate strategies and 
results frameworks with the SDGs. All MDBs, except the World Bank, have mapped SDGs to their specific 
corporate results frameworks. However, ADB’s detailed indicator typology and classification system has 
not been mirrored by others. AfDB and IsDB are working with ADB to develop core sector indicators. All 
MDBs have aligned the SDGs with the level 1 indicators of their corporate results frameworks, which 
chart progress in various development outcomes. However, level 2 and 3 indicators—which usually 
pertain to results of operations and the organizational capacity of MDBs—are more difficult to map to 
the SDGs since they are largely driven by the corporate strategic priorities of particular MDBs (Box 5). 

 
194. ADB has taken an active role in developing and harmonizing indicators for reporting results on 
the SDGs. It was among the first development agencies to pilot an SDG project classification system. The 
classification systems of both ADB and IDB, which updated its system in December 2020, use ex ante 
approaches. ADB’s system relies on a project’s classification by subsector, driver of change, and strategic 
agenda, IDB requires that an indicator in a project’s results matrix or policy matrix should contribute to 
a specific SDG. Project indicators are not required to match the official list of SDG indicators, but should 
be directly related to an SDG target. During project implementation, a project’s actual contribution to 
the relevant SDG targets will be tracked. The IDB approach is similar to ADB’s current efforts to link its 
project SDG classification system with DMF indicators. This will be done through the mapping of DMF 
indicators to ADB’s CRF indicators, which have been methodically matched with SDG targets and 
indicators. 
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 Box 5: Mapping Multilateral Development Banks’ Corporate Results Frameworks to the 
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) 

 
African Development Bank (AfDB). A UNDP evaluation noted an 86.4% congruence between the SDGs and AfDB’s 
Agenda 2063 and its five priorities: light up and power Africa, feed Africa, industrialize Africa, integrate Africa, and 
improve the quality of life for the people of Africa. AfDB expects that these priorities will support 90% of the SDGs 
and Agenda 2063. The 2016–2025 AfDB Results Measurement Framework level 1 and 2 indicators show that not all 
country strategy papers refer to SDGs. However, AfDB does not track SDG implementation. 
 
Inter-American Development Bank (IDB). All IDB six strategic priorities as indicated in its 2020–2023 corporate results 
framework are linked to the SDGs. All projects are required to reference SDGs, but only the private sector programs 
monitor their contributions to the SDGs through the Harmonized Indicators for Private Sector Operations (HIPSO), 
developed by several MDBs, including ADB and the World Bank. Country strategies do not include SDG mapping, 
but some countries, like Uruguay, have highlighted alignment with the SDGs in their own national plans.  

Caribbean Development Bank (CDB). The Caribbean Development Bank (CDB), 2020-2024 Strategic Plan aligns its 
three strategic objectives fully with the SDGs and explicitly cross-references SDGs to CDB thematic priorities. The first 
level of CDB’s corporate results tracks the region’s development progress through selected development outcomes 
mapped to SDGs 1, 4, 7, 8, 10, 13, and 16. These corporate results are also consistent with the commitments made 
by governments in the region at a Council for Social and Human Development meeting in May 2018, when the 
members approved 125 Caribbean Community (CARICOM) Core SDG Indicators. Some SDG indicators are mapped 
to CDB level 2 as “contributing” or “supporting” but have not been defined as specifically as ADB has done. The CDB 
has also worked closely with CARICOM to develop Caribbean-specific SDG indicators, which are intended to be 
comparable within the region. Ensuring the comparability of indicators by localizing them based on regional or 
country-specific contexts is a similar approach to that adopted for the Millennium Development Goals.  
 
Islamic Development Bank (IsDB). IsDB has undertaken an exercise to assess the alignment of its 10–year Strategic 
Plan, 2015–2025 with the SDGs. IsDB’s strategic plan was aligned with SDGs 1–11, and 17. ADB has assisted IsDB to 
revise its core sector indicators. IsDB has also undertaken a similar exercise to differentiate the typology of the 
indicators, classifying them as: those that directly reflect SDGs and have similar targets, those that reflect the SDGs 
but have different indicators, those that indirectly reflect the SDGs, and those that do not reflect the SDGs. This 
reflects the difficulties sometimes experienced in applying SDGs at the country level and the implications for MDBs’ 
strategic planning, which IsDB has begun to address through a series of in-country diagnostic studies. 
 
World Bank. The Corporate Scorecard 2020 indicators for tiers 1 and 2 identify which SDG indicator is harmonized 
with a tier indicator. For example, the World Bank Group goal, “population living under the international poverty 
line,” is harmonized with SDG indicator 1.1.1 and “legal changes that increase gender equality over the past 2 years” 
is harmonized with SDG target 5.1. At tier 2, “people provided with new or improved electricity service (millions)” is 
harmonized with SDG indicator 7.1. The International Development Association 19 Results Measurement System 
(RMS), in May 2019, noted that, of the proposed IDA19 RMS indicators, 55 were aligned with the SDGs (28 in tier 1, 
21 in tier 2, and six in Tier 3). However, the World Bank approach to theme, sector and results mapping is not at the 
level of other MDBs. The World Bank noted during the MDB Managing for Development Results Working Group 
meetings that there are very few links to the SDGs in its country partnership strategies, except for those that appear 
on an ad hoc basis, where countries are very committed to the agenda. The World Bank also has no formal 
institutional guidance on referencing SDGs in its country partnership strategies. 
 
Sources: African Development Bank. 2017. African Development Bank Group’s Results Measurement Framework 2016–2025: 
Delivering the High 5s, Increasing the Bank’s Impact on Development. Abidjan; Inter-American Development Bank. 2020. IDB Group 
Corporate Results Framework 2020-2023. Washington, DC.; Caribbean Development Bank. 2020. CDB Strategic Plan 2020-2024: 
Transforming Lives. Bridgetown; Islamic Development Bank. 10-Year Strategy: Managing for Development Results. Jeddah; World 
Bank Group. 2020. World Bank Group Corporate Scorecard 2020. Washington, D.C. 
 
 
195. ADB is also taking a lead role in harmonizing the reporting of SDG results. Under the Managing 
for Development Results (MfDR) working group, MDBs are working to adopt a common approach to 
reporting their results and financing for the SDGs. ADB is currently leading the MDB’s MfDR working 
group and is assisting IsDB and AfDB to develop core sector indicators and an SDG tagging system for 
projects. The MfDR working group is part of DAC-OECD’s Results Community (para. 181), giving it an 
opportunity to advance SDG results monitoring and engage bilateral donors in this area. An OECD 
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workshop on managing for results in 2020 included a focus on SDG monitoring and alignment at 
institutional and country level. OECD also reports gaps in the frequency, quality, scope, and 
disaggregation of country-level SDG data.  
 
196. OECD is encouraging continued efforts to align the corporate results frameworks of development 
partners with the SDGs as well as the use of SDG indicators or their proxies at the country level. OECD 
has proposed a method of assessing the SDG alignment of indicators based on ADB’s SDG alignment 
typology. OECD’s typology of SDG alignment included indicators perfectly matched, derived, proxy, or 
not strictly related to an SDG target.  
 
197. ADB also contributed to a joint MDB report on how MDBs are harmonizing and reporting on SDG 
outputs and results, being developed by the IsDB. Findings from the consultation meetings for this 
evaluation recognized the need for a standard MDB framework to report results. The integrated, 
overlapping, and wide-ranging nature of the 17 SDGs and their associated targets and indicators pose 
major challenges when it comes to quantifying how much finance development partners are allocating 
to individual goals and targets. This issue of how to manage and rationalize the attribution of finance to 
different goals and targets is particularly challenging. External stakeholders, including independent 
researchers, civil society organizations, and OECD are beginning to estimate MDB contributions to the 
SDGs using their own approaches, which may not accurately reflect MDB efforts. As MDBs begin to 
estimate their own financial contributions to the SDGs, and to map results to the SDGs, the need for a 
common working platform to assess the progress of these efforts and to consider how to develop 
common approaches is clear. 
 
198. Meanwhile, both ADB and IDB are reporting on the expected SDG contributions of their 
nonsovereign or private sector projects. ADB, through PSOD, is also working closely with IDB which leads 
the MDB Harmonized Indicators for Private Sector Operations (HIPSO), which are also linked to relevant 
SDGs (Box 5).130 Using the HIPSO indicators, PSOD reports the interim results of its active portfolio that 
contribute to the SDGs through its annual flagship publication, Report on Development Effectiveness. To 
report on HIPSO indicators, PSOD aggregates its SDG results through data obtained from clients’ 
development effectiveness monitoring reports, which are annual or bi-annual reports submitted by 
clients as part of the project performance monitoring process. More recent ADB nonsovereign projects 
include a covenant requiring clients to submit development effectiveness monitoring reports.  
 
199. Partnerships will be critical for ADB to assess and address gaps in SDG financing and data that 
have widened due to the COVID-19 crisis. Addressing the tremendous financial implications of the 
pandemic, and the mobility restrictions imposed by COVID-19, will require collective efforts and sharing 
of good practices among development partners. 
 
200. ADB can share its experiences with other development partners, private foundations, and CSOs 
in promoting domestic resource mobilization and private sector funding for the SDGs. It can also learn 
from the work of UN agencies in estimating country-specific SDG financing requirements. On the public 
finance front, ADB is set to launch a regional platform on domestic resource mobilization (DRM) and 
international tax cooperation (ITC) in Asia and the Pacific in 2021. ADB notes that DRM can be pursued 
by (i) raising taxes while promoting incentives by providing more tailored tax incentives; (ii) promoting 
growth through tax policy measures such a progressive tax system; and (iii) protecting the tax base from 
base erosion and profit shifting through the digitization of the economy. ADB’s proposed regional 
platform on DRM and ITC will help promote these objectives by providing an open and inclusive platform 
where governments and development partners can share experiences, best practices, and solutions on 
DRM and ITC. ADB will also mainstream DRM and ITC in its operations. It will pilot policy-based lending 

 
130  The HIPSO group comprises 25 institutions, working to align private sector operations indicators to SDGs. HIPSO has various 

working groups, including one on the SDGs led by IDB Invest. The International Finance Corporation (IFC) acts as the HIPSO 
secretariat. Others in the group are the European Investment Bank (EIB), the African Development Bank (AfDB), the Islamic 
Investment Bank (IsDB), and other regional banks.  
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for reforms, implement projects to strengthening the administration of revenue agencies through 
technology, and support capacity development for the formulation of national action plans under 
country-specific medium-term revenue strategies. ADB’s Social Development Thematic Group is also 
helping member countries identify potential investment opportunities and sources of funding for social 
protection programs to achieve SDGs targets on social protection. 
 
201. On the private sector front, ADB and other MDBs are tapping the capital markets to help finance 
the SDGs using thematic bonds. Since 2010, ADB has issued $2.2 billion in thematic bonds for sustainable 
development including $1.6 billion for water bonds, $325.70 million for health bonds, and $305.30 
million for gender bonds.131 ADB’s green bonds, launched in 2015, have so far raised $7.6 billion.132  
 
202. To finance private sector innovation relating to the SDGs, in 2020 ADB launched the ADB 
Ventures Financing Partnership Facility, aimed at financing highly scalable technology businesses in Asia 
and the Pacific that can impact the SDGs. ADB Ventures aim to crowd in $1 billion of commercial 
investments for technology-driven businesses by 2030. ADB Ventures comprises an anchor trust fund 
worth $50 million that will invest in companies offering solutions in the areas of climate change and 
women empowerment. The fund will be augmented by a $12 million TA program for impact technology 
startups in the two areas of support.133 ADB is also working with private foundations to help support the 
SDGs. The Urban Sector Group is working with a civil society organization, the Rockefeller Foundation, 
to support climate resilience, adaptation, and mitigation, and to identify and mainstream best practices 
in projects such as the Kolkata Environmental Improvement Investment Program-Tranche 2, Ho Chi Minh 
City Wastewater and Drainage System Improvement Project, Secondary Green Cities Development Project, 
and Punjab Intermediate Cities Improvement Investment Project. 
 
203. ADB support for estimating SDG requirements at the country level could be scaled up and build 
on other partners’ existing efforts in this area. Participants at the consultation meetings stressed the 
importance of helping member countries to estimate the financing requirements for them to meet the 
SDGs by 2030. Estimating SDG financing requirements at the country level is crucial for developing well-
informed policies and programs. ADB can scale up its support in this area such as the social development 
thematic group’s work in identifying financing sources for social protection in Indonesia, Myanmar, and 
Timor-Leste. ADB has also helped develop the Indonesia SDGs Roadmap, which included the estimation 
of the financing gaps to implement SDGs as well as potential financing sources. ADB has supported 
UNDP’s Asia-Pacific SDG financing platform where approaches for SDG costing at the country level are 
being trialed. And through its partnerships with the UN, ADB is also engaged with the Integrated National 
Financing Frameworks process that is underway at national level. In addition to country costing, ADB 
may also leverage its existing partnerships to estimate the additional SDG financing gap for the Asia and 
Pacific region after the COVID-19 pandemic as this would be relevant to ADB operations. 
 
204. In the area of SDG data, ADB can draw on its support for non-traditional data collection 
methodologies and scale up such interventions. For example, in 2020 the Economic Research and 
Regional Cooperation Department (ERCD) approved a knowledge and support TA project to help 
strengthen the national statistics systems of 10 member countries to enable them to produce high- 
quality economic indicators to monitor progress toward both the SDGs and Strategy 2030 objectives. 
The TA also seeks to pilot the use of big data in three member countries to produce key economic 
indicators.134 ADB is also assisting Mongolia’s National Statistics Office in identifying non-traditional data 
methods to be applied to at least one SDG indicator.135 Support for non-traditional data collection 
activities will help directly address the difficulties faced by national statistical offices as face-to-face 

 
131 ADB. 2020. ADB Theme Bonds for Sustainable Development. Manila. 
132 ADB. 2020. Green, Social, and Sustainability Bonds for Asia and the Pacific. Manila. 
133 ADB. 2020. Establishment of the ADB Ventures Financing Partnership Facility. Manila. 
134 ADB. 2020. Technical Assistance on Strengthening Economic Statistics for Measuring Progress Toward Sustainable Development 

Goals. Manila. 
135 ADB. 2018. Technical Assistance to Mongolia for Enhancing the Use of Multiple Data Resources to Monitor Progress Towards 

the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). Manila. 
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interviews for household or census surveys have been made impossible by the pandemic, a topic that 
was discussed by ADB’s Social Development Thematic Group in an internal webinar in 2020. ADB can 
scale up its initiatives in this area to support its member countries. 
 
205. ADB is also engaged with ESCAP and UNDP in maintaining a web-based platform to monitor SDG 
progress in the region. Other MDBs support similar initiatives on data and monitoring on the SDGs. AfDB 
supports an SDG Data Hub Platform that enables African countries to consolidate and report data on 
progress towards SDG achievement. It collaborates with the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, a civil 
society organization, to ensure that African countries’ reporting on the SDGs adheres to international 
standards. IDB has also worked with the Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean and 
11 countries in the region to develop a Toolkit for the Strengthening of Official Environment Statistics in 
Latin America and the Caribbean. 
 
C. Summary 
 
206. Despite the COVID-19 pandemic driving a focus on short-term objectives, ADB remains 
committed to using the SDGs as the framework for long-term recovery from the pandemic. This is 
appropriate since they remain the only internationally agreed development agenda. The SDGs’ holistic 
approach to development underpins the interconnected nature of development issues. A shared global 
development agenda will also be crucial for promoting long-term recovery from the socioeconomic 
impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic. However, the weaknesses in the design of the SDGs, as shown in the 
trade-offs between some targets and indicators, will need to be mitigated within projects and country 
programs. 
 
207. Overall, ADB’s institutional approach and tools have been adequately articulated and organized 
to support the achievement of the SDGs, but implementation requires improvement. ADB is among the 
few MDBs to have adopted a methodical approach by mapping each indicator of its CRF, 2019–2024 to 
the relevant SDG. It is also a pioneer in piloting an SDG project classification system. However, ADB’s 
internal alignment is focused on the typology of operations than on identifying pathways for SDG 
achievement. The SDG classifications of projects are not usually discussed in their documents, while CPSs 
rarely mention the SDGs. Moreover, while ADB’s SDG project classification system has been useful for 
aggregating ADB support for the SDGs, it has important limitations, including the risks of double-
counting and discrepancies in SDG allocations. 
 
208. ADB’s sector and thematic groups are well positioned to help strengthen member countries’ 
ownership of the SDGs. However, at present, country demand for SDG-related support is weak as 
governments frame development issues based on their national priorities rather than the SDGs. This 
highlights the importance of raising social awareness of the SDGs and ensuring that they are tailored to 
domestic circumstances and contexts. However, ADB country teams, which have direct interactions with 
member countries, do not lead ADB’s SDG-related efforts, which are led by sector and thematic groups. 
The impact of these groups’ work within member countries is limited as the support they provide to 
country teams is on a needs-basis, with no guarantee of formal uptake into programs. 
 
209. ADB’s partnerships with UN agencies and other MDBs—which have helped promote knowledge 
and innovation for SDG achievement—will need to be maximized to address gaps in SDG financing and 
data that have widened due to COVID-19. The roles of MDBs and UN agencies on SDG implementation 
appear to be compartmentalized between financing (led by MDBs) and technical advice (led by the UN). 
Nevertheless, ADB has partnered with UNDP and ESCAP in knowledge and capacity building on the SDGs. 
ADB has also assumed a lead role in harmonizing and reporting of SDG results as it chairs the MDB’s 
MfDR working group. On the financing front, ADB has already initiated work in generating both public 
financing (supporting domestic resource mobilization) and private financing (tapping into capital 



Assessing ADB’s Institutional Approach to the Sustainable Development Goals 67 
 

markets through SDG-themed bonds 136  and supporting innovative SDG projects). ADB support for 
estimating SDG requirements at the country level—an area where some member countries have 
expressed need for support—can be scaled up. On SDG data availability, ADB can scale up its support for 
non-traditional data collection methods to help member countries address challenges on data collection 
during the COVID era. 
 
 
 

 
136 The SDG-themed bonds pertain to ADB’s thematic bonds for sustainable development, which finance projects aligned with the 

SDGs such as SDG 5 (achieve gender equality and empower all women and girls). See ADB. 2020. ADB Theme Bonds for 
Sustainable Development. Manila. 
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210. The MARS informs the ADB Board of Directors on the extent to which ADB Management has 
adopted and implemented IED recommendations endorsed by the DEC. 137  IED validates ADB 
Management’s self-assessments of due actions on recommendations yearly and this is reported in the 
AER. 138 
 

 Acceptance and Implementation of Recommendations, 2011–2020 
 
211. The current practice of systematic engagement between Management and IED has increased the 
acceptance of recommendations since 2016.139 The Management acceptance rate of recommendations 
was 82% for 2011–2020140 (Figure 20 and Appendix 10). Technical meetings and/or discussions before 
finalizing recommendations have become a key quality assurance step in drafting recommendations.141 
In 2020, 28 of 30 approved recommendations were fully accepted. Management partially agreed to two 
recommendations from the evaluation of ADB Support for PPPs, 2009–2019 due to differences of opinion 
on the proposed organizational changes to promote a holistic “One ADB” approach to PPPs. 
 
212. The success rate142 of implementing recommendations stayed within historical trends. Every year 
a group of recommendations from various evaluation reports reach their due dates. 143  From this 
recommendation-level perspective, 75% of accepted recommendations were largely implemented or 
better in 2011–2020 144  (Figure 21 and Table A11.1 in Appendix 11). Each year the percentage of 
recommendations that were largely implemented or better was 70%–80%. The rate for partly 
implemented recommendations was constant and averaged 22% for both 2011–2015 and 2016–2020. 
 

 
137  MARS is IED’s online tool for monitoring the implementation progress and results of ADB Management action on IED 

recommendations. It is accessible through the link:       
https://lnadbg1.adb.org/oed001p.nsf/ManagementActionRecord?OpenForm&reportID=3891B6ABE18F9F5D48257A760022C9
89 

138 For this chapter, discussions on Management acceptance are in calendar years, while those on action design and implementation 
of recommendations are in reporting years (i.e., 2020 is from 1 October 2019 to 30 September 2020). 

139 Refers to the recommendations made by evaluation reports completed during a given calendar year (January to December), that 
Management agreed to implement.  

140 The increase reflects the recovery from a 46% acceptance rate in 2014–2015, highlighting the wide gap at that time between 
IED and Management views on the quality of IED recommendations and Management’s responses and action plans.  

141 The technical meeting introduced in 2018 helps make recommendations substantiated, actionable, and clear. It also helps clarify 
Management’s view on interventions it is already undertaking or actions that are within its purview. 

142 Success means fully and largely implemented recommendations. This does not necessarily refer to outcomes. 
143 These are accepted recommendations with action completion target dates due and completed during an AER reporting year 

(e.g., 2020).  
144 Those reported as largely implemented or better ranged from 70% to 82% and averaged 74% in 2011–2013, 77% in 2014–

2016, 74% in 2017–2019 and 79% in 2020. 

Highlights 

 
• Management acceptance of recommendations increased during calendar years 2016–2020. 
• 75% of recommendations were largely implemented or better during reporting years 2011–2020.  
• Alignment between recommendations and actions, and, consequently, the effective implementation and 

monitoring of actions, have driven success.  
• Independent Evaluation Department validations suggest a strong correlation between good implementation 

and well aligned action designs.  
• Actions on recommendations addressing climate change and building better institutions gained strong 

traction with Management. 
• Current close cooperation between Management and the Independent Evaluation Department is key for 

both developing and reviewing recommendations and action plans and ensuring their continued relevance 
and adaptability during implementation. 

https://www.adb.org/documents/adb-support-public-private-partnerships-2009-2019
https://lnadbg1.adb.org/oed001p.nsf/ManagementActionRecord?OpenForm&reportID=3891B6ABE18F9F5D48257A760022C989
https://lnadbg1.adb.org/oed001p.nsf/ManagementActionRecord?OpenForm&reportID=3891B6ABE18F9F5D48257A760022C989
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Note: Implementation does not include recommendations that were not rated by IED validation. 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 

 
213. Of the recommendations from 87 evaluation reports with all recommendations completed in 
2011–2020, 74% were largely implemented or better. MARS reporting on evaluations is closed following 
the completion of the last accepted recommendation. The rate for fully or largely implemented 
recommendations was 78% in 2016–2020, improving from 72% in 2011–2015 (Figures 22 and Appendix 
11, Tables A11.2 and A11.3).   
 

 
Note: Acceptance rates are on a calendar year basis. Implementation rates are on a reporting year basis. 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department) 

 
214. Recent efforts by IED and ADB Management to improve the MARS have centered on the quality 
of action plans. The Management action plan is the reference point for assessing actions taken on a 
recommendation. In early 2020, ADB Management revitalized the practice of IED commenting on action 
plans during formulation with more upfront (face-to-face) consultations, before an action plan was 
uploaded to the MARS.145 In line with the 2020 AER recommendations, a flexible approach to action plan 
revisions during implementation and a 90-day timeframe (extended from 60 days) for preparing action 
plans were introduced. In 2020, IED also re-emphasized action plan formulation in its MARS validation 

 
145 Management has been proactively interacting with the IED and taking comments of IED on board in formulating action plans. 
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approach, with better attention to the relevance and specificity of action plans and their targets in the 
final assessment of success on actions taken.146  
 

 Recommendations Completed in 2020: Implementation and Action Plan 
Design 

 
1. Implementation of Recommendations Completed in 2020 

 
215. Twenty-seven recommendations from 13 evaluation reports were validated in 2020. The majority 
of these were implemented after IED started commenting on action plans in mid-2017. 147  The 
recommendations also included two that were due in 2019 but delayed and self-assessed in 2020.148  
 
216. The implementation success rate was consistent with previous levels. Of the recommendations 
completed in 2020, 81% were either fully or largely implemented, better than the long-term average. 
Appendix 12 presents the metrics for assessing implementation of actions on recommendations. Twenty-
six percent of the recommendations completed in 2020 were fully implemented, 56% largely 
implemented, and 18% partly implemented. 
 
217. IED validations directly confirmed the success of 10 actions on recommendations. It adjusted 11 
actions that were self-assessed by Management as fully implemented to largely implemented. The 
adjustments were based on: (i) targets not fully met or completed at due date or continuing with no 
clear-cut end (7), (ii) external factors such as government policies and institutions (3), and insufficient 
data on results (1).  

 
218. A total of seven recommendations were fully implemented, including two from the policy-based 
lending (PBL) evaluation.149  The action on the first recommendation from the PBL evaluation was largely 
relevant and specific: ADB updated the Operations Manual and Staff Instruction and emphasized the 
importance of ADB’s relationship with the IMF. The action on the second recommendation was fully 
relevant and largely specific. SPD introduced a quality assurance function to improve PBL quality and 
issued new staff guidance. SPD now has a more central role in monitoring PBL quality. The IED validation 
also noted that planned training and capacity development should continue.  

 
219. The rate for partly implemented actions was also consistent with previous levels. Five actions 
were validated as partly implemented, including four that were the result of IED adjustments. The reasons 
for the adjustments were: (i) continuing work or no distinct end point to fully implement, (ii) 
shortcomings in action design, (iii) external factors related to government policy and institutions, and (iv) 
insufficient data on results. IED retained the self-assessment rating of “partly implemented” for the only 
completed recommendation from the MFF evaluation.150 

 
 

146  In AER 2020, IED reviewed recommendations from reports produced in 2017 and 2018 to categorize their relevance and 
specificity. Relevance is the extent to which an action plan is in line with the gist of the IED recommendation and Management 
response. Specificity refers to the extent to which the action plan showed clear and adequate targets, outputs, and indicators 
(ADB. 2020. 2020 Annual Evaluation Review: ADB’s Project Level Self-Evaluation System. Manila).   

147 IED validations of 22 fully or largely implemented actions completed in 2020 and finalized following increased engagement 
between IED and Management on action plan formulation indicates action design (4.2) and implementation success (4.3) was 
overall good. In comparison, partly implemented actions scored lower in action design (3.4). Overall, action design (4.0) and 
implementation success (3.9) for the 27 recommendations which became due in 2020 were considered good. 

148 For the PSE report, the action plan was finalized in April 2020. Hence its recommendation 3 due March 2019 had to be included 
in 2020. For the 2019 AER, the action plan was finalized on 11 March 2020. Recommendations due in September 2019 had to 
be included. 

149  The two recommendation were: (i) ensure that, in cases where ADB's view on macroeconomic situation of a country diverges 
from the IMF, the risks are assessed independently of the regional department; and (ii) strengthen overall quality assurance 
mechanism for PBL. 

150  Action taken show partial success in meeting targets. An MFF focus group was formed and interdepartmental consultations are 
ongoing, but it is not clear why the Informal Board Seminar was delayed or moved. 

https://www.adb.org/documents/2020-annual-evaluation-review-adb-s-project-level-self-evaluation-system
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2. Implementation of Recommendations Completed in 2020 and their Action Plan Design 
 

220. The quality of the design in 37% of actions was very good and in 56% it was good or acceptable 
(Figure 23).151 The implementation of recommendations completed in 2020 highlighted the relationship 
between good quality design and implementation status at action completion target date, as first 
observed in the 2020 AER.152 IED validations showed that almost all action designs that were successfully 
implemented were fully or largely relevant while 80% of partly implemented actions started with similarly 
good action designs (Figure 24).  
 

 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 
 
221. The recommendation of the ADF X and XI was largely implemented by its due date despite a 
weak design.153 The four actions designed to implement the recommendation were partly relevant and 
partly specific in measurability.154 These were indirectly related to the thrust of the recommendation; only 
the action on fragile and conflict affected situations was directly relevant. For one of the two 
recommendations of the SME evaluation, the IED validation contended that the action taken (i.e., a single 
TA project in a specific area) only partly met the spirit of the recommendation.155 The recommendation 
did not ask for knowledge products produced at a particular time but rather a continuing or ongoing 
process. In practice, however, there are IED recommendations that are framed without a definite 
timeframe or end point for them to be fully implemented. 
 

 
151  In terms of action design, those considered “very good” are fully relevant and fully-largely specific; “good” are largely relevant 

and fully or largely specific; “acceptable” are largely relevant and partly specific; and “marginal” are partly relevant and fully-
largely specific. 

152  IED conducted a rapid assessment of action design alignment and measurability from a sample of 48 actions from evaluations 
produced in 2017–2018; the 2021 AER analyses are based on 27 actions completed in RY 2020. 

153  The relevance and specificity of the action design to key points of the original recommendation could have been more direct to 
the main issues highlighted in the recommendation. Despite general agreement to the recommendation, Management’s 
response was vague and somewhat non-committal, referencing the budget-constrained environment and efficiency measures 
as important in considering additional staff. 

154  The thrust of the recommendation was to strengthen ADB expertise, through additional staffing, in six key strategic areas of 
direct relevance to ADF countries: agriculture, health, social protection, sustainable transport, disaster risk management, and 
FCAS. Action 1 made no reference to the key skills areas recommended. Action 2, at best, was tangentially related to the original 
recommendation. Action 3 was not relevant to any part of the recommendation. Action 4 was also only indirectly related to 
the thrust of the recommendation. 

155  The recommendation called for an “improved SME knowledge base and increased advisory services to better serve clients.” 
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222. The recommendation on CPS reforms from 2017 AER was rated largely implemented given that 
reforms are still in progress.156 IED validation noted efforts have been made to better integrate and 
mainstream strategic, thematic, and private sector priorities into the CPS and Management commitment 
to these reforms. IED was also consulted during the review process on CPS final review/validation and 
the CPS results framework. Recent discussions include IED views on adequacy of changes on the results 
framework, i.e., evaluability for preparing CAPEs/CPSFRVs.  
 
223. The alignment between action and recommendation and, subsequently, the effective 
implementation and monitoring of actions have driven success. IED validations show there is a strong 
correlation between good action design and implementation status. Overall implementation of actions 
on completed recommendations and their designs are both good, with an average score of 3.9 out of 5 
for implementation and 4.0 for quality of action design. 157  All 7 fully implemented actions were 
associated with fully or largely relevant action designs.158 The action design of both fully implemented 
recommendations from the gender evaluation were all fully relevant and fully specific. Fourteen of 15 
largely implemented actions started with fully or largely relevant action designs.159 
 
224. The action designs of five partly implemented actions were either largely or partly relevant. These 
recommendations were from the 2018 AER and the evaluations of the MFF, SMEs, and the CAPE for 
Pakistan. 160  The reasons for actions not being fully implemented or completed at due date were 
attributed to (i) design weaknesses, (ii) ongoing work or delays, (iii) external factors or changing context, 
(iv) continuing work or no distinct end point to be fully implemented by, and (iv) insufficient data on 
results. The experience highlights the equal importance of monitoring, follow up and/or mid-course 
adjustments in implementing the actions.161  

 
225. IED validations show that well aligned actions that can be measured are most likely to be fully or 
largely implemented. The 27 actions completed in 2020 demonstrated: (i) fully relevant and fully specific 
action designs linked to three fully and largely implemented and one partly implemented actions (in 
response to recommendations in the 2019 AER and evaluations of the MFF and gender); and (ii) fully 
relevant and largely specific actions led to six fully and largely implemented actions (in response to 
recommendations in the 2017 AER, and evaluations of private sector equity [PSE] and PBL). Largely 
relevant, and largely-partly specific action designs were linked to 10 largely and 3 partly implemented 
actions (in response to recommendations in the 2018 AER; evaluations of SMEs, state-owned enterprises, 
and PSE; and CAPEs for Azerbaijan and Pakistan). Two fully implemented actions from CAPE India and 
PBL were largely relevant and largely specific. On the other hand, the two partly relevant action designs 
in 2020 were from recommendations of the (partly implemented) SMEs and the (largely implemented) 
ADF X and XII evaluations. Data also suggest that fully relevant actions tend to be measurable while 
largely relevant actions tend to be supported by largely or partly specific designs.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
156  Management argues the action status is fully implemented. It cited issuance of a new CPS template (January 2019) and 

subsequent CPS reflected the Strategy 2030 priorities. The CPS and Results Framework Review paper detailing processes to 
ensure S2030 priorities are part of the CPS was issued in January 2021. Management stated that reform efforts to further 
improve articulation of these priorities will always be in progress for as long as, CPSs are prepared under S2030 and a validation 
decision because the efforts are ongoing sets an impossible target to achieve.   

157  Cumulative score uses a standard of 5 for very good, 4 for good, 3 for acceptable, 2 for marginal, and 1 for negligible. 
158  Five were fully relevant (those in 2017 AER, and the evaluations on gender, PBL, PSE) and two largely relevant (PBL, CAPE for 

India). 
159  Four were fully and 10 largely relevant (CAPEs for Azerbaijan and Pakistan, 2017, 2018, and 2019 AERs, PSE and state-owned 

enterprises). 
160  One was fully relevant, three largely, and two partly relevant. 
161  Two fully relevant actions were largely implemented at completion due to still continuing or ongoing actions at due date.  
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 Traction of IED Recommendations by Operational Areas   

 
226. IED recommendations in its evaluations of governance and institutions, climate change 
operations, and water management gained more traction than those in the evaluations of private sector 
operations, FCAS,162 and education.163 Specific operational areas164 (sectoral, thematic, and corporate) 
with good traction in terms of implementing action targets were: (i) safeguard implementation and 
governance assessments, (ii) climate change and disaster risk management, (iii) renewable energy, (iv) 
finance and financing instruments and partnerships, (v) conflict management of FCAS, (vi) regional 
cooperation, (vii) transport, and (viii) capacity building. 165 Results for private sector development and 
knowledge management166 were lower than expectations. 
 
227. Actions addressing climate change and building strong institutions. The 23 actions taken by ADB 
Management in climate change operations167 covered: (i) efforts to tackle climate change and promote 
clean energy to help position ADB to support global climate commitments, (ii) climate change and 
environment as a central pillar of ADB's CPSs, (iii) alignment of climate change and disaster risk 
management efforts, (iv) organizational measures to improve the coordination and management of 
support for climate adaptation and mitigation, (v) scaled up investments that decarbonize economies by 
deploying renewables and other energy-efficient technologies, (vi) ADB’s pivotal role in promoting 
regional cooperation in the Greater Mekong Subregion to help meet energy demand, and (vii) the shift 
to sustainable infrastructure particularly in transport and energy. 168 
 
228. Another 23 actions on governance and institutions led to some visible changes. For example, a 
reinvigorated priority on PSM can be seen in ADB’s country programming and operations, improvements 
to financial management and risk assessments have led to changes in business processes, measures to 
identify project vulnerabilities to fraud and corruption have been pursued, and environmental and social 
standards have been upheld. 169 
 
229. Actions addressing water management. The two actions have led to (i) enhanced analytical work 
to determine the best measures for ADB operations to assist in water management, and (ii) adoption of 
a more integrated approach to water management and development.170 
 
230. Actions revitalizing finance, knowledge, and partnerships; accelerating economic growth; and 
promoting infrastructure development. These 48 actions were directed at: (i) supporting member 
countries by combining finance, knowledge, and partnerships; (ii) supporting the strategic use and 
implementation of ADB financial instruments and lending modalities; (iii) enhancing partnerships;  
(iv) pursuing opportunities in joint knowledge work internally and with other international finance 

 
162  FCAS includes (i) strategy and program, (ii) conflict management, (iii) project design/management, and (iv) regional cooperation. 
163  The analysis looks at 149 actions on recommendations that became due over the 5-year period from 2015 to 2019. 
164  These actions cover 12 of 17 SDGs: Goal 2−hunger (3); Goal 4−inequality (6); Goal 5−gender (1); Goal 6−clean water and 

sanitation (2); Goal 7−affordable and clean energy (11); Goal 8−economic growth (25); Goal 9−innovation and infrastructure 
(7); Goal 10−reduced inequality (11); Goal 11−sustainable cities (2); Goal 13−climate actions (10); Goal 16−strong institutions 
(23); and Goal 17−partnerships (48). 

165  These account for 81 or 54% of completed actions during 2015-2019. Fully or largely implemented actions is 88% of the 81 
completed actions. 

166 For this analysis, capacity building actions refer to knowledge focus in ADB operations, i.e., addressing governance and 
institutional capacity in member countries. Knowledge management actions refer to delivery of broad knowledge solutions and 
services, i.e., learning and skills development, community practices and knowledge partnerships. 

167  Climate change operations include climate change action, promoting affordable and clean energy and promoting sustainable 
cities. 

168 Of the 23 actions, 21 or 91% were rated fully or largely implemented: (i) mainstreaming climate change in strategy and 
operations (6 of 6); (ii) disaster risk management (3 of 3); (iii) infrastructure and environmental sustainability (1 of 1);  
(iv) renewable energy (8 of 8); (v) regional cooperation in energy transmission (1 of 3); and (vi) sustainable transport (2 of 2).  

169  Of the 23 actions, 21 or 91% were rated fully or largely implemented: (i) safeguard implementation (13 of 13); (ii) governance 
assessments (3 of 3); (iii) CPS (3 of 3); and (iv) public financial management/budgeting (2 of 4). 

170 https://www.adb.org/sectors/water/financing-program/integrated-water-resources-management 
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institutions; (v) strengthening ADB’s role as a knowledge provider; (vi) building institutional capacity to 
produce high-quality and results-oriented data; and (vii) decentralizing ADB products and services.171  
 
231. Actions addressing private sector operations. The 25 actions on private sector development 
focused on accelerating economic growth and promoting infrastructure development. These actions 
covered: (i) sustaining economic growth through private-sector-led investments, (ii) improving ADB 
private sector operations, and (iii) moving toward closer trade integration and closing the gap in trade 
financing.172 The seven actions on infrastructure development covered: (i) supporting infrastructure as a 
key priority driving global growth, (ii) increasing infrastructure investments based on country strategies 
and operational plans, (iii) taking actions to enhance cross-border infrastructure in line with the 
implementation of the regional cooperation and integration operational priority,173 and (iv) enhancing 
transport effectiveness and efficiency of road projects in Sri Lanka.174 

 
232. Actions addressing FCAS, education, and food security.175 For FCAS, ADB actions included (i) 
sharpening the focus of the new Pacific approach after it was evaluated in 2015; (ii) expanding use of 
the project design facility to improve project preparation and readiness in Pacific island countries; (iii) 
enhancing regional cooperation, (iv) formation of an FCAS unit; and (v) start of the work on the Fragile 
and Conflict Affected Situations and Small Island Developing Countries Approach.176 On education,177 
actions involved continuing support for higher education and vocational training (although challenges 
were observed in the delayed processing of a regional capacity building TA to support public–private 
partnerships in education).178  Difficulties were observed in the use of information and communication 
technology to improve the delivery of skills training, and in the limited monitoring of education sector 
performance. On food security, actions to increase food production and uplift small farmers through 
irrigation reforms were partly implemented. Support for shallow tubewell development under the 
Community Irrigation Project (Nepal) was discontinued due to inconsistent policies between ADB and the 
government. While this was not implemented, a broader package of irrigation reforms has seen progress 
through the approval of the Agriculture Sector Development Program. 
 

 MARS Validation: Next Steps 
 

233. The MARS program in 2021 includes finalizing 4 action plans and projected validations of 
completed recommendations from 20 evaluation reports. 179  Action plans will be finalized for the 
Bangladesh CAPE and the 2021 AER, and prepared for evaluations on climate change, One ADB, and the 
real time evaluation of COVID-19. For 2021, 52 actions on recommendations are due for completion and 
validation. At least 24 recommendations (from 10 reports) are due in 2022. These may change when the 
action plans of reports approved since July 2020 are finalized.  

 
171 Of the 48 actions, 35 or 72% were rated fully or largely implemented: (i) knowledge management (6 of 10); (ii) capacity building 

(9 of 10); (iii) mobilizing finance and financing instruments (8 of 10); (iv) monitoring results framework (5 of 5); (v) regional 
cooperation (4 of 4); and (vi) partnerships (3 of 4). 

172 Of the 25 actions, 17 or 68% were fully or largely implemented: (i) inclusive growth (5 of 9); (ii) private sector development (7 
of 11); and (iii) regional cooperation (5 of 5).  

173 Strategic operational priority 1 on “Greater and higher quality connectivity between economies” (Operational Plan for Priority 
7 of Strategy 2030) https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/institutional-document/495981/strategy-2030-op7-regional-
cooperation-integration.pdf 

174 Of the seven actions, five or 71% were rated fully or largely implemented: (i) infrastructure support (2 of 2); (ii) transport (3 of 
4); and (iii) regional cooperation for infrastructure (0 of 1). 

175 Two actions on food security were partly implemented while one on gender mainstreaming in the CAPE for PNG was not 
implemented. 

176 Of the 11 actions, 7 or 64% are rated fully or largely implemented: (i) strategy and program (1 of 1); (ii) conflict management 
(4 of 4); (iii) project design/management (2 of 5); and (iv) regional cooperation for fragile states (0 of 1). 

177 Of the five actions on quality education, three or 60% were rated fully or largely implemented: (i) higher and vocational 
education (2 of 2); and (ii) capacity building (1 of 1). Both actions on information and communication technology were partly 
implemented.  

178 ADB. 2014. Technical Assistance on Education and Skills for Employment for Central and West Asia. Manila.  
179 In addition, action plans for the Knowledge Solutions for Development and PPP evaluations completed in the second half of 

2020 will be finalized and uploaded in the MARS. 

https://www.adb.org/projects/47312-001/main
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234. The current productive engagement to develop better recommendations (led by IED) and action 
plans (led by ADB Management) is expected to continue. The effectiveness of MARS reporting is grounded 
on timely and common action on process improvements. 180  In the short-term, possible areas for 
discussion relate to: (i) review of metrics for implementation performance and action design quality 
including a revisit of the rating of recommendations that do not have a clear or definite end point;             
(ii) more effort from self-assessments to provide much evidence and information up front rather than 
later;181 and (iii) a better validation process centered on institutionalized interaction between IED and 
Management.  
 
235. ADB will continue to share and learn from the evaluation experiences of other development 
organizations. ADB and the World Bank share similar challenges in developing, implementing, and 
monitoring action plans and their indicators and targets. Recently the Independent Evaluation Group at 
the World Bank shifted its approach to Management Action Record reporting to address the 
shortcomings of the previous system. The revised system will no longer have indicators and targets but 
will report on broad outcomes rather than action plans. 182 
 

 Summary 
 
236. The majority of completed recommendations were fully or largely implemented during 2011–
2020, while 22% were partly implemented. Seventy-eight percent of recommendations that became due 
in 2020 were fully or largely implemented, slightly better than the long-term average during 2011–2020. 

 
237. During 2015–2019, completed actions on IED recommendations in areas of ADB strategic 
priorities showed good traction in achieving their targets. Specific areas with good implementation 
results included: (i) safeguard and governance assessments, (ii) climate change and disaster risk 
management, (iii) renewable energy, (iv) finance and financing instruments and partnerships, (v) regional 
cooperation, (vi) transport, and (viii) capacity building. 
 
238. The quality of Management’s action plans to implement IED recommendations and their effective 
execution continue to be critical for achieving impact. IED validations of actions on recommendations 
that were due in 2020 show a good correlation between implementation success and the alignment and 
measurability of action design. The majority of fully and largely implemented recommendations had 
started with good quality action designs.  

 
239. Both the quality and execution of the plans and implementation results can still be improved 
through Management and IED engagement, which has been productive and should be sustained. 
 
 
 

 
180 In 2021, IED and Management expects to complete the migration of the MARS to SharePoint, the current ADB platform for data 

management. 
181 Two recommendations were rated partially implemented due to sufficient evidence. In one case, additional details were provided 

as sufficient evidence to justify a largely implemented overall rating. 
182 IEG. World Bank Group: Management Action Record Reform: IEG's Validation Report. Washington, D.C.  

https://ieg.worldbankgroup.org/evaluations/management-action-record-reform-iegs-validation-report
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240. The 2021 AER assessed ADB performance and results based on findings and evidence from IED 
evaluations and validations. It included an overview of ADB’s response to the COVID-19 pandemic, and 
an account of the TCRV system launched in 2020, and the findings from those valuations. The AER 
synthesized three sector-wide evaluations of ADB’s support in energy, transport, and ANR and examined 
the results and performance of these three sector programs in the areas of Strategy 2030 priorities. From 
this, the AER drew implications for efforts to improve sector planning and management. The special 
theme of this AER is ADB’s institutional approach to supporting implementation of the SDGs and the 
risks that the COVID-19 pandemic poses to this approach. The AER assessed ADB’s institutional 
approaches in promoting internal alignment, country engagement, and partnerships with other 
development organizations to support the achievement of the SDGs. The AER also provided an update 
on the implementation status of ADB Management’s action plans in response to recommendations from 
IED's corporate and thematic evaluations and from CAPEs.  
 

 Conclusions 
 
241. ADB support for combating the COVID-19 pandemic has been fast and comprehensive and has 
contributed to meeting member countries’ immediate needs for liquidity and urgent support. The year 
2020 posed some of the greatest challenges ADB’s member countries have ever faced: the public health 
and economic crises triggered by the global COVID-19 pandemic. ADB mobilized resources to deliver 
urgent assistance in major sectors, including social protection, health, and PSM to minimize loss of life, 
protect the poor and vulnerable, and mitigate economic hardship. 
 
242. ADB mainstreamed a system for evaluating and validating the performance of TA in 2020, 
creating an opportunity for greater accountability and learning from TA operations. The TCRV guidelines 
were issued in December 2019 and were harmonized with ADB Project Administration Instructions for 
TCR preparations. The first TCRs to be validated were purposefully selected to obtain broad 
representation by sector, TA size, TA type, and funding type. In 2020, IED validated TCRs for 42 TA 
projects; most were rated successful. These validations have generated lessons in a variety of areas for 
improving future performance of TA projects. 
 
243. The performance of sovereign operations marginally declined in 2018–2020. Performance has 
been declining for two consecutive 3-year periods since 2016–2018 although the longer-term trend 
continues to be positive. Effectiveness fell from 68% in 2017–2019 to 64% in 2018–2020, with the lower 
performance caused by cost overruns, poor performance of consultants and contractors, inadequate 
safeguard management, and scope reduction and loan cancelations impeding achievement of project 
outputs and outcomes. Design issues and limited implementation capacity lay behind many of these 
shortcomings. Operational efficiency fell slightly in 2020 but remained relatively high and maintained a 
significant improving trend in the long term; the measures that ADB has taken to improve efficiency since 
around 2010 are paying off. Performance was almost unchanged for relevance and sustainability. ADB 
private sector operations need to improve their performance in achieving development results.  
 
244. Evaluations of ADB support in the ANR, energy, and transport sectors found many positive results 
but also some significant gaps in performance. While the average project success rate in the energy sector 
exceeded the corporate target of 80%, success rates were significantly lower for projects in the transport 
and ANR sectors. Reforms and institutional development were difficult to attain and sustain in all three 
sectors. Performance in areas of Strategy 2030 priorities varied. Performance in the three sectors was 
largely positive in addressing poverty and inequalities and in promoting gender equality, but relatively 
weak in tackling climate change and environmental sustainability and in strengthening governance and 
institutional capacity. ADB has some serious challenges to address in these three sectors if it is to achieve 
the quantitative operational targets in Strategy 2030 on private sector operations and climate change. 
 
245. ADB’s institutional approach and tools are adequately articulated and organized to support the 
achievement of the SDGs, but their implementation needs improvement. ADB’s internal alignment with 
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the SDGs is methodical and its partnerships with other development organizations are useful in helping 
ADB to provide knowledge and technical advice to member countries; however, the rigorous internal 
alignment at the corporate level, including SDG mapping in the CRF and project classification system, is 
not reflected at country and project levels. CPSs and project documents rarely discuss the SDGs or how 
they plan to achieve them. Weak and poorly articulated demands by member countries for SDG-related 
support, coupled with the view of many ADB staff that all ADB operations are likely to contribute to the 
SDGs, hamper internal alignment with the SDGs at country and project levels. ADB’s sector and thematic 
groups are well positioned to provide knowledge and technical support for SDG achievement, but their 
inputs are largely for review and advisory purposes. ADB’s partnerships with UN agencies have been 
instrumental in helping member countries develop their SDG architecture and monitor progress towards 
the indicators. A more concerted effort among development partners is needed to address the SDG 
financing and data gaps that have widened considerably because of the COVID-19 pandemic. 
 
245. The alignment between IED recommendations and ADB action plans, and the effective 
implementation and monitoring of actions, have increased the implementation of recommendations. 
The performance of 27 actions on recommendations due in 2020 showed a good correlation between 
implementation success and the action designs. The majority of fully and largely implemented 
recommendations started with good quality action designs. 
 
246. The current productive engagement between ADB Management and IED on the quality of action 
design has helped improve their relevance and specificity. The commitment by IED and Management to 
candid dialogue in framing the action plans must be sustained and that action plans could be amended, 
if necessary, to enhance action plan adaptability during implementation in response to evolving 
situations.  
 
247. IED and Management will continue to work in improving the MARS and its content. Possible 
areas for dialogue are: (i) metrics for implementation performance and action design quality including 
ratings of recommendations that do not have a clear or definite end point, (ii) stronger self-assessments 
which provide much more evidence and information up front, and (iii) institutionalized interaction 
between IED and Management during validation. 
 
248. Implementation success on actions taken on recommendations across key ADB operational areas has 
been variable. Actions on recommendations for governance and institutions, climate change operations, 
and water management had more traction than those for private sector operations, FCAS, and education. 
Specifically, safeguards and governance, climate change and disaster risk management, and renewable 
energy had solid performances. Good results were noted for finance and financing instruments, 
partnerships, regional cooperation, transport, and capacity building. Some operational areas performing 
below expectations are private sector development and knowledge management.  
 

 Issues 
 
249. Weaknesses in the design and implementation of sector operational plans limited the success of 
sector programs. The sector operational plans in the three evaluated sectors functioned as menus of 
options and did not prioritize subsectors, themes, or geographical areas. They had weak monitoring and 
reporting systems, limiting their ability to provide adequate guidance to operations departments and 
staff. Sector operational plans in the three evaluated sectors were not well reflected in CPSs in terms of 
subsectors, intended outcomes, or objectives. The results frameworks of sector operational plans 
generally lacked adequate indicators, baselines, and targets. Sector frameworks are being developed to 
update sector operational plans and to align with Strategy 2030, but the form and depth of these 
frameworks are not yet clear. 
 
250. Knowledge sharing and coordination among departments were insufficient. Much of the 
knowledge generated through ADB’s vast experience was not adequately captured. Lessons learned from 
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projects were rarely shared outside divisions or project teams. ADB’s review system pays less attention to 
knowledge sharing; there is essentially no sharing of resources across regional departments, which are 
organized to be self-sufficient in terms of technical expertise. Sector and thematic groups are 
insufficiently staffed or resourced to provide systematic high-level support to operations departments. 
Overall, ADB is not optimally organized to conduct knowledge sharing and coordination among its 
departments. Moreover, a focus on speedy execution of projects limits the effort to tailor knowledge 
solutions to country needs. These issues resonate with the findings of the three sector-wide evaluations 
and IED’s 2020 knowledge evaluation. 
 
251. ADB’s institutional approach and tools are adequately organized to support the SDGs, but the 
implementation of these approaches and tools requires improvement. ADB has pioneered a methodical 
approach for mapping its CRF and projects to the SDGs. Its sector and thematic groups provide 
knowledge and TA support on various cross-sector and thematic issues that underpin the SDGs. However, 
this institutional alignment has yet to reach country or project levels. CPSs rarely reflect the SDGs and 
project documents often do not discuss the identified SDG classifications of projects in eOps. Moreover, 
ADB’s internal alignment does not provide specific guidance on whether SDGs relevant to a certain 
investment project, TA, or overall country program should be reflected or discussed in the corresponding 
project or country documents.  
 
252. Varying levels of ownership of the SDGs across ADB member countries, and a perception within 
ADB that all operations contribute to the SDGs, impede ADB’s country engagement on the SDGs. As a 
result, country portfolios or individual projects may overlook trade-offs or synergies between SDG 
indicators. Sector and thematic groups can help provide more SDG-related knowledge and technical 
advice, but their participation in designing CPSs and individual projects has yet to be maximized.  
 
253. The current level of collaboration among development partners, including ADB, may not be 
sufficient to address the shortfalls in SDG financing and data availability exacerbated by the pandemic. 
As a result, achieving the SDGs by 2030 will be more challenging. ADB will have to continue to leverage 
its partnerships with other MDBs and UN agencies to address the huge gaps in financing and the lack of 
timely and up-to-date data for SDG implementation. ADB and its development partners will need to 
continue mobilizing public and private financing for the SDGs, to estimate country cost requirements for 
the SDGs, and to address data collection challenges in the COVID-19 era.   
 

 Recommendations 
 
254. Recommendation 1: Accelerate efforts beyond energy and transport to develop the sector 
frameworks needed to implement Strategy 2030 operational priorities at the sector level and ensure that 
these sector frameworks are mainstreamed and guide the selection of sector priorities in CPSs. In 
response to the recent recommendations of IED sector-wide evaluations, Management has been making 
progress in the preparation of updated sector directional guidance for the energy and transport sectors. 
These efforts need to accelerate and expand to cover all other key sectors. Sector frameworks should 
provide clarity on the links between sector operations and Strategy 2030 thematic operational plans, and 
address gaps in sector operations. They should provide detailed and clear guidance on the selection and 
scope of programs and projects, including a clear underlying theory of change and a strong results 
framework with outcome indicators at both the sector plan and individual project levels, articulating how 
sector operations would contribute to the achievement of expected results across Strategy 2030’s 
operational priorities. Due attention should be paid to strengthening the role of sector assessments in 
defining progress toward the desired outputs and outcomes. 
 
255. A process could be established in the emerging sector frameworks to guide the selection of sector 
priorities in future CPSs, ensuring that CPSs are underpinned by sound country sector diagnostics and 
support the strengthening of important sector policies and institutions. Sector-level expertise should be 
strengthened and be made available to assist operations across operations departments. Country-level 
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sector assessments should draw on relevant sector expertise while giving primacy to country’s specific 
needs.  

 
256. Recommendation 2: Enhance sector management and planning to ensure the cross-fertilization 
and collaboration demanded by the thematic approach of Strategy 2030. Mechanisms that draw sector 
knowledge and expertise together should be strengthened. Management has been taking actions along 
these lines, especially for the transport and energy sectors. These efforts need to be strengthened and 
expanded to cover all key sectors. Together with accelerating the efforts to develop sector frameworks, 
cross-fertilization of sector-level work, where a large proportion of the Bank’s expertise lies, should be 
ensured. The use of multidisciplinary teams in developing and implementing projects should become the 
norm rather than the exception in order to promote the multidimensional thematic approaches expected 
by Strategy 2030. The peer review process, especially for more complex projects, should be strengthened 
to ensure that in-depth technical guidance is provided to operations departments and that relevant best 
practices and knowledge across sectors are incorporated in project and program designs intended to 
meet Strategy 2030 priorities. 

 
257. Recommendation 3: Strengthen the link between institutional strategic intentions and actual 
operational practices and outcomes relating to the SDGs. While ADB has adequately aligned its 
institutional approach and tools with the SDGs, the implementation of this approach at the country and 
project levels needs to be strengthened. ADB should redouble its efforts to improve the collaboration 
between the sector and thematic groups and operations departments, especially country teams, in 
designing and implementing its support for the SDGs. Sector and thematic groups should be engaged 
early in the CPS process and project design; this would enable operations departments to benefit fully 
from their expertise. ADB should also work to improve the quality review of the SDG tagging system for 
projects and enable various departments to readily and accurately utilize SDG data generated by the 
system. Information generated by this system will be used to assess ADB’s contribution to the SDGs in 
the years to come. This will help to address the risk of double counting and ensure correct SDG allocations. 
The SDG tagging system can be used to produce a biennial or triennial progress report on ADB’s SDG 
support, which may provide a basis for course correction to fine-tune ADB support for the SDGs if 
necessary.  
 
258. Recommendation 4: Deepen institutional engagement on the achievement of the SDGs at the 
country and local levels. To deepen its country engagement on the SDGs, ADB needs to build awareness 
at the country and local levels. Furthermore, it should help member countries find value in utilizing the 
SDG framework when assessing development issues. Fostering national SDG champions including in 
ADB’s counterpart government agencies may help promote member countries’ ownership of the SDGs 
and demand for ADB’s SDG-related support. Given the importance of raising awareness and localizing 
the SDGs in member countries, CPSs should include a discussion on how ADB can support the localization 
of the SDGs. ADB should encourage resident missions to support localization of the SDGs. 
 
259. Recommendation 5: Ramp up partnerships with other development organizations to assess the 
implications of the COVID-19 crisis on the achievement of the SDGs, support better mobilization of 
financing, and improve the collection and management of data on the SDGs. As part of improving ADB’s 
partnership with other development organizations in accelerating the achievement of the SDGs, ADB 
should support SDG knowledge, financing, and data availability depending on country needs. ADB should 
work with its partners to help member countries undertake a costing analysis to determine SDG financing 
requirements at the country level and assess the implications of the COVID-19 crisis on these costing 
projections. ADB should continue working with UN agencies to provide member countries with technical 
advice on incorporating the SDGs not only in national plans but also in the budgets of national 
governments and line ministries. ADB should collaborate with its partners to develop the capacity of 
member countries to ensure SDG data are made available, despite mobility restrictions due to the COVID-
19 pandemic. 
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APPENDIX 1: METHODOLOGY OF THE THEME CHAPTER ON THE 
SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT GOALS  
 
1. The theme chapter, Chapter 3, assesses the Asian Development Bank (ADB) institutional response 
to supporting the achievement of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) in its member countries and 
the risks to this imposed by the coronavirus disease (COVID-19) pandemic. ADB’s institutional response is 
assessed in terms of:  

(i) Internal alignment. How well are ADB’s Strategy 2030; the Corporate Results Framework (CRF), 
2019–2024; project classification system; and operational support by sector and thematic 
groups aligned with the SDGs? 

(ii) Country engagement. Do country partnership strategies (CPSs) and their results frameworks 
reflect the SDGs, and how successful is technical assistance (TA) capacity building and 
knowledge support for SDG achievement and implementation? 

(iii) Partnerships with other development organizations. How does ADB engage with other 
multilateral development banks (MDBs), United Nations agencies, and the Organisation for 
Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) in developing knowledge solutions, 
reporting development results, and mobilizing financing for the SDGs? 

 
2. Chapter 3 draws on an ADB staff survey, portfolio analysis, consultation meetings with various 
stakeholders, and a document review. The chapter presents the findings gathered from consultation 
meetings with selected ADB staff from all operations departments, including staff from 10 resident 
missions and the Pacific Subregional Office; Private Sector Operations Department (PSOD); and Strategy, 
Policy, and Partnerships Department (SPD). The evaluation team held consultation meetings with staff from 
the resident missions in the People’s Republic of China (PRC), Georgia, Indonesia, Maldives, Mongolia, 
Nepal, Pakistan, Papua New Guinea, and Viet Nam. The team also met with the Pacific Subregional Office 
that oversees ADB programs in the Cook Islands, Fiji, Kiribati, Niue, Samoa, Tonga, and Tuvalu and the 
former country director of the Kazakhstan Resident Mission. 
 
3. The evaluation team met with representatives from all of ADB’s 15 sector and thematic groups 
housed in the Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department (SDCC). ADB’s thematic groups 
provide an institutional platform for knowledge sharing, cross-departmental coordination, peer review, 
learning, and links to external networks and partners in the following areas: (i) agriculture, (ii) climate 
change and disaster risk management, (iii) environment, (iv) gender equity, (v) governance, (vi) public–
private partnership, (vii) regional cooperation and integration, (viii) social development, and (ix) digital 
technology. ADB’s sector groups pool sector knowledge in education, energy, finance, health, transport, 
urban development, and water. 

 
4. The team also met with representatives of selected government agencies,1 and counterparts in 
other MDBs (including the African Development Bank, Inter-American Development Bank, and Islamic 
Development Bank), OECD, United Nations Development Programme, and United Nations Economic and 
Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific. The team also held a consultation meeting with the office of 
the ADB Vice-President for Knowledge Management and Sustainable Development. 
 
5. The evaluation team conducted a portfolio analysis covering projects committed in 2019 and 2020 
with SDG classifications. The portfolio analysis covers 2019–2020 because the revised SDG tagging system 
for projects began only in mid-2019. The team also reviewed literature and documents from within and 
outside ADB.  
 
6. The evaluation team administered an online survey to ADB staff from headquarters and resident 
missions. The survey was circulated to 1,382 staff with a response rate of a 60.3% (834 staff). Staff from 

 
1 The evaluation team met with officials from Mongolia’s National Statistics Office and Pakistan’s Federal SDGs Section under the 

Ministry of Planning Development and Special Initiatives. 
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the following departments took part in the survey: Central and West Asia Department, East Asia 
Department, Economic Research and Regional Cooperation Department, Pacific Department, PSOD, South 
Asia Department, Southeast Asia Department, and SDCC.  

 
7. The evaluation team applied chi-square statistical analysis to determine whether there is a 
statistically significant difference in the responses of ADB staff across departments, or between ADB staff 
stationed in headquarters or resident missions.2 The methodology for the statistical analysis is as follows. 

 
8. Suppose there are r departments whose staff evaluated the SDGs based on a response scale in the 
staff survey designed for the theme chapter. Suppose also the response scale consists of s mutually 
exclusive answers. Give this: 
 

• 𝑛𝑛𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 = the number of randomly selected staff members from the ith department who provided the 
jth response, where 𝑖𝑖 = 1, 2, … , 𝑟𝑟 and 𝑗𝑗 =  1, 2, . . . , 𝑠𝑠  such that ∑ ∑ 𝑛𝑛𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 = 𝑛𝑛𝑠𝑠

𝑖𝑖=1
𝑟𝑟
𝑖𝑖=1  ;   

• ∑ 𝑛𝑛𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑠𝑠
𝑖𝑖=1 = 𝑛𝑛𝑖𝑖∙ is the total number of staff members belonging to the ith department; 

• ∑ 𝑛𝑛𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 = 𝑛𝑛∙𝑖𝑖𝑟𝑟
𝑖𝑖  is the number of staff members from all departments who provided the jth response;  

• 𝑝𝑝𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 =
𝑛𝑛𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖
𝑛𝑛

  is the probability that a randomly selected staff member from the ith department gave 
the jth response; and  

• 𝑝𝑝𝑖𝑖∙ =
∑ 𝑛𝑛𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖
𝑠𝑠
𝑖𝑖=1

𝑛𝑛
  is the probability that a randomly selected respondent who belonged to the ith 

department.   
 
9. The null hypothesis used in this evaluation is that there is no difference in their responses across 
departments, i.e., the departments that participated in the survey are homogeneous. Formally, this 
hypothesis is given by 𝑝𝑝𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 = 𝑝𝑝𝑖𝑖∙ for all 𝑖𝑖 .Give 𝑛𝑛𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 are the actual responses and 𝑛𝑛�𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 = 𝑝𝑝𝑖𝑖∙ 𝑛𝑛∙𝑖𝑖 are the expected 
responses under the null hypothesis, Chi-square (𝜒𝜒2) can be defined as 
  

𝜒𝜒2 = ��
[𝑛𝑛𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 − 𝑛𝑛�𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖]2

𝑛𝑛�𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖

𝑠𝑠

𝑖𝑖=1

𝑟𝑟

𝑖𝑖=1

 

 
with (𝑟𝑟 − 1)(𝑠𝑠 − 1) degrees of freedom. We conclude that there is no difference in the responses across 
departments if the null hypothesis cannot be rejected at a given significance level. If the null hypothesis is 
rejected, we conclude that the departments that participated in the survey are not homogenous in their 
responses. Let P be the probability that the null hypothesis is rejected. If we choose the 5% level of 
significance, then we reject the null hypothesis if 𝑃𝑃 < 0.05 . 
 
10.  Table A1.1 presents the links between the chapter’s research methods and the areas of ADB’s 
institutional response to the SDGs being assessed. 
  

 
2 The team also sought to present findings disaggregated by staff’s sector or thematic area of work. However, there were no sufficient 
number of observations for each of the 15 sector and thematic areas, namely: agriculture, climate change and disaster risk 
management, environment, gender equity, governance, public–private partnership, regional cooperation and integration, social 
development, digital technology, education, energy, finance, health, transport, urban development, and water. 
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Table A1.1: Links between the Research Methods and the Areas of Assessment of ADB’s Institutional 
Response to the Sustainable Development Goals 

Area of Assessment 

Research Methods 
Literature and 

Document 
Review 

Consultation 
Meetings 

Staff 
Survey 

Portfolio 
Analysis 

Internal alignment. How well are ADB’s Strategy 2030; Corporate 
Results Framework, 2019–2024; project classification system; and 
operational support by sector and thematic groups aligned with the 
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)? 

    

Country engagement. Do country partnership strategies and their 
results frameworks reflect the SDGs, and how successful is technical 
assistance capacity building and knowledge support for SDG 
achievement and implementation? 

    

Partnerships with other development organizations. How does the 
Asian Development Bank engage with other multilateral 
development banks, United Nations agencies, and the Organisation 
for Economic Co-operation and Development in developing 
knowledge solutions, reporting development results, and mobilizing 
financing for the SDGs? 

    

Source: Evaluation team.  
 
 
 



APPENDIX 2: INDEPENDENT EVALUATIONS COMPLETED IN 2020 
 

Table A2.1: Completed Evaluation Reports in 2020  
Project Performance Evaluation Report (Sovereign Operations) 
India: Madhya Pradesh Power Sector Investment Program 
Mongolia: Education Sector Reform Program 
Regional Cooperation and Integration Fund, 2007–2019 
Climate Change Fund, 2008–2019 
Indonesia: Vocational Education Strengthening Project  
Kazakhstan: CAREC Transport Corridor 1 (Zhambyl Oblast Section) [Western Europe–Western People’s Republic 
of China International Transit Corridor] Investment Program and Taraz Bypass Project 
Bangladesh: Jamuna Meghna River Erosion Mitigation Project 
Armenia: Water Supply and Sanitation Sector Project 
Lao People’s Democratic Republic: Greater Mekong Subregion Nam Theun 2 Hydroelectric Project 
Project Performance Evaluation Report (Nonsovereign Operations) 
Sri Lanka: DFCC Vardhana  
India: YES Bank Limited 
Bangladesh: Sylvan Agriculture Limited PRAN 
Technical Assistance Performance Evaluation Reports 
Viet Nam: Resilience of Rural Development and Climate Change 
Philippines: Job Creation and Skills Development 
Country Partnership Strategy Final Review Validations 
Pakistan: Country Partnership Strategy Final Review Validation, 2015–2019 
Maldives: Validation of the Country Partnership Strategy Final Review Update, 2014–2019  
People’s Republic of China: Validation of the Country Partnership Strategy Final Review, 2016–2020  
Papua New Guinea: Validation of the Country Partnership Strategy Final Review, 2016–2020  
Pacific Approach: Country Partnership Strategy Final Review Validation, 2016–2020  
Tajikistan: Country Partnership Strategy Final Review, 2016–2020 
Corporate and Thematic Evaluation Studies 
Effectiveness of Safeguard Policy Statement  
Knowledge Solutions for Development: An Evaluation of ADB’s Readiness for Strategy 2030 
ADB's Support for Public-Private Partnerships, 2009–2019 
Sector-Wide Evaluations 
Sector-wide Evaluation: ADB Support for Transport, 2010–2018 
Sector-wide Evaluation: ADB Energy Policy and Program, 2009–2019 
Systematic Review 
Systematic Review on the Impact of Access to Electricity on Household Welfare (completed) 
Synthesis Notes 
Responding to COVID-19: Lessons from Previous Support to Micro, Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises 
Energy Sector Project Evaluations, 2015–2019  
Safeguard Assessment of Nonsovereign Projects 
Lessons from ADB’s Social Protection Interventions: A Synthesis of Learning on Social Assistance Support 
Other Completed Report 
2020 Annual Evaluation Review: ADB’s Project-Level Self-Evaluation System 

  ADB = Asian Development Bank, CAREC = Central Asia Regional Economic Cooperation Program, COVID-19 = coronavirus 
disease. 

  Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 
 
 
 
 

 
  



Appendix 2  87 
 

Table A2.2 Project Completion Report Validation Reports Completed in 2020 
Loan or Grant Number Country Project or Program Name PCR Circulation Date 
2652/2653 VIE Skills Enhancement Project 2-Jul-19 
2506 IND Rajasthan Urban Sector Development Investment Program 

(Tranche 2) 
3-Jul-19 

174 BHU Road Network Project II 3-Jul-19 
2699/0231/0232/0448/0
449/0450   

REG Second Greater Mekong Subregion Regional Communicable 
Diseases Control Project 

5-Jul-19 

2397/0098/0099 REG South Asia Subregional Economic Cooperation Information 
Highway Project  

8-Jul-19 

2451 VIE Ho Chi Minh City–Long Thanh–Dau Giay Expressway 
Construction Project 

10-Jul-19 

2613/2614 VIE SOE Reform and Corporate Governance Facilitation Program 
(Tranche 1)  

11-Jul-19 

MFF-0042/2635/ 
2746/2868 

UZB Central Asia Regional Economic Cooperation Corridor 2 Road 
Investment Program 

16-Jul-19 

3127/0386 SOL Provincial Renewable Energy Project 17-Jul-19 
2789 VIE Transport Connections in Northern Mountainous Provinces 

Project 
24-Jul-19 

2867/0290 MLD Inclusive Micro, Small, and Medium-Sized Enterprise 
Development Project 

25-Jul-19 

3058/3059 UZB Samarkand Solar Power Project 26-Jul-19 
MFF-0015/2725  IND Rajasthan Urban Sector Development Investment Program 

(Tranche 3 and Multitranche Financing Facility) 
30-Jul-19 

3403 FIJ Emergency Assistance for Recovery from Tropical Cyclone 
Winston 

1-Aug-19 

2556/0163 KGZ Issyk-Kul Sustainable Development Project 5-Aug-19 
2517/0384 VIE Renewable Energy Development and Network Expansion and 

Rehabilitation for Remote Communes Sector Project 
8-Aug-19 

211 LAO Strengthening Technical and Vocational Education and 
Training Project 

23-Aug-19 

2771 PRC Shandong Energy Efficiency and Emission Reduction Project  28-Aug-19 
3486 AZE Countercyclical Support Facility Program 29-Aug-19 
2428/0194 PRC Integrated Ecosystem and Water Resources Management in 

the Baiyangdian Basin Project 
30-Aug-19 

2415/2510 IND National Power Grid Development Investment Program 
(Tranches 1 and 2) 

4-Sep-19 

2727 PAK Power Distribution Enhancement Investment Program  
(Tranche 2) 

4-Sep-19 

2778 IND Gujarat Solar Power Transmission Project 6-Sep-19 
2188/2189/0019 BAN Gas Transmission and Development Project 13-Sep-19 
2972 PAK Power Distribution Enhancement Investment Program  

(Tranche 3) 
16-Sep-19 

336 CAM Rural Energy Project 20-Sep-19 
3538 PAK Public Sector Enterprises Reform Program (Subprogram 2) 20-Sep-19 
525 SAM Fiscal Resilience Improvement Program (Subprograms 1 and 2) 20-Sep-19 
MFF-0041/3240/3242 VIE SOE Reform and Corporate Governance Facilitation Program 

(Tranche 2 and Multitranche Financing Facility)  
3-Oct-19 

MFF-0045/2669/2837 IND Agribusiness Infrastructure Development Investment Program 01-Sep-19 
3111/3505 PHI Local Government Finance and Fiscal Decentralization Reform 

Program 
15-Oct-19 

157 NEP Second Small Towns Water Supply and Sanitation Sector 
Project 

17-Oct-19 

MFF-0032/3079 AZE Water Supply and Sanitation Investment Program (Tranche 3 
and Multitranche Financing Facility) 

17-Oct-19 

2885 PRC Shanxi Energy Efficiency and Environment Improvement 
Project 

21-Oct-19 

2842 AZE Water Supply and Sanitation Investment Program (Tranche 2) 31-Oct-19 
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Loan or Grant Number Country Project or Program Name PCR Circulation Date 
3410/0432/0487/0563 KGZ Second Investment Climate Improvement Program 4-Nov-19 
0414/0424/0443  NAU Electricity Supply Security and Sustainability Project 5-Nov-19 
2092/2796/8257/0267 NEP Decentralized Rural Infrastructure and Livelihood Project 14-Nov-19 
2571 AZE Water Supply and Sanitation Investment Program (Tranche 1) 15-Nov-19 
107 MON Western Regional Road Corridor Development Project, Phase 1 27-Nov-19 
MFF-0004/3097 BAN Railway Sector Investment Program (Tranche 3 and 

Multitranche Financing Facility) 
28-Nov-19 

2316/2317/2845/3376 BAN Railway Sector Investment Program (Tranches 1, 2, and 4) 2-Dec-19 
2368/8232/0087/0101 SAM Power Sector Expansion Project 4-Dec-19 
3004/3005 FSM Yap Renewable Energy Development Project 5-Dec-19 
0389/0390 TON Cyclone Ian Recovery Project 5-Dec-19 
2518/2519/0149 SRI Clean Energy and Access Improvement Project 10-Dec-19 
3152/0403 SOL Transport Sector Flood Recovery Project 11-Dec-19 
MFF-0028/2499/ 
2975/2976 

PAK Sindh Cities Improvement Investment Program 11-Dec-19 

2494 PRC Qingdao Water Resources and Wetland Protection Project 13-Dec-19 
2648 PRC Chongqing Urban–Rural Infrastructure Development 

Demonstration Project 
17-Dec-19 

2871 INO Precautionary Financing Facility 26-Dec-19 
3334/3595 PHI Encouraging Investment through Capital Market Reforms 

Program 
7-Jan-20 

3227/3228 VIE Improving Competitiveness Program 10-Jan-20 
2564 UZB Water Supply and Sanitation Services Investment Program 

(Tranche 1) 
21-Feb-20 

2696 BAN Sustainable Rural Infrastructure Improvement Project 27-Mar-20 
2458 IND Uttarakhand State-Road Investment Program (Project 2) 31-Mar-20 
2761/3256 BAN Third Primary Education Development Project 31-Mar-20 
9135/0277/0382/0406 NEP Establishing Women and Children Service Centers 4-Jun-20 
2694/0229 PRC Jiangxi Sustainable Forest Ecosystem Development Project 5-Jun-20 
2856 BAN Dhaka–Chittagong Expressway Public–Private Partnership 

Design Project 
10-Jun-20 

2354/2355 AZE Road Network Development Program (Project 1) 16-Jun-20 
345 NEP Skills Development Project  23-Jun-20 
219 NEP Community Irrigation Project  24-Jun-20 
248 NEP High Mountain Agribusiness and Livelihood Improvement 

Project  
25-Jun-20 

3008/3009 SRI Education Sector Development Program  26-Jun-20 
2881 IND Rural Connectivity Investment Program (Tranche 1)  26-Jun-20 
MFF-0010/3040 IND Uttarakhand State-Road Investment Program (Project 3 and 

Multitranche Financing Facility) 
29-Jun-20 

2656/0212/0239 NEP Kathmandu Sustainable Urban Transport Project 30-Jun-20 
AZE = Azerbaijan, BAN = Bangladesh, BHU = Bhutan, CAM = Cambodia, FSM = Federated States of Micronesia, IND = India, INO = Indonesia, 
KAZ = Kazakhstan, KGZ = Kyrgyz Republic, LAO = Lao People's Democratic Republic, MFF = multitranche financing facility, MON = Mongolia, 
NEP = Nepal, PAK = Pakistan, PCR = project completion report, PHI = Republic of the Philippines, PNG = Papua New Guinea, PRC = People's 
Republic of China, REG = regional, SAM = Samoa, SOE = state-owned enterprise, SOL = Solomon Islands, SRI = Sri Lanka, TA = technical 
assistance, TAJ = Tajikistan, TON = Tonga, UZB = Uzbekistan, VIE = Viet Nam. 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 
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Table A2.3 Extended Annual Review Report Validation Reports Completed in 2020 
Investment 
Number Country Project Name 

XARR Circulation 
Date 

7272 PRC Asia Infrastructure Project Development Co. Pte. [Asia Training and 
Research Initiative on Urban Management Project Development Facility] 

02-Oct-19 

7300 IND Pan-Asian Renewables Private Ltd. [Public–Private Partnership for 
Renewable Energy Development] 

02-Oct-19 

7210 LAO Nam Theun 2 Power Company Limited [Nam Theun 2 Hydroelectric Project] 19-Dec-19 
7213 REG Flagship Capital Corporation 04-Nov-19 
7223 IND BTS India Private Equity Fund 30-Oct-19 
7230 REG AIF Capital Asia III, LP 25-Nov-19 
7292 REG Asia Clean Energy Fund [Asian Clean Energy Private Equity Funds] 15-Nov-19 
7310 and 7375 PRC Tongfang (Harbin) Water Engineering Co., Ltd. [Songhua River Basin Water 

Pollution Control and Management Project Private Sector Facility] 
13-Dec-19 

7328 REG Bemobile Limited 25-Jun-20 
7335 THA Gulf JP NS Company Limited [Nong Saeng Natural Gas Power Project] 09-Dec-19 
7348 PAK Foundation Wind Energy I Limited [Foundation Wind Energy I and II 

Projects] 
11-Nov-19 

7370 THA Gulf JP UT Company Limited [Ayudha Natural Gas Power Project] 09-Dec-19 
7387 KAZ LLP RG Brands Kazakhstan [RG Brands Agribusiness Project] 24-Oct-19 
7400 IND Welspun Renewables Energy Limited (WREL) [Solar and Wind Power 

Development Project] 
25-Oct-19 

7402 MON TenGer Financial Group [Supporting Micro, Small, Medium-Sized 
Enterprises and Leasing Finance] 

28-Oct-19 

7404 PRC Clean Bus Leasing - Everbright Financial Leasing 29-Oct-19 
7416 to 7420 IND ACME Gurgaon Power Private Limited [ACME-EDF Solar Power Project] 04-Dec-19 
7435 THA Chaiyaphum Wind Farm Company Limited [Subyai Wind Power Project] 24-Jun-20 
7436 BAN Summit Bibiyana II Power Company Limited [Bibiyana II Gas Power Project] 18-Nov-19 
7441 AZE Demir Bank [Supporting Micro, Small, and Medium-Sized Enterprises] 11-Nov-19 
7442 PHI EDC Burgos Wind Power Corporation [150-Megawatt Burgos Wind Farm 

Project] 
31-Oct-19 

7443 PAK Engro Elengy Terminal Private Limited [Engro Fast-Track Liquefied Natural 
Gas Regasification Project] 

31-Oct-19 

7451 PHI AP Renewables, Inc. [Tiwi and MakBan Geothermal Power Green Bonds] 15-Jun-20 
7468 IND RBL Bank [Supporting Financial Inclusion] 22-Oct-19 
7473 IND PNB Housing Finance Limited [Low-Cost Affordable Housing Finance] 05-Nov-19 

AZE = Azerbaijan, BAN = Bangladesh, IND = India, KAZ = Kazakhstan, LAO = Lao People's Democratic Republic, MON = Mongolia, PAK = Pakistan, 
PHI = Republic of the Philippines, PRC = People's Republic of China, REG = regional, THA = Thailand, XARR = extended annual review report.  
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 

 
Table A2.4 Technical Assistance Completion Report Validation Reports Completed in 2020 

TA No. DMC Name 
TCR Circulation 

Date 
4874 KAZ Preparing the Kazpost Financial Strengthening and 

Modernization Project 
17-Jun-2020 

8163 REG Implementing the Greater Mekong Subregion Core 
Agriculture Support Program (Phase 2) 

17-Jun-2020 

8572 REG Action on Climate Change in South Asia 19-Jun-2020 
8584 REG Coordinated Border Management for Results in 

Central Asia Regional Economic Cooperation 
2-Jun-2020 

8606 REG Enhancing Readiness of ADB Developing Member 
Countries for Scaled Up Climate Finance 

5-Jun-2020 

8649 MON Preparing the Energy Efficiency and Urban 
Environment Improvement Project 

3-Apr-2020 

8743 PRC Study on Local Financial Market Development and 
Supervisory Framework 

11-May-2020 
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TA No. DMC Name 
TCR Circulation 

Date 
8804 REG Enhancing Road Safety for Central Asia Regional 

Economic Cooperation Member Countries 
17-Jun-2020 

8806 VIE Improving Portfolio Performance and Aid 
Management 

29-May-2020 

8813 REG Information and Communication Technology for 
Development Initiative Facility in Asia and the Pacific 

26-Mar-2020 

8927 BAN Enabling Poor Women's Benefits from Enhanced 
Access to Energy in Hatiya Island 

30-Jun-2020 

9040 PRC Developing Gross Ecosystem Product Accounting for 
Eco-Compensation 

25-May-2020 

9043 MON Strengthening Capacity for Environmental-Economic 
Accounting 

18-Mar-2020 

9095 REG Strengthening Integrated Water Resources 
Management in Mountainous River Basins 

15-May-2020 

9145 PRC Poverty Reduction in Liupanshan, Ningxia Hui 
Autonomous Region 

27-Apr-2020 

9201 MON Gender-Responsive Sector and Local Development 
Policies and Actions 

26-Mar-2020 

9207 PAK Education Sector Assessment 10-Mar-2020 
9228 PRC Vocational Education-Enterprise Collaboration for 

Student Employment-Based Poverty Reduction in 
Gansu 

23-Apr-2020 

9233 MON Conservation of Forest Genetic Resources 2-Jun-2020 
9235 REG Strengthening Tax Policy and Administration Capacity 

to Mobilize Domestic Resources 
2-Apr-2020 

9241 PRC Creating Enabling Environments for Gradual Rural–
Urban Migration and Urban Settlements 
Development in Chuxiong Yi Autonomous Prefecture 

11-Mar-2020 

9265 VIE Support to Strengthening Local Health Care Program 8-Jun-2020 
9271 REG Facilitating Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises 

Foreign Direct Investment Flows: An ASEAN+6 Case 
Study 

2-Apr-2020 

9294 REG Promoting Green Local Currency-Denominated Bonds 
for Infrastructure Development in ASEAN+3 

28-Feb-2020 

9405 PRC Reforming the System of Personal Income Tax and 
Social Security Contributions 

3-Jun-2020 

9702 TIM Preliminary Assessment for Dili Airport Runway 
Project Upgrading Project 

29-Apr-2020 

9718 REG Developing an Accountability Mechanism Framework 
for Financial Intermediaries 

24-Mar-2020 

8025 REG SASEC Subregional Energy Efficiency Initiative 9-Sep-2020 
8085 BAN Support for the Third Primary Education 

Development Project 
10-Sep-2020 

8357 VIE Improving Operational Performance of the Water 
Supply Sector 

18-Sep-2020 

8426 BAN Capacity Building for Portfolio Management 2-Jul-2020 
8619 REG South Asia Subregional Economic Cooperation Cross-

Border Power Trade Development 
21-Aug-2020 

8728 PRC Improving Efficiency in Public Service Procurement, 
Delivery, and Financing 

10-Jul-2020 

8734 PRC Improving Energy Efficiency, Emission Control, and 
Compliance Management of the Manufacturing 
Industry 

6-Aug-2020 

8803 BAN Strengthening Monitoring and Enforcement in the 
Meghna River for Dhaka's Sustainable Water Supply 

8-Sep-2020 

8987 MYA Improving Road Network Management and Safety 23-Jul-2020 
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TA No. DMC Name 
TCR Circulation 

Date 
9039 PRC Promotion of Environmentally Sustainable 

Infrastructure Investment in Asia and the Pacific 
21-Jul-2020 

9045 ARM Export- and Innovation-Led Industrial Development 9-Jul-2020 
9197 REG Creating a Regional Settlement Intermediary in 

ASEAN+3: Cross-Border Settlement Infrastructure 
Forum 

16-Sep-2020 

9301 KAZ Fostering the Development of Renewable Energy 17-Jul-2020 
9379 PRC Comprehensive Hub-Oriented Transportation 

Strategy for Urumqi Metropolitan Area 
1-Sep-2020 

7851/8748 REG Support for Implementing the Action Plan for 
Transport and Trade Facilitation in the Greater 
Mekong Subregion 

4-Sep-2020 

ARM = Armenia, BAN = Bangladesh, DMC = developing member country, KAZ = Kazakhstan, MON = 
Mongolia, MYA = Myanmar, PAK = Pakistan, PCR = project completion report, PHI = Republic of the 
Philippines, PRC = People's Republic of China, REG = regional, TA = technical assistance, TCR = technical 
assistance completion report, TIM = Timor-Leste, VIE = Viet Nam.  
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 

APPENDIX 3: PROJECT-LEVEL VIEW OF ADB PERFORMANCE IN SECTOR-
WIDE EVALUATIONS OF TRANSPORT; ENERGY; AND AGRICULTURE, 
NATURAL RESOURCES, AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT 
 
 

Sector 

Sector-Wide 
Project Success 

Rate Project Success Rate by Subsector 
Notable Results by Evaluation 

Criteria 
Transport  
(2010–2018) 

68% successful  70% of the dominant-nonurban road projects 
were successful. The other subsectors 
performed less well: railways (50%), water 
(50%), and aviation (33%). 

Relevance was highest (95%), 
and effectiveness was relatively 
strong (76%), but efficiency 
(68%), and particularly 
sustainability (56%) was lower. 

Energy  
(2009–2019) 

81% successful, 
reaching 91% in 
2017–2019 

Sovereign operations: 80.6% successful. 
Nonsovereign operations: 82.8% successful. 
Conventional energy generation and gas 
infrastructure and renewable energy had high 
success rates (about 90%). Energy sector 
development and institutional reform had a 
low success rate (46%).  

Efficiency was low (71.6%), and 
sustainability high (85.1%), 
significantly higher than for the 
other sectors.  

Agriculture, 
natural 
resources, 
and rural 
development 
(ANR) 
(2005–2017) 

64.5% 
successful  

Land-based natural resources management 
had the highest success rate (83%). 
Sustainable agriculture and food security 
improved to 79% in 2014–2017. Success rates 
for other subsectors were: rural water, 
sanitation and hygiene (71%), water-based 
natural resource management (74%), and 
irrigation, drainage, and flood protection 
(62%). On its own, the irrigation success rate 
was only 47%. 

The comparatively poor 
performance of irrigation, 
particularly in terms of 
effectiveness and sustainability, 
is a concern, particularly as the 
water-related subsectors rose 
from 50% to 80% of ANR 
operations over the evaluation 
period. 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department review of sector-wide evaluations. 
 
 
 



APPENDIX 4: SELECTED SECTOR-WIDE EVALUATION RESULTS OF 
RELEVANCE TO STRATEGY 2030 OPERATIONAL PRIORITIES 
 

Strategy 2030 
Operational 
Priorities 

Energy Sector-Wide  
Evaluation (2020) 

Transport Sector-Wide 
Evaluation (2020) 

ANR Sector-Wide Evaluation 
(2018) 

OP1: Addressing 
remaining poverty 
and reducing 
inequalities 

ADB has expanded and 
enhanced access to electricity 
but needs to pay attention to 
“last mile” investment, which 
is a minority of transmission 
and distribution investment. 

ADB’s corporate strategies 
recognize the transport 
sector’s crucial role in 
reducing poverty. Project 
areas (where 20% of 
beneficiaries were poor) 
showed increased 
economic activity through 
the proxy indicator of 
night-time lighting. 

ADB returned to the sector but 
operational priorities do not 
provide enough strategic 
guidance.  
 
ANR projects promoted 
inclusive growth but they 
require greater replication and 
upscaling. 

OP2: Accelerating 
progress in 
gender equality 

Gender equality is not 
specifically addressed in the 
2009 Energy Policy; ADB 
needs to do more to integrate 
gender equity and women’s 
empowerment into energy 
sector operations. 

The 2010 STI-OP 
strengthened gender 
mainstreaming in 
transport projects.   

ANR projects improved gender 
equity on a small-scale; when 
they were mainstreamed, 
gender equity support yielded 
positive outcomes, but there is 
scope for more improvement. 

OP3: Tackling 
climate change, 
building climate 
resilience, and 
enhancing 
environmental 
sustainability 

Energy efficiency and 
renewable energies have been 
promoted but limited to a few 
countries. The 2009 Energy 
Policy is inconsistent with the 
practice of avoiding coal 
power generation and is no 
longer adequately aligned 
with the global consensus on 
climate change. The energy 
sector needs to adapt to the 
requirements of the Paris 
Agreement. 

Efforts were made to 
achieve modal shifts, 
investing in urban mass 
transit and rail.  
ADB has been less than 
successful in meeting 
sustainable objectives such 
as climate change. While 
the STI-OP has been well 
aligned with the Paris 
Agreement, operational 
guidance is needed to 
operationalize the 
sustainable transport 
agenda.  

Sustainability concern has 
focused on institutional 
elements and less physical 
aspects, such as the medium-
to-long-term availability and 
reliability of water resource. 
Climate change financing is less 
than half of $2 billion annual 
target. 
 
ADB should expand its focus on 
water to encompass adaptation 
to climate change to maximize 
and sustain results. 

OP4: Making 
cities more livable 

The 2009 Energy Policy does 
not specifically address urban 
energy; ADB should focus on 
energy-efficient cooling 
systems, together with 
appropriate building 
insulation, to reduce 
electricity demand. 

ADB should be prepared 
to implement complex and 
multisectoral projects, 
such as urban transport 
projects. 

The 2015 sector operational 
plan raised the implications of 
urbanization and changing 
diets and food demands but 
was not clear on how ADB 
would support value chain 
development. Urban water and 
natural resources management 
projects did not focus on food 
security. 

OP5: Promoting 
rural 
development and 
food security 

ADB should support 
interventions in other sectors, 
such as off-grid systems to 
support rural development. 

Non-urban roads have 
been the main subsector; 
better access to markets, 
especially in rural areas, 
benefit poor and 
marginalized populations. 

Sector strategies were not 
relevant to agriculture and food 
security but improved after 
2009. Irrigation has been the 
focus of ANR investment, with 
the key issue being 
sustainability. JFPR was key in 
providing support to 
smallholder agriculture.  
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Strategy 2030 
Operational 
Priorities 

Energy Sector-Wide  
Evaluation (2020) 

Transport Sector-Wide 
Evaluation (2020) 

ANR Sector-Wide Evaluation 
(2018) 

OP6: 
Strengthening 
governance and 
institutional 
capacity 

Energy sector development 
and reforms was rated less 
than successful; increased 
ADB support in these areas is 
recommended. 

ADB has been less 
successful in meeting 
sustainable objectives such 
as road safety and road 
maintenance, due to weak 
institutions and 
governance structures. 

ADB needs more specialized 
skills to carry out sector 
economic, policy, governance, 
and institutional analysis.    

OP7: Fostering 
regional 
cooperation and 
integration  

The energy program fell short 
in supporting policy 
development for regional 
Integration; ADB should 
promote adequate 
institutional arrangements 
toward this end. 

The RCI focus in the 2010 
STI-OP was consistent with 
ADB’s 2006 RCI Strategy 
but was not updated after 
its mid-term review to 
reflect Strategy 2030. 

ADB aimed to expand RCI in the 
ANR sector but was not clear on 
how to achieve this. Recent 
CPSs have increasingly 
addressed regional issues, 
putting technical assistance to 
good use. 

ADB = Asian Development Bank; ANR = agriculture, natural resources, and rural development; CPS = country partnership strategy; 
DMCs = developing member countries; JFPR = Japan Fund for Poverty Reduction; OP = operational priority; STI-OP = Sustainable 
Transport Initiative Operational Plan; RCI = regional cooperation and integration. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department assessment based on recent sector-wide evaluations. 
 



APPENDIX 5: SECTOR-WIDE EVALUATION FINDINGS OF RELEVANCE TO 
STRATEGY 2030 STRATEGIC ALIGNMENT AND FINANCING TARGETS 
 
 

Strategy 2030 Target Transport  Energy  ANR  
At least 75% of the number 
of ADB’s committed 
operations (on a 3-year 
rolling average, including 
sovereign and nonsovereign 
operations) will promote 
gender equality by 2030 

STI-OP 2016 mid-term 
review: 78% of road 
projects were 
categorized as “effective 
gender mainstreaming” 
or as containing “some 
gender elements.” 

None of the 215 projects in 
the evaluation period was 
categorized as “gender 
equity” and 55% contained 
“no gender elements”. 85% 
of projects approved in 
2019 had either “some 
gender elements” or were 
“gender mainstreamed.” 

Not explicitly 
reported; evaluation 
finds that for the 110 
evaluated projects, 
half reported on 
gender outcomes. 

75% of the number of 
ADB’s committed 
operations (on a 3-year 
rolling average, including 
sovereign and nonsovereign 
operations) will support 
climate change mitigation 
and adaptation by 2030. 

Not reported, but the 
evaluation found that 
69% of projects did not 
have output or outcome 
indicators that would 
have enabled issues 
related to climate 
change to be assessed 
adequately. 

No findingsa Not reported, but 
climate change 
financing is 
significant (although 
less than half of $2 
billion annual target). 

Every $1 in financing for 
ADB’s private sector 
operations matched by 
$2.50 of long-term 
cofinancing 

No findings.a $1.5 billion of cofinancing 
reported overall (not broken 
down by private sector) and 
leveraging not calculated. 

Not reported but 
probably falls short 
(cofinancing as a 
whole was about 7% 
of all financing). 

ADB’s private sector 
operations will reach one-
third of ADB operations by 
number by 2024 

Not explicitly reported, 
but the evaluation 
found that ADB private 
sector operations 
contributed only 2.9% 
of ADB’s total 
investment in the sector. 

Not explicitly reported, but 
data presented show private 
sector operations (excluding 
TA) exceed this target.  

Not reported, but 
probably falls far 
short ($697 million 
was financed since 
2012). 

ADB = Asian Development Bank; ANR = agriculture, natural resources, and rural development; STI-OP = Sustainable Transport 
Initiative Operational Plan; TA = technical assistance. 
a This was because the main goals of the sector-wide evaluations were to assess performance against the Strategy 2020 objectives. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department review of sector-wide evaluations. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



APPENDIX 6: ENVISAGED CONTRIBUTIONS OF SELECTED SECTORS TO OPERATIONAL PLANS OF 
STRATEGY 2030 

 
Operational Plan Energy Transport Agriculture (Rural Development and Food Security) 

OP1: Addressing 
remaining poverty 
and reducing 
inequalities 

Provide and increase access of the 
rural and urban poor to modern and 
clean energy for lighting, cooking, 
and heating. 
 
Facilitate socioeconomic 
opportunities, sources of livelihood, 
and social mobility. 

Increase inclusion and reduce 
inequalities in urban and rural 
accessibility and mobility. 

Scale up farm productivity improvement; engage 
smallholder farmers in agribusiness value chains; and 
promote non-farm business and service development for 
increased income and job generation in rural areas 
through multisector investments. 
 
Promote water and energy security in rural areas. 
 
Build community-based climate resilience and develop 
rural institutions for vulnerable populations in rural areas. 
 
Promote diversified, nutritious food supply combined with 
access to water and sanitation, primary health services, 
and rural livelihood improvements to reduce malnutrition 
in rural areas. 

OP2: Accelerating 
progress in gender 
equality 

Expand household access to 
affordable, modern, and clean 
energy, resulting in reducing 
traditional fuel-gathering tasks and 
easing unpaid care and domestic 
work responsibilities. 
 
Expand opportunities for energy-
based livelihoods and income-
generating activities for women. 
 
Provide employment for and develop 
new skills in women (including 
scholarships to build pipelines) in 
energy projects or power system 
installation, maintenance, and 
operation. 

Support employment for women in 
general and explore opportunities 
in semi-skilled and skilled job types. 
 
Promote women-friendly physical 
designs of urban and rural 
transport. 
 
Conduct training and awareness 
campaigns for contractors, 
construction workers, and 
communities on prevention of 
sexual harassment, exploitation 
and abuse, HIV and sexually- 
transmitted infections, trafficking, 
and other social risks, where 
identified. 

Study and invest in effective countermeasures to ensure 
equal access of women farmers to productive assets such 
as land and water, beneficial technologies and 
information, business opportunities, and finance, so that 
women can effectively deal with feminization of 
agriculture as a consequence of male rural–urban 
migration, gender yield gaps, and malnourished status of 
women and girls. 
 
Through various applications of digital technologies, 
generate opportunities for women to participate 
effectively and to increase their role in the sustainable 
management of land, water, soil, forest, river basin, and 
agriculture production; agribusiness, marketing, and 
trade; SMEs and rural income generation; post-harvest 
activities; food processing; food safety; outreach and 
education; and the agriculture–nutrition–health nexus. 

OP3: Tackling 
climate 
change, building 
climate and disaster 
resilience, and 

Increase deployment and adoption 
of low-carbon technologies in 
renewable energy projects to 
contribute to the reduction of GHG 
emissions. 

Encourage mitigation, adaptation, 
disaster resilience, 
and environmental sustainability.  
 

Scale up climate-smart agriculture, flood risk 
management, drought resilience, and sustainable 
agribusiness value-chain development to transition to a 
more productive, resilient, and cost-and resource-efficient 
food supply system. 
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Operational Plan Energy Transport Agriculture (Rural Development and Food Security) 
enhancing 
environmental 
sustainability 
 

 
Increase supply- and demand-side 
energy efficiency to contribute to the 
reduction of GHG emissions and to 
temper the need for additional 
power generation. 

Improve environmental 
sustainability in port and coastal 
transport infrastructure 
development. 

 
Integrate highly scattered food and input markets and 
agribusiness value chains with upgraded transport, 
logistics and market infrastructure, and policy reforms to 
reduce food and resource waste in collaboration with 
private companies and farmer groups. 
 
Scale up the adoption of clean technologies, safe 
biotechnologies, mechanization, and digital technology 
applications to develop a system to supply more food 
with less water, energy, and labor. 
 
Scale up the adoption of sustainable agriculture practices 
to align them with national and industry standards. 
 
Support sustainable carbon sink development and 
conservation of biodiversity, such as sustainable 
watershed management, agroforestry and conservation 
forestry, and coastal resource management, leveraging 
private conservation investment funds. 
 
Support the improved management and reduction of 
nonpoint source pollution of the marine environment 
from agriculture. 
 
Scale up support for the sustainable development of 
fisheries. 
 
Encourage landscape-based multisector investments to 
address the water–food–energy nexus. 

OP4: Making cities 
more livable 

Promote increased energy efficiency 
in buildings, and reduce demand for 
energy, thereby lessening the impact 
of environmental pollution. 
 
Contribute to smart cities with a 
reliable and affordable supply of 
electricity through smart grids and 
distributed systems as well as 
charging infrastructure for electric 
vehicles. 

Promote livable cities through an 
integrated approach to improve 
access and mobility and provide 
safe, reliable, and economical 
urban transport choices. 
Based on a compact city concept, 
promote integrated land-use and 
transport planning through 
renewable energy-powered mass 
transit and nonmotorized transport 

Moderate rural–urban migration by creating decent jobs 
and livelihoods in rural areas by improving connectivity 
between urban centers and neighboring rural areas. 
 
Explore innovative information and communication 
technology options to better link rural suppliers and 
urban markets. 
 
Ensure urban food security through improved rural–urban 
economic linkages which include market integration and 
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Operational Plan Energy Transport Agriculture (Rural Development and Food Security) 
 
Increase access to heating and 
cooling systems using renewable 
energy, which contributes to 
uplifting the poor in urban areas 
while reducing pollution. 

in an integrated access and 
mobility system. 
 
Develop DMC capacity to plan, 
implement, manage, and finance 
urban transport systems. 

connectivity, urban agriculture, and rural suppliers–urban 
consumer links to promote food security. 

OP5: Promoting 
rural development 
and food security 

Enable the use of modern 
technologies to access energy to 
improve rural education, health, and 
other social services. 
 
Increase deployment of renewable 
energy technologies in agriculture 
and off-grid mini-and micro-grid 
systems to facilitate and rural 
development and to help ensure 
food safety and security. 

Provide rural roads to improve 
connectivity. 
 
Promote accessibility and 
decreased cost of rural transport. 
 
Reduce losses through transport 
system improvements and logistics. 
 
Contribute to achieving Sustainable 
Development Goal 9.1.1: 
Proportion of the rural population 
who live within 2 kilometers of an 
all-season road. 

Rural−urban connectivity 
 
Rural health and education 
 
Off-grid energy solutions 
 
Rural economic hubs 
 
Modern agricultural value chains 
 
Food safety and traceability 
 
Affordable rural finance 
 
Climate-smart agriculture 
 
Knowledge-intensive agriculture 
 
Youth and women empowerment 
 
Water−food−health nexus 

OP6: Strengthening 
governance and 
institutional 
capacity 

Explore how clean energy and energy 
efficiency can be implemented in the 
context of multi-level governance 
and policy management; introduce 
governance and institutional 
innovations to achieve sustainable 
management of energy systems. 
 
Strengthen the capacity of national 
and local governments to increase 
the use of renewable energy and 
promote its benefits to citizens and 
businesses. 
 

Contribute to the design and 
implementation of policy, 
regulatory, and institutional 
reforms for improved transport 
connectivity and efficiency. 
 
Adopt a multi-level governance 
approach and other analytical 
frameworks for the development 
and implementation of transport 
policies and regulations towards 
achieving transport policy goals. 
 

Help design and implement institutional policies, rules, 
and regulations promoting rural development and food 
security. 
 
Mainstream rural development and food security in 
national development agendas and policy statements. 
 
Strengthen local government capacity for improved 
service delivery. 
 
Improve the capacity of community-based people’s 
organizations to participate in decision-making processes. 
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Operational Plan Energy Transport Agriculture (Rural Development and Food Security) 
Formulate laws and regulations, 
providing for unbundling of power 
from generation to transmission to 
distribution. 
 
Develop policies that support the 
transition to decentralized power 
generation and other energy systems 
considering technological ability, 
regulatory flexibility, and political 
processes. 
 
Provide inputs in carrying out PPP 
appraisal, monitoring and 
evaluation. Based on careful 
comparative analysis, PPP can play a 
role in the implementation and 
financing of energy systems 
Establish energy systems taking into 
account the strategic use of 
information and communication 
technology and infrastructure and 
ownership structures, engaging 
citizens to participate in the energy 
system transition process. 
 
Ensure citizens’ access to sustainable 
and affordable electricity 

Ensure the coherence of transport 
sector policies and prioritization 
guidelines for the evaluation of 
projects. 
 
Provide clarity on the functions and 
mandates of key ministries, 
departments, and agencies in the 
transport sector. 
 
Provide assistance to developing 
member countries to develop 
sustainable and climate-resilient 
intermodal transport systems. 
 
Improve the planning and 
procurement functions of transport 
institutions; strengthen national 
and subnational public financial 
management frameworks in the 
transport sector. 

Introduce methodologies and approaches to rural 
development and food security, including multi-
stakeholder engagement and participatory development. 
 
Develop accountability and service delivery standards for 
rural development and food security. 

OP7: Fostering 
regional 
cooperation and 
integration 

Support new technology and 
operations management for 
increasing the supply of renewable 
energy systems adapted to cross-
border energy trade to help ensure 
regional energy security and help 
reduce carbon dioxide emissions by 
maximizing renewable energy-based 
power generation. 

Support the provision of modern, 
including more energy-efficient, 
cross-border infrastructure 
connectivity with expansion into 
information and communication 
technology (ICT) connectivity to 
support cross-border digital trade.  
 
Support the expansion of 
multimodal transport systems 
(roads, rail, ports, aviation) in the 
context of competitive economic 
corridors. 

ADB’s food security investment will focus on:  
(i) regional policy dialogue for increased food trade and 
the harmonization of food safety and traceability 
standards under the regional cooperation programs; 
(ii) investment in transport, logistics, utilities, and 
marketing infrastructure and their strategic links to 
improve the food distribution efficiency in terms of 
distance, time, and cost; and  
(iii) digital technology applications and supporting policy 
environment and institutional capacity building for digital 
food trade hubs and cross-border food value chain 
management. 
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Operational Plan Energy Transport Agriculture (Rural Development and Food Security) 
 
Support modern cross-border 
logistics incorporating more ICT, 
capable of supporting greater 
diversity of goods and/or services 
transported and improving the 
effectiveness of detecting illicit 
trade.  
 
Support the design of new and/or 
improved inter-subregional 
connectivity. 

DMC = developing member country, GHG = greenhouse gas, ICT = information and communication technology, OP = operational priority, PPP = public–private partnership. 
Source: Compiled from Strategy 2030 operational plans. 
 



APPENDIX 7: RESULTS OF THE STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE ADB STAFF 
SURVEY  
 
 
1. The evaluation team administered an online survey to Asian Development Bank (ADB) staff from 
headquarters and resident missions. The survey was circulated to 1,382 staff and 834 responded, a 
response rate of 60.3% (Table 7A.1). Staff from the following departments took part in the survey: Central 
and West Asia Department, East Asia Department, Economic Research and Regional Cooperation 
Department, Pacific Department, Private Sector Operations Department, South Asia Department, 
Southeast Asia Department, and Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department (Table 7A.2).  
 

Table A7.1: Profile of Survey Respondents, by Department 

Department 
Total 

Responses 
Usable 

Responses 
Total Number of 

Respondents Response Rate (%) 
SARD 222 202 242 83.5 
SERD 159 147 237 62.0 
CWRD 136 125 248 50.4 
PSOD 114 102 212 48.1 
EARD 83 80 121 66.1 
SDCC 83 80 139 57.6 
PARD 65 51 107 47.7 
ERCD 56 47 76 61.8 
Total 918 834 1,382 60.3 

CWRD = Central and West Asia Department; EARD = East Asia Department; ERCD = Economic Research and 
Regional Cooperation Department; PARD = Pacific Department; PSOD = Private Sector Operations Department; 
SARD = South Asia Department; SERD = Southeast Asia Department; SDCC = Sustainable Development and 
Climate Change Department. 
Source: Evaluation team's calculations based on the ADB staff survey. 
  

Table A7.2: Profile of Survey Respondents, by Duty Station 

Category 
Number of  

Respondents % 
Headquarters 511 61.3 
Resident Mission 323 38.7 
Total 834 100.0 

Source: Evaluation team's calculations based on the ADB staff survey. 
 
2. The evaluation team applied chi-square statistical analysis to determine whether there was a 
statistically significant difference in the responses of ADB staff across departments, or between ADB staff 
stationed in headquarters or resident missions. Box A7.1 discusses the methodology for statistical testing 
applied in the survey. 
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Box A7.1: Methodology for Statistical Testing 
 
Suppose there are r departments whose staff evaluated the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) based on a response scale in 
the staff survey designed for the theme chapter. Suppose also the response scale consists of s mutually exclusive answers. Given 
this, let us denote the following: 
 

• 𝑛𝑛𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 = the number of randomly selected staff members from the ith department who provided the jth response, where 
𝑖𝑖 = 1, 2, … , 𝑟𝑟 and 𝑗𝑗 =  1, 2, . . . , 𝑠𝑠  such that ∑ ∑ 𝑛𝑛𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 = 𝑛𝑛𝑠𝑠

𝑖𝑖=1
𝑟𝑟
𝑖𝑖=1  ;  

• ∑ 𝑛𝑛𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑠𝑠
𝑖𝑖=1 = 𝑛𝑛𝑖𝑖∙ is the total number of staff members belonging to the ith department; 

• ∑ 𝑛𝑛𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 = 𝑛𝑛∙𝑖𝑖𝑟𝑟
𝑖𝑖  is the number of staff members from all departments who provided the jth response;  

• 𝑝𝑝𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 = 𝑛𝑛𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖
𝑛𝑛

  is the probability that a randomly selected staff member from the ith department who gave the jth response; 
and  

• 𝑝𝑝𝑖𝑖∙ =
∑ 𝑛𝑛𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑠𝑠
𝑖𝑖=1

𝑛𝑛
  is the probability that a randomly selected respondent belonged to the ith department.  

 
The null hypothesis used in this evaluation is that there is no difference in the responses across departments, i.e., the departments 
that participated in the survey are homogeneous. Formally, this hypothesis is given by 𝑝𝑝𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 = 𝑝𝑝𝑖𝑖∙ for all 𝑖𝑖 . 
 
Given that 𝑛𝑛𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 are the actual responses and 𝑛𝑛�𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 = 𝑝𝑝𝑖𝑖∙ 𝑛𝑛∙𝑖𝑖 are the expected responses under the null hypothesis, Chi-square (𝜒𝜒2) can 
be defined as  
 

𝜒𝜒2 = ��
[𝑛𝑛𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 − 𝑛𝑛�𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖]2

𝑛𝑛�𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖

𝑠𝑠

𝑖𝑖=1

𝑟𝑟

𝑖𝑖=1

 

 
with (𝑟𝑟 − 1)(𝑠𝑠 − 1) degrees of freedom. We conclude that there is no difference in the responses across departments if the null 
hypothesis cannot be rejected at a given significance level. If the null hypothesis is rejected, we conclude that the departments that 
participated in the survey were not homogenous in their responses. Let P be the probability that the null hypothesis is rejected. If 
we choose the 5% level of significance, then we reject the null hypothesis if 𝑃𝑃 < 0.05 .  
 
Source: Evaluation team. 
 
3. The results of the survey are as follows. 

 
Table A7.3: Strategy 2030 and its Seven Operational Priorities Provide Adequate Analysis and Guidance 

to Help Me Incorporate the SDGs Into My Work 
  Percentage of Respondents (%) 

Item 
Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Not  
Applicable 

No  
Response 

Department             
CWRD              9.6             76.0               8.8               2.4               2.4               0.8  
EARD            15.0             62.5             11.3               1.3             10.0               0.0    
ERCD            19.2             70.2               6.4               0.0                 2.1               2.1  
PARD            13.7             76.5               5.9               2.0               2.0               0.0    
PSOD              7.8             75.5               8.8               2.0               5.9               0.0    
SARD              9.4             77.7               5.0               1.5               5.9               0.5  
SDCC            16.3             68.8             15.0               0.0                 0.0                 0.0    
SERD              9.5             74.2             10.2               0.7               4.8               0.7  
All            11.3             73.7               8.6               1.3               4.6               0.5  
Chi-Square 40.11      
p-value 0.254   
d.f. 35      

Work Station             
Headquarters            11.2             71.4             10.0               2.2               4.9               0.4  
Resident Mission            11.5             77.4               6.5               0.0                 4.0               0.6  
All            11.3             73.7               8.6               1.3               4.6               0.5  
Chi-Square 11.24      
p-value 0.047     
d.f. 5      

CWRD = Central and West Asia Department; d.f. = degrees of freedom; EARD = East Asia Department; ERCD = Economic Research 
and Regional Cooperation Department; PARD = Pacific Department; PSOD = Private Sector Operations Department; SARD = South 
Asia Department; SERD = Southeast Asia Department; SDCC = Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department. 
Source: Evaluation team's calculations based on the ADB staff survey. 
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4. The statistical analysis showed that the responses are statistically significant at the 5% level 
among staff between headquarters and resident missions but not across departments. This statistically 
significant difference between staff in headquarters and resident missions may be due to disparities in 
the understanding of Strategy 2030 and the seven operational priorities.  
 

Table A7.4: I consider the SDGs When Identifying the Pipeline of Projects for a Country Program 
  Percentage of Respondents (%) 

Item Always Often Rarely Never 
Not 

Applicable 
No 

Response 
Department             

CWRD            26.4             34.4             14.4               4.8             19.2               0.8  
EARD            30.0             35.0             11.3               1.3             21.3               1.3  
ERCD            12.8             40.4               6.4               0.0               40.4               0.0    
PARD            23.5             35.3             15.7               3.9             21.6               0.0    
PSOD            20.6             25.5               6.9               3.9             42.2               1.0  
SARD            24.3             31.2             10.9               0.5             30.2               3.0  
SDCC            20.0             28.8             13.8               0.0               36.3               1.3  
SERD            27.2             31.3             10.9               1.4             27.2               2.0  
All            24.1             31.9             11.3               1.9             29.3               1.6  
Chi-square 49.40      
p-value 0.050     
d.f. 35      

Work Station             
Headquarters            50.8             57.5             67.0             75.0             71.3             53.9  
Resident Mission            49.3             42.5             33.0             25.0             28.7             46.2  
All            24.1             31.9             11.3               1.9             29.3               1.6  
Chi-square 24.21      
p-value 0.000    
d.f. 5      

CWRD = Central and West Asia Department; d.f. = degrees of freedom; EARD = East Asia Department; ERCD = Economic Research 
and Regional Cooperation Department; PARD = Pacific Department; PSOD = Private Sector Operations Department; SARD = South 
Asia Department; SERD = Southeast Asia Department; SDCC = Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department. 
Source: Evaluation team's calculations based on the ADB staff survey. 
 
5. The statistical analysis found a statistically significant difference at the 5% level in the responses 
of ADB staff across departments and a highly statistically significant difference at 5% level in the 
responses between staff in headquarters and resident missions. This finding may be attributed to ADB 
staff having a different understanding of and priority given to the SDGS. The highly statistically significant 
difference between staff in headquarters and resident missions may be due to staff in headquarters 
working more directly with governments of member countries, who in turn give different priorities to 
the SDGs. 
 
6. There is a statistically significant difference at 5% level in the responses of staff across 
departments, and between headquarters and resident missions, the analysis revealed. The statistically 
different responses may be due to disparities in the understanding of and priority given to the SDGs by 
line ministries. ADB usually works with line ministries, which are the executing and implementing 
agencies of ADB projects.  
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Table A7.5: I Consider the SDGs When Designing Projects 

  Percentage of Respondents (%) 

Item Always Often Rarely Never 
Not 

Applicable 
No 

Response 
Department             

CWRD            28.0             30.4             15.2               3.2             21.6               1.6  
EARD            33.8             32.5             11.3               0.0               21.3               1.3  
ERCD            12.8             46.8             10.6               2.1             27.7               0.0    
PARD            19.6             39.2             15.7               3.9             21.6               0.0    
PSOD            22.6             24.5               4.9               2.9             45.1               0.0    
SARD            26.2             31.7               9.4               1.0             30.2               1.5  
SDCC            30.0             33.8             12.5               0.0               22.5               1.3  
SERD            28.6             33.3             11.6               0.7             23.8               2.0  
All            26.4             32.5             11.0               1.6             27.3               1.2  
Chi-square 49.77      
p-value 0.050     

     d.f.    35 
Work Station             

Headquarters            23.9             32.7             12.3               2.0             28.6               0.6  
Resident Mission            30.3             32.2               9.0               0.9             25.4               2.2  
All            26.4             32.5             11.0               1.6             27.3               1.2  
Chi-square 11.36      
p-value 0.045     
d.f. 5      

CWRD = Central and West Asia Department; d.f. = degrees of freedom; EARD = East Asia Department; ERCD = Economic Research 
and Regional Cooperation Department; PARD = Pacific Department; PSOD = Private Sector Operations Department; SARD = South 
Asia Department; SERD = Southeast Asia Department; SDCC = Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department. 
Source: Evaluation team's calculations based on the ADB staff survey. 
 
Table A7.6: I Use or Refer to ADB’s Corporate Results Framework, 2019–2024 and its List of Indicators  

When Designing Results Frameworks of Country Programs 
  Percentage of Respondents (%) 

Item Always Often Rarely Never 
Not 

Applicable 
No 

Response 
Department             

CWRD            21.6             32.8             20.0               1.6             23.2               0.8  
EARD            18.8             30.0             11.3               2.5             37.5               0.0    
ERCD              4.3             34.0             14.9               2.1             44.7               0.0    
PARD            23.5             31.4             13.7               7.8             23.5               0.0    
PSOD            11.8             13.7             12.8               2.9             58.8               0.0    
SARD            18.8             28.7             12.4               0.5             38.1               1.5  
SDCC            13.8             27.5             12.5               0.0               45.0               1.3  
SERD            27.9             27.2             10.9               3.4             29.9               0.7  
All            18.9             27.7             13.4               2.2             37.1               0.7  
Chi-square 75.12      
p-value 0.000    
d.f. 35      

Work Station             
Headquarters            16.2             25.6             14.7               2.4             40.7               0.4  
Resident Mission            23.2             31.0             11.5               1.9             31.3               1.2  
All            18.9             27.7             13.4               2.2             37.1               0.7  
Chi-square 15.59      
p-value 0.008    
d.f. 5      

CWRD = Central and West Asia Department; d.f. = degrees of freedom; EARD = East Asia Department; ERCD = Economic Research 
and Regional Cooperation Department; PARD = Pacific Department; PSOD = Private Sector Operations Department; SARD = South 
Asia Department; SERD = Southeast Asia Department; SDCC = Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department. 
Source: Evaluation team's calculations based on the ADB staff survey. 
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7. The findings revealed that responses of ADB staff across departments, and between headquarters 
and resident missions, are both highly statistically significant at the 5% level. This may be because the 
Corporate Results Framework (CRF), 2019–2024 is still in its roll-out phase, having been introduced in 
2019. ADB is still holding seminars and workshops for its staff to improve the understanding of the CRF. 
Hence, it is not surprising that staff across departments, and between headquarters and resident 
missions, will have varying levels of understanding and uptake of the CRF and its indicators when 
designing the design and monitoring frameworks of country programs. 
 
Table A7.7: I Use or Refer to ADB’s Corporate Results Framework, 2019–2024 and its List of Indicators 

when Preparing Design and Monitoring Frameworks (DMFs) for Projects 
  Percentage of Respondents (%) 

Item Always Often Rarely Never 
Not 

Applicable 
No 

Response 
Department             

CWRD            19.2             38.4             20.0               1.6             20.8               0.0    
EARD            32.5             38.8               6.3               2.5             20.0               0.0    
ERCD            10.6             36.2             14.9               2.1             34.0               2.1  
PARD            27.5             29.4             13.7               7.8             21.6               0.0    
PSOD            19.6             17.7             14.7               5.9             41.2               1.0  
SARD            22.8             32.2               9.4               0.5             34.2               1.0  
SDCC            18.8             33.8             16.3               1.3             30.0               0.0    
SERD            25.2             32.0             12.2               3.4             25.2               2.0  
All            22.4             32.1             13.1               2.6             28.9               0.8  
Chi-square 64.35      
p-value 0.002    
d.f. 35      

Work Station             
Headquarters            20.7             31.5             14.9               2.9             29.2               0.8  
Resident Mission            25.1             33.1             10.2               2.2             28.5               0.9  
All            22.4             32.1             13.1               2.6             28.9               0.8  
Chi-square 5.63      
p-value 0.344    
d.f. 5      

CWRD = Central and West Asia Department; d.f. = degrees of freedom; EARD = East Asia Department; ERCD = Economic Research 
and Regional Cooperation Department; PARD = Pacific Department; PSOD = Private Sector Operations Department; SARD = South 
Asia Department; SERD = Southeast Asia Department; SDCC = Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department. 
Source: Evaluation team's calculations based on the ADB staff survey. 
 
8. The statistical analysis showed that responses of ADB staff across departments are highly 
statistically significant at the 5% level. However, responses of ADB staff between headquarters and 
resident missions are not statistically significant at the 5% level. This finding may be explained by the fact 
that headquarters staff are responsible for designing DMFs. Projects are delegated to resident missions 
when their DMFs have already been designed. 
 

Table A7.8: My Department/Division Ensures that all Projects have an SDG Classification and 
Allocation in eOps 

  Percentage of Respondents (%) 

Item 
Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable 

No 
Response 

Department             
CWRD            28.8             55.2               1.6               0.8             12.8               0.8  
EARD            32.5             58.8               1.3               0.0                 6.3               1.3  
ERCD            23.4             53.2               2.1               2.1             19.2               0.0    
PARD            39.2             49.0               7.8               0.0                 3.9               0.0    
PSOD            30.4             40.2               5.9               2.9             20.6               0.0    
SARD            28.7             53.0               3.0               0.0               13.9               1.5  
SDCC            20.0             50.0               3.8               0.0               26.3               0.0    
SERD            27.9             55.1               4.1               0.0               11.6               1.4  
All            28.7             52.2               3.5               0.6             14.3               0.8  
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Chi-square 55.36      
p-value 0.016    
d.f. 35      

Work Station             
Headquarters            31.3             49.5               3.9               0.8             14.1               0.4  
Resident Mission            24.5             56.4               2.8               0.3             14.6               1.6  
All            28.7             52.2               3.5               0.6             14.3               0.8  
Chi-square 9.66      
p-value 0.085    
d.f. 5      

CWRD = Central and West Asia Department, d.f. = degrees of freedom, EARD = East Asia Department, eOps = eOperations, ERCD 
= Economic Research and Regional Cooperation Department, PARD = Pacific Department, PSOD = Private Sector Operations 
Department, SARD = South Asia Department, SERD = Southeast Asia Department, SDCC = Sustainable Development and Climate 
Change Department, SDG = Sustainable Development Goal. 
Source: Evaluation team's calculations based on the ADB staff survey. 
 
9. There is a statistically significant difference at the 5% level in the responses of ADB staff across 
departments, but responses of staff in headquarters and resident missions were not statistically 
significant at the 5% level. Headquarters staff usually input project information, including SDG tags, in 
eOperations (eOps) upon approval.  
 
10. The findings revealed a highly statistically significant difference at the 5% level in the responses 
of ADB staff across departments. Responses between staff in headquarters and resident missions are not 
statistically different at the 5% level. Headquarters staff are usually responsible for inputting project 
information, including SDG tags, in eOps. Across departments, staff have varying familiarity and 
understanding of how to use the eOps system, particularly inputting SDG classifications.  
 

Table A7.9: The eOps is Accurate and Easy to Use in Inputting the SDG Classification and Allocation of Projects 
  Percentage of Respondents (%) 

Item 
Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable No Response 

Department             
CWRD              2.4             53.6             12.0               5.6             25.6               0.8  
EARD              6.3             46.3             18.8             10.0             18.8               0.0    
ERCD            10.6             59.6               2.1               0.0               27.7               0.0    
PARD              3.9             58.8             19.6               5.9             11.8               0.0    
PSOD              3.9             36.3             15.7             10.8             33.3               0.0    
SARD              4.0             51.0             17.8               3.0             23.3               1.0  
SDCC              3.8             37.5             17.5               2.5             37.5               1.3  
SERD              4.1             40.8             23.8               4.1             26.5               0.7  
All              4.3             47.0             17.0               5.2             25.9               0.6  
Chi-square 60.02      
p-value 0.005    
d.f. 35      

Work Station             
Headquarters              4.3             44.6             17.8               6.3             26.6               0.4  
Resident Mission              4.3             50.8             15.8               3.4             24.8               0.9  
All              4.3             47.0             17.0               5.2             25.9               0.6  
Chi-square 6.42      
p-value 0.268    
d.f. 5      

CWRD = Central and West Asia Department, d.f. = degrees of freedom, EARD = East Asia Department, eOps = eOperations, ERCD = 
Economic Research and Regional Cooperation Department, PARD = Pacific Department, PSOD = Private Sector Operations Department, 
SARD = South Asia Department, SERD = Southeast Asia Department, SDCC = Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department, 
SDG = Sustainable Development Goal. 
Source: Evaluation team's calculations based on the ADB staff survey. 
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Table A7.10: I Find the Current Version of eOps More Accurate and Easier to Use in Inputting the SDG 

Classification and Allocation of Projects than its 2017 Version or earlier Versions 
  Percentage of Respondents (%) 

Item 
Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable 

No 
Response 

Department             
CWRD 3.2 44.8 7.2 2.4 41.6 0.8 
EARD 5.0 36.3 16.3 2.5 40.0 0.0 
ERCD 6.4 53.2 2.1 0.0 38.3 0.0 
PARD 2.0 49.0 11.8 2.0 33.3 2.0 
PSOD 2.9 28.4 7.8 4.9 53.9 2.0 
SARD 4.5 47.5 10.9 1.0 34.7 1.5 
SDCC 2.5 33.8 6.3 0.0 57.5 0.0 
SERD 2.7 45.6 10.2 2.7 37.4 1.4 
All 3.6 42.5 9.5 2.0 41.4 1.1 
Chi-square 47.34      
p-value 0.080    
d.f. 35      

Work Station             
Headquarters 3.9 39.5 9.0 2.4 44.4 0.8 
Resident Mission 3.1 47.1 10.2 1.6 36.5 1.6 
All 3.6 42.5 9.5 2.0 41.4 1.1 
Chi-square 7.99      
p-value 0.157    
d.f. 5      

CWRD = Central and West Asia Department, d.f. = degrees of freedom, EARD = East Asia Department, eOps = eOperations, ERCD = 
Economic Research and Regional Cooperation Department, PARD = Pacific Department, PSOD = Private Sector Operations Department, 
SARD = South Asia Department, SERD = Southeast Asia Department, SDCC = Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department, 
SDG = Sustainable Development Goal. 
Source: Evaluation team's calculations based on the ADB staff survey. 

 
11. There is no statistically significant difference at the 5% level in the responses of ADB staff across 
departments, and between headquarters and resident missions. ADB staff regardless of their 
departments or duty stations appreciated the automated improvements in the SDG classification system 
in eOps.  
 
Table A7.11: My Department/Division Provides Adequate Technical Assistance or Knowledge Support to 

Help Member Countries achieve the SDGs, For Example by Developing National Strategies or Frameworks 
for SDG Achievement 

  Percentage of Respondents (%) 

Item 
Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable 

No 
Response 

Department             
CWRD            11.2             56.8             14.4               2.4             14.4               0.8  
EARD            21.3             55.0             11.3               1.3             10.0               1.3  
ERCD            14.9             61.7               4.3               0.0               19.2               0.0    
PARD              5.9             60.8             17.7               7.8               5.9               2.0  
PSOD              5.9             32.4             10.8               2.0             48.0               1.0  
SARD              8.4             57.4             13.4               2.0             18.3               0.5  
SDCC            13.8             58.8             15.0               2.5               8.8               1.3  
SERD              9.5             59.2             15.7               2.0             12.2               1.4  
All            10.7             54.9             13.3               2.3             17.9               1.0  
Chi-square 107.28      
p-value 0.000    
d.f. 35      

Work Station             
Headquarters            10.2             54.8             12.7               2.7             18.8               0.8  
Resident Mission            11.5             55.1             14.2               1.6             16.4               1.2  
All            10.7             54.9             13.3               2.3             17.9               1.0  
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Chi-square 2.94      
p-value 0.709    
d.f. 5      

CWRD = Central and West Asia Department, d.f. = degrees of freedom, EARD = East Asia Department, eOps = eOperations, ERCD = 
Economic Research and Regional Cooperation Department, PARD = Pacific Department, PSOD = Private Sector Operations Department, 
SARD = South Asia Department, SERD = Southeast Asia Department, SDCC = Sustainable Development and Climate Change 
Department, SDG = Sustainable Development Goal. 
Source: Evaluation team's calculations based on the ADB staff survey. 

 
12. The findings revealed that responses across departments are highly statistically significant at the 
5% level, which may be due to disparities in the demands of the member countries that each department 
works with. Meanwhile, there is no statistically significant difference at the 5% level in the responses 
between headquarters and resident missions since the pipeline of projects is the same for each 
department whether staff are in headquarters or resident missions. 
 

Table A7.12: My Department/Division Keeps Track of ADB’s Support Towards its SDG Commitments 
  Percentage of Respondents (%) 

Category 
Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable 

No 
Response 

Department             
CWRD              8.8             60.0               5.6               1.6             10.4             13.6  
EARD            18.8             61.3               6.3               0.0                 2.5             11.3  
ERCD            14.9             40.4               2.1               4.3             14.9             23.4  
PARD            13.7             54.9               7.8               2.0               3.9             17.7  
PSOD              9.8             54.9               8.8               2.0             14.7               9.8  
SARD            11.4             54.0               3.0               0.5               8.9             22.3  
SDCC            15.0             47.5             12.5               0.0               10.0             15.0  
SERD              7.5             53.7             13.6               0.0                 4.8             20.4  
All            11.5             54.3               7.4               1.0               8.6             17.2  
Chi-square 67.01      
p-value 0.001   
d.f. 35      

Work Station             
Headquarters            13.1             52.8               8.0               1.2               8.8             16.1  
Resident Mission              9.0             56.7               6.5               0.6               8.4             18.9  
All            11.5             54.3               7.4               1.0               8.6             17.2  
Chi-square 5.70      
p-value 0.337    
d.f. 5      

CWRD = Central and West Asia Department; d.f. = degrees of freedom; EARD = East Asia Department; ERCD = Economic Research and 
Regional Cooperation Department; PARD = Pacific Department; PSOD = Private Sector Operations Department; SARD = South Asia 
Department; SERD = Southeast Asia Department; SDCC = Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department, SDG = 
Sustainable Development Goal. 
Source: Evaluation team's calculations based on the ADB staff survey. 

 
13. There is a highly statistically significant difference at the 5% level in the responses across 
departments, but responses were not statistically significant at 5% level between staff in headquarters 
and resident missions. Efforts to track SDG commitments are designed and implemented by each 
department rather than between headquarters or resident mission staff. 
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Table A7.13: My Department/Division Engages in Partnership with other Development Agencies 
for the Achievement of the SDGs 

  Percentage of Respondents (%) 

Category 
Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable No Response 

Department             
CWRD            10.4             58.4               5.6               2.4             10.4             12.8  
EARD            16.3             61.3               8.8               0.0                 6.3               7.5  
ERCD            21.3             38.3               4.3               6.4               6.4             23.4  
PARD            13.7             56.9               7.8               2.0               2.0             17.7  
PSOD              6.9             52.0               9.8               2.0             19.6               9.8  
SARD              8.4             52.5               5.9               0.5             12.4             20.3  
SDCC            22.5             48.8               7.5               0.0                 6.3             15.0  
SERD            10.2             55.1               8.8               0.7               4.1             21.1  
All            12.0             53.7               7.3               1.3               9.4             16.3  
Chi-square 74.78      
p-value 0.000    
d.f. 35      

Work Station             
Headquarters            13.5             51.7               8.6               2.0               8.6             15.7  
Resident Mission              9.6             57.0               5.3               0.3             10.5             17.3  
All            12.0             53.7               7.3               1.3               9.4             16.3  
Chi-square 11.78      
p-value 0.038   
d.f. 5      

CWRD = Central and West Asia Department; d.f. = degrees of freedom; EARD = East Asia Department; ERCD = Economic 
Research and Regional Cooperation Department; PARD = Pacific Department; PSOD = Private Sector Operations Department; 
SARD = South Asia Department; SERD = Southeast Asia Department; SDCC = Sustainable Development and Climate Change 
Department, SDG = Sustainable Development Goal.   
Source: Evaluation team's calculations based on the ADB staff survey. 

 
14. The difference in the responses of ADB staff across departments and between headquarters and 
resident missions are both statistically different at the 5% level. Each department’s level of engagement 
with other development partners is likely to vary depending on both what other development partners 
are doing with regard to the SDGs and the demands of member countries for SDG support.  
 

Table A7.14: Based on your Country/Sector Experience, Do you Believe ADB’s Support for the 
SDGs should be Prioritized or Reprioritized in Light of the COVID-19 Pandemic? 

  Percentage of Respondents (%) 
Category Yes No Not Sure No Response 
Department         

CWRD                 48.8                  12.8                  26.4                  12.0  
EARD                 53.8                  11.3                  27.5                    7.5  
ERCD                 61.7                    2.1                  14.9                  21.3  
PARD                 49.0                    7.8                  25.5                  17.7  
PSOD                 50.0                  10.8                  29.4                    9.8  
SARD                 52.5                    9.9                  20.8                  16.8  
SDCC                 61.3                    8.8                  15.0                  15.0  
SERD                 46.9                  14.3                  19.7                  19.1  
All                 51.9                  10.7                  22.5                  14.9  
Chi-square 26.95    
p-value 0.172   
d.f. 21    

Work Station         
Headquarters                 53.8                  11.2                  20.9                  14.1  
Resident Mission                 48.9                    9.9                  25.1                  16.1  
All                 51.9                  10.7                  22.5                  14.9  
Chi-square 3.2443    
p-value 0.355   
d.f. 3    

COVID-19 = coronavirus disease, CWRD = Central and West Asia Department; d.f. = degrees of freedom; EARD = East 
Asia Department; ERCD = Economic Research and Regional Cooperation Department; PARD = Pacific Department; PSOD 
= Private Sector Operations Department; SARD = South Asia Department; SERD = Southeast Asia Department; SDCC = 
Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department, SDG = Sustainable Development Goal.       
Source: Evaluation team's calculations based on the ADB staff survey. 
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15. There is no significant difference at the 5% level on the responses of staff across departments, 
or between headquarters and resident missions. This implies that staff, regardless of their departments 
or duty stations, generally support the prioritization of SDG goals amid the pandemic. 
 
Table A7.15: Please Indicate Which of the Following SDG Goals/Targets Should Receive Higher Priority 

SDG Goals Number % % (without “no response”)a 
1. No Poverty  89 10.7 22.1 
2. Zero Hunger  20 2.4 5.0 
3. Good Health and Well-being  63 7.6 15.6 
4. Quality Education  30 3.6 7.4 
5. Gender Equality  15 1.8 3.7 
6. Clean Water and Sanitation  25 3.0 6.2 
7. Affordable and Clean Energy  16 1.9 4.0 
8. Decent Work and Economic Growth  31 3.7 7.7 
9. Industry, Innovation, and Infrastructure 17 2.0 4.2 
10. Reducing Inequality  18 2.2 4.5 
11. Sustainable Cities and Communities  22 2.6 5.5 
12. Responsible Consumption and Production 6 0.7 1.5 
13. Climate Action  37 4.4 9.2 
14. Life Below Water  3 0.4 0.7 
16. Peace, Justice, and Strong Institutions 9 1.1 2.2 
17. Partnerships for the Goals  2 0.2 0.5 
No Response     431 51.7  
Total     834 100.0 100.0 
SDG = Sustainable Development Goal. 
a Respondents with no response were excluded in the calculation of the share of responses by the 17 SDGs. 
Source: Evaluation team's calculations based on the ADB staff survey. 
 
16. Of the 17 SDG goals, ADB staff felt that SDGs 1 and 3 should receive highest priority. This finding 
is not unexpected since the COVID-19 pandemic has had notable impacts on both poverty and health. 
 
 



APPENDIX 8: PORTFOLIO ANALYSIS OF ADB COMMITMENTS WITH SDG 
CLASSIFICATION, 2019 AND 2020 
 

Table A8.1: ADB Commitments in 2019, by Sustainable Development Goal 
SDGs No. of Projects Share of Total No. of Projects (%) 
SDG 1 110 41.35 
SDG 2 34 12.78 
SDG 3 26 9.77 
SDG 4 26 9.77 
SDG 5 125 46.99 
SDG 6 46 17.29 
SDG 7 44 16.54 
SDG 8 68 25.56 
SDG 9 105 39.47 
SDG 10 94 35.34 
SDG 11 48 18.05 
SDG 12 53 19.92 
SDG 13 78 29.32 
SDG 14 2 0.75 
SDG 15 4 1.50 
SDG 16 47 17.67 
SDG 17 44 16.54 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, SDG = Sustainable Development Goal.         
Source: Evaluation team’s calculations based on data generated from eOperations. 

 
Table A8.2: ADB Commitments in 2019, by SDG Indicator

SDG Indicator 
No. of 

Projects 
Share of Total No. of  

Projects (%) 
1.1 6 2 
1.2 2 1 
1.3 5 2 
1.4 24 9 
1.5 55 21 
1.a 26 10 
1.b 19 7 
2.1 2 1 
2.2 4 2 
2.3 11 4 
2.4 33 12 
2.5 1 0.4 
2.a 4 2 
2.c 6 2 
3.1 2 1 
3.2 7 3 
3.4 7 3 
3.6 4 2 
3.7 6 2 
3.8 10 4 
3.9 3 1 
3.c 2 1 
3.d 1 0.4 
4.1 7 3 
4.2 1 0.4 
4.3 7 3 
4.4 8 3 
4.5 7 3 
4.6 2 1 
4.7 5 2 
4.a 6 2 
4.b 1 0.4 
4.c 5 2 

SDG Indicator 
No. of 

Projects 
Share of Total No. of  

Projects (%) 
5.1 12 5 
5.2 1 0.4 
5.4 8 3 
5.5 40 15 
5.6 5 2 
5.a 28 11 
5.b 32 12 
5.c 30 11 
6.1 18 7 
6.2 16 6 
6.3 20 8 
6.4 16 6 
6.5 14 5 
6.6 10 4 
6.a 4 2 
6.b 7 3 
7.1 27 10 
7.2 15 6 
7.3 6 2 
7.a 12 5 
7.b 4 2 
8.1 9 3 
8.2 13 5 
8.3 16 6 
8.4 1 0.4 
8.5 2 1 
8.6 9 3 
8.7 1 0.4 
8.8 1 0.4 
8.9 9 3 
8.10 30 11 
8.b 1 0.4 
9.1 118 44 
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SDG Indicator 
No. of 

Projects 
Share of Total No. of  

Projects (%) 
9.2 5 2 
9.3 17 6 
9.4 23 9 
9.5 1 0.4 
9.b 4 2 
9.c 5 2 

10.1 27 10 
10.2 37 14 
10.3 18 7 
10.4 23 9 
11.1 9 3 
11.2 15 6 
11.3 8 3 
11.4 8 3 
11.5 7 3 
11.6 13 5 
11.7 10 4 
11.a 8 3 
11.b 10 4 
12.1 1 0.4 
12.2 26 10 
12.3 2 1 
12.4 8 3 
12.5 8 3 
12.6 2 1 
12.7 4 2 

SDG Indicator 
No. of 

Projects 
Share of Total No. of  

Projects (%) 
12.8 4 2 
12.c 3 1 
13.a 78 29 
14.1 1 0.4 
14.7 1 0.4 
15.1 3 1 
15.2 1 0.4 
15.4 1 0.4 
16.2 1 0.4 
16.3 2 1 
16.4 1 0.4 
16.5 1 0.4 
16.6 48 18 
16.7 6 2 
16.9 1 0.4 

16.10 4 2 
16.b 1 0.4 
17.1 16 6 
17.3 9 3 
17.4 12 5 
17.5 3 1 
17.9 3 1 

17.10 3 1 
17.11 4 2 
17.17 14 5 

   

ADB = Asian Development Bank, SDG = Sustainable Development Goal.         
Source: Evaluation team’s calculations based on data generated from eOperations. 

 
Table A8.3: ADB Commitments in 2019, by Financing Instrument and SDG Goal 

 Loans Grants Technical Assistance 

 
No. of 

Projects 
Share of Total No. 

of Projects (%) 
No. of 

Projects 
Share of Total No. 

of Projects (%) 
No. of 

Projects 
Share of Total No. 

of Projects (%) 
SDG 1 39 15 9 3 89 33 
SDG 2 18 7 1 0.4 42 16 
SDG 3 12 5 4 2 26 10 
SDG 4 16 6 0 0 33 12 
SDG 5 54 20 9 3 93 35 
SDG 6 31 12 10 4 64 24 
SDG 7 9 3 3 1 52 20 
SDG 8 26 10 6 2 60 23 
SDG 9 38 14 5 2 130 49 
SDG 10 33 12 7 3 65 24 
SDG 11 24 9 8 3 56 21 
SDG 12 17 6 3 1 38 14 
SDG 13 45 17 7 3 26 10 
SDG 14 0 0 1 0.4 1 0.4 
SDG 15 1 0.4 0 0 4 2 
SDG 16 18 7 2 1 45 17 
SDG 17 19 7 1 0.4 44 17 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, SDG = Sustainable Development Goal.         
Source: Evaluation team’s calculations based on data generated from eOperations. 
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Table A8.4: ADB Commitments in 2019, by Financing Instrument and SDG Indicator 
 Loans Grants Technical Assistance 

SDG Indicator 
No. of 

Projects 

Share of Total 
No. of Projects 

(%) 
No. of 

Projects 

Share of Total 
No. of Projects 

(%) 
No. of 

Projects 

Share of Total No. 
of Projects 

(%) 
1.1 1 0 0 0 5 2 
1.2 0 0 0 0 2 1 
1.3 3 1 0 0 2 1 
1.4 9 3 2 1 13 5 
1.5 18 7 6 2 31 12 
1.a 6 2 1 0.4 19 7 
1.b 2 1 0 0 17 6 
2.1 0 0 0 0 2 1 
2.2 3 1 0 0 1 0.4 
2.3 2 1 0 0 9 3 
2.4 9 3 1 0.4 23 9 
2.5 0 0 0 0 1 0.4 
2.a 1 0.4 0 0 3 1 
2.c 3 1 0 0 3 1 
3.1 0 0 0 0 2 1 
3.2 3 1 1 0.4 3 1 
3.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3.4 2 1 1 0.4 4 2 
3.6 2 1 1 0.4 1 0.4 
3.7 2 1 1 0.4 3 1 
3.8 2 1 0 0 8 3 
3.9 0 0 0 0 3 1 
3.c 1 0 0 0 1 0.4 
3.d 0 0 0 0 1 0.4 
4.1 3 1 0 0 4 2 
4.2 1 0 0 0 0 0 
4.3 2 1 0 0 5 2 
4.4 3 1 0 0 5 2 
4.5 3 1 0 0 4 2 
4.6 1 0.4 0 0 1 0.4 
4.7 0 0 0 0 5 2 
4.a 2 1 0 0 4 2 
4.b 0 0 0 0 1 0.4 
4.c 1 0.4 0 0 4 2 
5.1 3 1 0 0 9 3 
5.2 0 0 0 0 1 0.4 
5.4 4 2 0 0 4 2 
5.5 11 4 3 1 26 10 
5.6 2 1 1 0.4 2 1 
5.a 8 3 2 1 18 7 
5.b 12 5 2 1 18 7 
5.c 14 5 1 0.4 15 6 
6.1 6 2 3 1 9 3 
6.2 5 2 1 0.4 10 4 
6.3 3 1 3 1 14 5 
6.4 4 2 2 1 10 4 
6.5 5 2 1 0.4 8 3 
6.6 2 1 0 0 8 3 
6.a 2 1 0 0 2 1 
6.b 4 2 0 0 3 1 
7.1 3 1 1 0.4 23 9 
7.2 1 0.4 2 1 12 5 
7.3 2 1 0 0 4 2 
7.a 2 1 0 0 10 4 
7.b 1 0.4 0 0 3 1 
8.1 2 1 2 1 5 2 
8.2 2 1 0 0 11 4 
8.3 4 2 3 1 9 3 
8.4 0 0 0 0 1 0.4 
8.5 1 0.4 0 0 1 0.4 
8.6 5 2 0 0 4 2 
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 Loans Grants Technical Assistance 

SDG Indicator 
No. of 

Projects 

Share of Total 
No. of Projects 

(%) 
No. of 

Projects 

Share of Total 
No. of Projects 

(%) 
No. of 

Projects 

Share of Total No. 
of Projects 

(%) 
8.7 0 0 0 0 1 0.4 
8.8 0 0 0 0 1 0.4 
8.9 1 0.4 1 0.4 7 3 
8.10 11 4 0 0 19 7 
8.b 0 0 0 0 1 0.4 
9.1 32 12 3 1 83 31 
9.2 0 0 0 0 5 2 
9.3 5 2 1 0.4 11 4 
9.4 1 0.4 1 0.4 21 8 
9.5 0 0 0 0 1 0.4 
9.b 0 0 0 0 4 2 
9.c 0 0 0 0 5 2 

10.1 11 4 1 0.4 15 6 
10.2 13 5 1 0.4 23 9 
10.3 3 1 2 1 13 5 
10.4 6 2 3 1 14 5 
11.1 3 1 1 0.4 5 2 
11.2 4 2 1 0.4 10 4 
11.3 1 0.4 0 0 7 3 
11.4 4 2 1 0.4 3 1 
11.5 2 1 2 1 3 1 
11.6 3 1 0 0 10 4 
11.7 4 2 1 0.4 5 2 
11.a 2 1 0 0 6 2 
11.b 1 0.4 2 1 7 3 
12.1 0 0 0 0 1 0.4 
12.2 10 4 2 1 14 5 
12.3 1 0.4 0 0 1 0.4 
12.4 1 0.4 1 0.4 6 2 
12.5 1 0.4 0 0 7 3 
12.6 0 0 0 0 2 1 
12.7 2 1 0 0 2 1 
12.8 1 0.4 0 0 3 1 
12.c 1 0.4 0 0 2 1 
13.a 45 17 7 3 26 10 
14.1 0 0 1 0.4 0 0 
14.7 0 0 0 0 1 0.4 
15.1 1 0.4 0 0 2 1 
15.2 0 0 0 0 1 0.4 
15.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 
15.4 0 0 0 0 1 0.4 
15.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 
15.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 
16.2 0 0 0 0 1 0.4 
16.3 0 0 0 0 2 1 
16.4 1 0.4 0 0 0 0 
16.5 1 0.4 0 0 0 0 
16.6 13 5 2 1 33 12 
16.7 1 0.4 0 0 5 2 
16.8 0 0 0 0 0 0 
16.9 0 0 0 0 1 0.4 

16.10 1 0.4 0 0 3 1 
16.b 1 0.4 0 0 0 0 
17.1 7 3 0 0 9 3 
17.3 3 1 1 0.4 5 2 
17.4 4 2 0 0 8 3 
17.5 1 0.4 0 0 2 1 
17.9 0 0 0 0 3 1 

17.10 1 0.4 0 0 2 1 
17.11 0 0 0 0 4 2 
17.17 3 1 0 0 11 4 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, DG = Sustainable Development Goal.         
Source: Evaluation team’s calculations based on data generated from eOperations. 
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Table A8.5: ADB Commitments in 2020, by SDG Goal 

SDGs No. of Projects Share of Total No. of Projects (%) 
SDG 1 143 91 
SDG 2 40 25 
SDG 3 103 65 
SDG 4 19 12 
SDG 5 101 64 
SDG 6 39 25 
SDG 7 21 13 
SDG 8 73 46 
SDG 9 65 41 
SDG 10 76 48 
SDG 11 28 18 
SDG 12 18 11 
SDG 13 35 22 
SDG 14 0 0 
SDG 15 11 7 
SDG 16 36 23 
SDG 17 45 28 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, SDG = Sustainable Development Goal.              
Source: Evaluation team’s calculations based on data generated from eOperations. 

 
Table A8.6: ADB Commitments in 2020, by SDG Indicator 

SDG Indicator No. of Projects 
Share of Total No. of 

Projects (%) 
1.1 19 3.51 
1.3 29 5.36 
1.4 58 10.72 
1.5 139 25.69 
1.2 9 1.66 
1.a 77 14.23 
1.b 64 11.83 
2.3 31 5.73 
2.4 74 13.68 
2.1 13 2.40 
2.2 2 0.37 
2.5 1 0.18 
2.a 4 0.74 
2.c 11 2.03 
3.1 1 0.18 
3.2 6 1.11 
3.3 38 7.02 
3.4 4 0.74 
3.6 8 1.48 
3.7 5 0.92 
3.8 66 12.20 
3.9 11 2.03 
3.c 13 2.40 
3.d 37 6.84 
4.1 16 2.96 
4.2 8 1.48 
4.3 13 2.40 
4.4 13 2.40 
4.5 17 3.14 
4.6 1 0.18 
4.7 10 1.85 
4.a 8 1.48 
4.c 8 1.48 
5.1 41 7.58 
5.2 13 2.40 
5.3 1 0.18 
5.4 19 3.51 

SDG Indicator No. of Projects 
Share of Total No. of 

Projects (%) 
5.5 73 13.49 
5.6 7 1.29 
5.a 53 9.80 
5.b 53 9.80 
5.c 81 14.97 
6.1 23 4.25 
6.2 23 4.25 
6.3 36 6.65 
6.4 27 4.99 
6.5 21 3.88 
6.6 10 1.85 
6.a 10 1.85 
6.b 8 1.48 
7.1 56 10.35 
7.2 27 4.99 
7.3 11 2.03 
7.a 23 4.25 
7.b 5 0.92 
8.1 32 5.91 
8.2 44 8.13 
8.3 2 0.37 
8.4 6 1.11 
8.5 11 2.03 
8.6 4 0.74 
8.7 2 0.37 
8.8 21 3.88 
8.9 6 1.11 
8.10 52 9.61 
8.b 4 0.74 
9.1 155 28.65 
9.2 7 1.29 
9.3 36 6.65 
9.4 38 7.02 
9.5 4 0.74 
9.b 9 1.66 
9.c 2 0.37 

10.1 35 6.47 
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SDG Indicator No. of Projects 
Share of Total No. of 

Projects (%) 
10.2 82 15.16 
10.3 42 7.76 
10.4 71 13.12 
10.b 1 0.18 
11.1 15 2.77 
11.2 28 5.18 
11.3 8 1.48 
11.4 3 0.55 
11.5 14 2.59 
11.6 24 4.44 
11.7 11 2.03 
11.a 17 3.14 
11.b 24 4.44 
12.1 2 0.37 
12.2 38 7.02 
12.3 4 0.74 
12.4 15 2.77 
12.5 16 2.96 
12.6 7 1.29 
12.7 11 2.03 
12.8 13 2.40 
12.c 4 0.74 
13.a 141 26.06 
14.1 3 0.55 
15.1 7 1.29 

SDG Indicator No. of Projects 
Share of Total No. of 

Projects (%) 
15.2 2 0.37 
15.3 4 0.74 
15.4 7 1.29 
15.5 3 0.55 
15.7 1 0.18 
15.9 3 0.55 
16.1 1 0.18 
16.2 2 0.37 
16.3 5 0.92 
16.4 2 0.37 
16.5 2 0.37 
16.6 75 13.86 
16.7 11 2.03 
16.8 8 1.48 

16.10 5 0.92 
16.b 1 0.18 
17.1 23 4.25 
17.3 15 2.77 
17.4 26 4.81 
17.5 4 0.74 
17.7 1 0.18 
17.9 8 1.48 

17.10 4 0.74 
17.11 12 2.22 
17.17 34 6.28 

 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, SDG = Sustainable Development Goal.         
Source: Evaluation team’s calculations based on data generated from eOperations. 

 
Table A8.7: ADB Commitments in 2020, by Financing Instrument and SDG Goal 

 Loans Grants Technical Assistance 

 
No. of 

Projects 
Share of Total No. 

of Projects (%) 
No. of 

Projects 
Share of Total No. 

of Projects (%) 
No. of 

Projects 
Share of Total No. 

of Projects (%) 
SDG 1 91 17 41 8 174 32 
SDG 2 28 5 7 1 44 8 
SDG 3 45 8 27 5 51 9 
SDG 4 8 1 1 0 34 6 
SDG 5 111 21 23 4 51 9 
SDG 6 22 4 10 2 42 8 
SDG 7 30 6 7 1 36 7 
SDG 8 60 11 9 2 90 17 
SDG 9 51 9 12 2 106 20 
SDG 10 74 14 31 6 111 21 
SDG 11 33 6 9 2 47 9 
SDG 12 29 5 11 2 52 10 
SDG 13 81 15 18 3 42 8 
SDG 14 1 0 0 0 2 0 
SDG 15 4 1 0 0 13 2 
SDG 16 18 3 5 1 47 9 
SDG 17 22 4 6 1 54 10 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, SDG = Sustainable Development Goal.          
Source: Evaluation team’s calculations based on data generated from eOperations. 
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Table A8.8: ADB Commitments in 2020, by Financing Instrument and SDG Indicator 
 Loans Grants Technical Assistance 

SDG Indicator 
Number of 

Projects 

Share of Total 
Number of 
Projects (%) 

Number 
of 

Projects 

Share of Total 
Number of 
Projects (%) 

Number of 
Projects 

Share of Total 
Number of 
Projects (%) 

1.1 6 1.11 2 0.37 11 2.03 
1.2 4 0.74 1 0.18 4 0.74 
1.3 11 2.03 5 0.92 13 2.40 
1.4 14 2.59 8 1.48 36 6.65 
1.5 46 8.50 21 3.88 72 13.31 
1.a 24 4.44 16 2.96 37 6.84 
1.b 14 2.59 5 0.92 42 7.76 
2.1 10 1.85 2 0.37 1 0.18 
2.2 1 0.18 0 0.00 1 0.18 
2.3 11 2.03 3 0.55 14 2.59 
2.4 16 2.96 4 0.74 7 1.29 
2.5 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 0.18 
2.a 0 0.00 0 0.00 4 0.74 
2.c 3 0.55 0 0.00 8 1.48 
3.1 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 0.18 
3.2 3 0.55 0 0.00 3 0.55 
3.3 17 3.14 10 1.85 11 2.03 
3.4 1 0.18 0 0.00 3 0.55 
3.6 1 0.18 1 0.18 6 1.11 
3.7 3 0.55 0 0.00 2 0.37 
3.8 25 4.62 19 3.51 22 4.07 
3.9 3 0.55 1 0.18 7 1.29 
3.c 4 0.74 4 0.74 5 0.92 
3.d 17 3.14 8 1.48 12 2.22 
4.1 2 0.37 0 0.00 14 2.59 
4.2 2 0.37 0 0.00 7 1.29 
4.3 0 0.00 0 0.00 13 2.40 
4.4 1 0.18 0 0.00 12 2.22 
4.5 4 0.74 0 0.00 13 2.40 
4.6 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 0.18 
4.7 2 0.37 0 0.00 8 1.48 
4.a 2 0.37 1 0.18 5 0.92 
4.c 2 0.37 0 0.00 6 1.11 
5.1 17 3.14 4 0.74 20 3.70 
5.2 5 0.92 3 0.55 5 0.92 
5.3 1 0.18 0 0.00 0 0.00 
5.4 9 1.66 2 0.37 8 1.48 
5.5 25 4.62 4 0.74 34 6.28 
5.6 3 0.55 0 0.00 4 0.74 
5.a 19 3.51 8 1.48 26 4.81 
5.b 10 1.85 6 1.11 37 6.84 
5.c 29 5.36 4 0.74 48 8.87 
6.1 7 1.29 5 0.92 11 2.03 
6.2 5 0.92 2 0.37 16 2.96 
6.3 16 2.96 3 0.55 17 3.14 
6.4 7 1.29 1 0.18 19 3.51 
6.5 2 0.37 1 0.18 18 3.33 
6.6 2 0.37 0 0.00 8 1.48 
6.a 5 0.92 1 0.18 4 0.74 
6.b 1 0.18 1 0.18 6 1.11 
7.1 17 3.14 5 0.92 34 6.28 
7.2 8 1.48 2 0.37 17 3.14 
7.3 4 0.74 2 0.37 5 0.92 
7.a 5 0.92 0 0.00 18 3.33 
7.b 3 0.55 0 0.00 2 0.37 
8.1 15 2.77 7 1.29 10 1.85 
8.2 10 1.85 1 0.18 33 6.10 
8.3 11 2.03 1 0.18 27 4.99 
8.4 0 0.00 0 0.00 6 1.11 
8.5 8 1.48 2 0.37 1 0.18 
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 Loans Grants Technical Assistance 

SDG Indicator 
Number of 

Projects 

Share of Total 
Number of 
Projects (%) 

Number 
of 

Projects 

Share of Total 
Number of 
Projects (%) 

Number of 
Projects 

Share of Total 
Number of 
Projects (%) 

8.6 1 0.18 1 0.18 2 0.37 
8.7 1 0.18 0 0.00 1 0.18 
8.8 13 2.40 2 0.37 6 1.11 
8.9 1 0.18 0 0.00 5 0.92 

8.10 15 2.77 1 0.18 36 6.65 
8.b 0 0.00 0 0.00 4 0.74 
9.1 35 6.47 11 2.03 109 20.15 
9.2 0 0.00 0 0.00 7 1.29 
9.3 8 1.48 2 0.37 26 4.81 
9.4 10 1.85 3 0.55 25 4.62 
9.5 1 0.18 0 0.00 3 0.55 
9.b 0 0.00 0 0.00 9 1.66 
9.c 0 0.00 0 0.00 2 0.37 

10.1 12 2.22 8 1.48 15 2.77 
10.2 24 4.44 10 1.85 48 8.87 
10.3 9 1.66 5 0.92 28 5.18 
10.4 31 5.73 12 2.22 28 5.18 
10.b 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 0.18 
11.1 4 0.74 2 0.37 9 1.66 
11.2 10 1.85 2 0.37 16 2.96 
11.3 6 1.11 0 0.00 8 1.48 
11.4 0 0.00 0 0.00 3 0.55 
11.5 8 1.48 1 0.18 5 0.92 
11.6 2 0.37 3 0.55 17 3.14 
11.7 3 0.55 0 0.00 8 1.48 
11.a 8 1.48 5 0.92 8 1.48 
11.b 6 1.11 0 0.00 14 2.59 
12.1 1 0.18 0 0.00 1 0.18 
12.2 7 1.29 5 0.92 26 4.81 
12.3 5 0.92 1 0.18 5 0.92 
12.4 8 1.48 3 0.55 3 0.55 
12.5 4 0.74 5 0.92 11 2.03 
12.6 2 0.37 1 0.18 4 0.74 
12.7 2 0.37 1 0.18 6 1.11 
12.8 5 0.92 0 0.00 8 1.48 
12.c 1 0.18 1 0.18 2 0.37 
13.a 81 14.97 20 3.70 40 7.39 
14.1 1 0.18 0 0.00 2 0.37 
15.1 1 0.18 0 0.00 6 1.11 
15.2 1 0.18 0 0.00 1 0.18 
15.3 0 0.00 0 0.00 4 0.74 
15.4 0 0.00 0 0.00 7 1.29 
15.5 0 0.00 0 0.00 3 0.55 
15.7 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 0.18 
15.9 2 0.37 0 0.00 1 0.18 
16.1 1 0.18 0 0.00 0 0.00 
16.2 1 0.18 0 0.00 1 0.18 
16.3 0 0.00 0 0.00 5 0.92 
16.4 1 0.18 0 0.00 1 0.18 
16.5 0 0.00 0 0.00 2 0.37 
16.6 15 2.77 6 1.11 54 9.98 
16.7 3 0.55 1 0.18 7 1.29 
16.8 2 0.37 0 0.00 6 1.11 
16.10 1 0.18 0 0.00 4 0.74 
16.b 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 0.18 
17.1 0 0.00 2 0.37 21 3.88 
17.3 3 0.55 1 0.18 11 2.03 
17.4 8 1.48 3 0.55 15 2.77 
17.5 1 0.18 1 0.18 2 0.37 
17.7 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 0.18 
17.9 0 0.00 0 0.00 8 1.48 
17.10 0 0.00 0 0.00 4 0.74 
17.11 3 0.55 0 0.00 9 1.66 
17.17 10 1.85 2 0.37 22 4.07 

 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, SDG = Sustainable Development Goal.         
Source: Evaluation team’s calculations based on data generated from eOperations. 
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Table A8.9: Projects with Double-Counted SDG Indicators 
 2019 commitments 2020 commitments 
 Number Share (%) Number Share (%)  
Projects with 1 double-counted SDG indicator 47 18 27 17 
Projects with 2 double-counted SDG indicators 15 6 7 4 
Projects with 3 double-counted SDG indicators 2 1 3 2 
Projects with 4 double-counted SDG indicators 3 1 0 0 
Total Number of Projects with double-counted SDG indicators 67 25 37 23 

SDG = Sustainable Development Goal.          
Source: Evaluation team’s calculations based on data generated from eOperations. 

 
Table A8.10: Projects with SDG Indicators With Discrepancies in Allocations 

 2019 commitments 2020 commitments 
 Number Share (%) Number Share (%) 
Projects with 1 SDG indicator with a discrepancy in allocation 45 16.9 16 10.1 
Projects with 2 SDG indicators with discrepancies in allocation 11 4.1 5 3.2 
Projects with 3 SDG indicators with discrepancies in allocation 6 2.3 3 1.9 
Projects with 4 SDG indicators with discrepancies in allocation 3 1.1 0 0 
Projects with 5 SDG indicators with discrepancies in allocation 1 0.4 0 0 
Projects with 6 SDG indicators with discrepancies in allocation 1 0.4 1 0.6 
Total Number of Projects with SDG indicators with 
discrepancies in allocation 67 25.2 25 15.8 

SDG = Sustainable Development Goal.          
Note: Discrepancy in allocation means the SDG allocation identified in eOperations is greater than ADB financing plus ADB-administered cofinancing. 
Source: Evaluation team’s calculations based on data generated from eOperations.

 

Table A8.11: Most Frequently Used SDG Indicators in 2019 
Commitments 

 SDG Indicators Share (number) 

 
9.1 44% 

 
13.a 29% 

 
1.5 21% 

 
16.6 18% 

 
5.5 15% 

Source: Evaluation team’s calculations based on data 
generated from eOperations. 

 
Table A8.12: Most Frequently Used SDG Indicators in 2020 

Commitments 
 SDG Indicators Share (number) 

 
9.1 27% 

 
13.a 26% 

 
1.5 24% 

 
1.a 15% 

 
5.c 15% 

Source: Evaluation team’s calculations based on data generated 
from eOperations. 
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Figure A8.1: Most Frequently Double-Counted SDG Indicators, 2019 and 2020 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SDG = Sustainable Development Goals. 
Source: Evaluation Team. 

 



 

APPENDIX 9: SUPPORT FOR ACHIEVING THE SDGs THROUGH SELECTED 
SECTOR AND THEMATIC GROUPS’ KNOWLEDGE AND TECHNICAL 
ASSISTANCE  
 
1. Gender Equity Thematic Group. Strategy 2030’s operational priority (OP) on accelerating progress 
in gender equality and the Corporate Results Framework (CRF) 2019-2024 gender targets and gender 
mainstreaming process have given the gender equity thematic group a strong basis for ensuring the 
alignment of ADB support with Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) 5 (achieve gender equality and 
empower all women and girls). The group has not prepared a gender equity thematic framework since 
its work is already guided by the Strategy 2030 Operational Plan for the OP on gender. The group’s 
activities relating to the SDGs include the following. 
 

 The group has used the Asian Development Fund 13 Thematic Pool allocation1 for the SDG 5 
transformative gender agenda to further support gender mainstreaming through a series of 
stand-alone projects or a distinct project outputs addressing one or more of the six areas of SDG 
5 in the concessional assistance countries. 

 The group, together with the UN Women Regional Office for Asia and the Pacific, jointly 
produced the first comprehensive review of the status of gender equality and women’s 
empowerment in Asia and the Pacific region under the SDG framework. The report, Gender 
Equality and the Sustainable Development Goals in Asia and the Pacific: Baseline and Pathways 
for Transformative Change by 2030, aims to assist governments, civil society, women’s 
organizations, and key stakeholders in the region to improve gender equality and sustainable 
development outcomes by 2030. The report provides a baseline for monitoring progress on 
gender equality within the SDG framework and identifies priority actions toward achieving 
gender equality. 

 The group has an ongoing technical assistance (TA) project supporting the implementation of 
operational plan for the OP “accelerating progress in gender equality”. The TA Project Promoting 
Transformative Gender Equality Agenda in Asia and the Pacific is intended to generate new 
knowledge and evidence and to build capacity of stakeholders in member countries to pursue 
transformative approaches to gender equality. 
 

2. Environment Thematic Group. The group’s work focuses on three streams: pollution control, 
ecosystem management, and biodiversity conservation. The group is not planning to prepare its own 
thematic framework as it is following the operational plan for OP 3 “tackling climate change, building 
disaster resilience, and enhancing environmental sustainability.” Instead, the group is preparing 
implementation plans for select priority areas, including a Healthy Oceans Implementation Plan and a 
Biodiversity Road Map, both scheduled for approval by 2021. The group is also planning to prepare an 
Air Quality Management Implementation Plan for approval by 2022. The group pointed out that its 
limited human and financial resources and late involvement in project and country partnership strategy 
(CPS) formulation processes undermine its contribution to helping align ADB support with the SDGs. The 
group deems that the narrative and financing towards SDGs by ADB is not particularly balanced even 
though there are three other SDGs—SDG 12, SDG 14, and SDG 15—which are critical to sustainability. 
Considering this balance is also critical for a green and resilient recovery to the coronavirus disease 
(COVID-19) and therefore requires greater emphasis. 
 

 The environment thematic group has just completed a regional TA project on Supporting the 
Implementation of Environment-Related Sustainable Development Goals in Asia and the Pacific. 
The TA reviewed progress in integrating the environment dimensions of SDGs, particularly SDGs 
12, 13, 14, and 15, into national policies, plans, and programs. Given the fragmented and siloed 
approach to most environmental issues, the TA, which has the United Nations Environment 

 
1 ADB. 2019. ADF 13 Thematic Pool. Manila. Paper prepared for the second ADF 13 replenishment meeting (11–12 February). 
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Programme as partner, drafted a compendium of tools available to promote an integrated 
approach to environment-related SDGs within decision-making, planning, implementation and 
monitoring and evaluation. One lesson that has emerged from the TA was the usefulness of 
knowledge and advocacy efforts to promote the understanding that the environment is an 
integral part of socioeconomic development. Such an understanding would also help to 
encourage the implementation of environment dimensions of SDGs. 

 The group is also preparing a knowledge brief on environment-related SDGs. 
 
3. Governance Thematic Group. Strategy 2030’s OP “strengthening governance and institutional 
capacity” is strongly linked to the SDGs. Governance is both a contributor to the SDGs and an enabler of 
progress as it cuts across all sectors and themes. Approximately 65% of the 169 SDG targets will have to 
be operationalized through subnational and local governments, emphasizing the importance of 
localizing the SDGs.2 The group’s notable work relating to the SDGs includes the following. 
 

 The group has collaborated with local governments in Indonesia to design and use data 
dashboards at the district government level to localize SDG monitoring.3 As development 
outcomes can vary widely from one locality to the next, the more granular and geographically 
disaggregated the data are, the more policies and programs can be tailored to the needs of local 
communities. This also improves understanding and ownership of the SDG process and agenda 
in member countries. The group is considering further pilots for capacity building on data 
collection at the subnational level in Cambodia, Kazakhstan, Pakistan, the Philippines, and Nepal.  

 The group has also highlighted the issue of SDG financing and domestic resource mobilization, 
recognizing that the level of official development assistance is likely to be lower than the 
financing needs for SDGs. The group is already in discussions with the government in Indonesia 
to link up budget and financing to support the achievement of the SDGs with institutional 
arrangements to report progress and achievement. 

 The group has also produced a series of briefs and e-learning modules discussing the importance 
of localizing the SDGs. 

 
4. Social Development Thematic Group. The group covers a broad range of issues with a focus on 
the areas of inclusive development, quality jobs, and social protection. Its work primarily aligns with SDG 
1 (end poverty in all its forms, everywhere), and targets 1.3 (nationally appropriate social protection 
systems and measures) and 8.5 (full and productive employment and decent work for all). In the area of 
social protection, the group has implemented TA programs and produced knowledge products to 
strengthen member countries’ capacity to monitor country expenditure and beneficiaries of social 
protection, assess the use of information and communication technology for delivering social assistance, 
and evaluate the financial gaps for expanding social protection to achieve the SDGs and strengthen social 
protection systems development. The group is currently working on an update of the social protection 
operational plan, which is scheduled to be completed by end 2021. Among its notable works relating to 
the SDGs are: 
  

 A TA on financing Social Protection to Achieve the SDGs, which focuses on resource mobilization 
to expand social protection. 

 A TA on Enhancing ADB’s Support for Social Protection to achieve the SDGs, which supports 
innovation and systems strengthening, data collection for the Social Protection Indicators (SPI), 
and Asia-Pacific Social Protection Week (a regional knowledge sharing event organized every 2 
to 3 years to bring together social protection experts, advocates, and decision makers within the 
region). The SPI report (prepared separately for Asia and for Pacific countries) captures 
administrative level data on social protection expenditures and coverage. As part of the SPI 

 
2  J. Sachs et. al. 2019. Sustainable Development Report 2019. New York: Bertelsmann Stiftung and Sustainable Development 

Solutions Network (SDSN). https://www.sdgindex.org/reports/sustainable-development-report-2019/. 
3  Kirthi Ramesh et al. 2020. Reaching the Sustainable Development Goals through Better Local-Level Data: A Case Study of Lumajang and 

Pacitan Districts in Indonesia. Manila. https://www.adb.org/publications/reaching-sdgs-better-local-level-data-indonesia 
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preparation, the group supports statistics bureaus in data collection and analysis. The 4th edition 
of SPI is being prepared and will include analysis on COVID; and a chapter on disability with a 
regional perspective (disability is linked to OPs 1, 2, and 4 and is part of the “leave no one behind” 
agenda of the SDG).  

 A TA on Supporting the OP 1 Agenda: Strengthening Poverty and Social Analysis. 
 
5. Urban Sector Group. The group’s work supports the OP on making cities more livable, which 
directly relates to SDG 11 (make cities inclusive, safe, resilient, and sustainable) as well as SDG 16 
(promote peaceful and inclusive societies for sustainable development, provide access to justice for all 
and build effective, accountable, and inclusive institutions at all levels). The group’s work cuts across 
various sectors, including transport, health, climate change and governance. Achievement of the SDGs 
relating to urban development requires locally specific implementation plans, the group notes. There is 
a need to have such plans for urban development, including a city-level SDG implementation plan. To 
successfully implement SDG localization plans, capacity development components and institutional 
strengthening components are needed. In view of the OP “making cities more livable”, the group has 
decided not to produce a sector framework. The group has worked with both external and internal 
partners to advance the SDGs. 
 

 The group worked with the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB), the African Development 
Bank (AfDB), and European Bank for Reconstruction and Development on creating livable cities 
from different regional perspectives.  

 The group is working with the Rockefeller Foundation to support climate resilience, adaptation, 
and mitigation, and to identify and mainstream best practices in projects such as the Kolkata 
Environmental Improvement Investment Program, Tranche 2; the Ho Chi Minh City Wastewater 
and Drainage System Improvement Project; and the Secondary Green Cities Development Project. 

 
6. Transport Sector Group. The group’s work cuts across several operational priorities as well as 
several SDGs, including such as SDG 3 (ensure healthy lives and promote well-being for all at all ages), 9 
(build resilient infrastructure, promote sustainable industrialization, and foster innovation) and 12 
(ensure responsible consumption and production patterns). To operationalize Strategy 2030, the group 
is preparing a transport sector framework due for completion by 2021. Its efforts to promote SDG 
implementation and achievement include the following. 
 

 The group is developing an Asian Transport Outlook database, which can be used to identify new 
areas of support at the country-level that are closely linked to the SDGs. The database will include 
about 400 transport-related indicators and data for these indicators. The indicators will cover 
physical infrastructure as well as indicators that are more closely linked to the SDGs, including 
people’s access and utilization of roads, and policy and legal framework indicators. The database 
will be used to report on the SDGs and to inform ADB’s policy dialogue with governments, for 
example, on how to address negative externalities in the transport sector.   

 The $500 million State Road Safety Incentive Program in India is currently being processed by 
ADB with inputs from the group. The program, financed by results-based lending, will provide 
incentives through grant funds to eight states for progressive improvement of effective road 
safety. States will be ranked based on their monthly and yearly performance in road safety 
interventions. The indicators for measuring performance will cover accident fatalities as well as 
interventions covering institutional, accident risk mitigation, accident response, and awareness.  
 

7. Water Sector Group. The group does not have clear alignment with a particular OP. It is preparing 
a water sector framework to be completed in 2021. Among the group’s SDG-related efforts are the 
following. 
 

 Preparations for a report on the SDG 6 (ensure availability and sustainable management of water 
and sanitation for all) financing gap across Asia and the Pacific, and ways to close it. The group 
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recognizes that the level of official development assistance will likely be lower than that needed 
to finance the SDGs. Without nationally available revenues, SDG implementation will be limited. 

 The group is scaling up water, sanitation, and hygiene (WASH) components as part of its COVID-
19 response. ADB’s water projects are expected to have stronger WASH and health components 
in the medium term. Increasing focus on WASH and health outcomes is a systemic change that 
will provide long-term benefits in terms of improving member countries’ resilience to future 
pandemics. The group notes that increased WASH and health outcomes will be a permanent 
response in ADB’s water sector portfolio. 

 
8. Climate Change and Disaster Risk Management Thematic Group. The group also provides 
knowledge and TA support for the SDGs through various initiatives as follows:  
 

 It is currently implementing the Climate Change Operational Framework 2017–2030 (CCOF2030) 
which is aligned with important global initiatives for sustainable development, including the 
SDGs. CCOF2030 is guided by five principles which includes linking climate actions to the wider 
sustainable development agenda. The implementation of the CCOF2030 is being supported via 
implementation of NDC Advance, a TA platform established to help facilitate a regional shift into 
a climate resilient and low greenhouse gas emissions path in line with the Paris Agreement on 
Climate Change, SDGs, and the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction. NDC Advance is 
operationalized through a cluster TA. 

 The group is currently implementing a TA on delivering climate solutions under OP 3 of Strategy 
2030 which intends to help DMCs expand action on climate change. CCDRM TG has produced 
relevant knowledge product supporting delivery of SDGs. 

 
9. Finance Sector Group. The group will be processing a TA on Financing SDGs in Asia and the Pacific 
under Strategy 2030 in 2021 to support ADB’s operations departments. 
 
10. Regional Cooperation and Integration (RCI) Thematic Group. The group’s work extends over 
several SDGs. It is implementing a TA on promoting RCI innovations in the aftermath of COVID-19 which 
supports SDG 9 (build resilient infrastructure, promote sustainable industrialization, and foster 
innovation), SDG 12(ensure responsible consumption and production patterns), SDG 8 (promote full and 
productive employment and decent work for all), and SDG 5 (achieve gender equality and empower all 
women and girls), among others. The group also promotes SDG 17 (strengthen the means of 
implementation and revitalize the global partnership for sustainable development) by collaborating in 
knowledge work with other multilateral development banks and development partners. 
 
 
 
 



 

APPENDIX 10: MANAGEMENT ACCEPTANCE, CALENDAR YEAR 2011–2020 
 

 
Table A10.1: Management Acceptance of Independent Evaluation Department Recommendations, 2011–2020 

Rating 
2011 

(N = 35) 
2012 

(N = 47) 
2013 

(N = 28) 
2014 

(N = 52) 
2015 

(N = 30) 
2016 

(N = 12) 
2017 

(N = 30) 
2018 2019 2020 

(N = 30) 2011–2020 (N = 30) (N = 43) 
Accepted (FA) 35 45 25 22 16 10 28 27 42 28 278 
Partly Accepted (PA) 0 0 0 5 7 2 1 1 1 2 19 
Not Accepted (NA) 0 2 3 25 7 0 1 2 0 0 40 
Total 35 47 28 52 30 12 30 30 43 30 337 
FA Percent 100 96 89 42 53 83 93 90 98 93 82 
FA or PA Percent 100 96 89 52 77 100 97 93 100 100 88 
Note: Management acceptance are in calendar years, while those on action design and implementation of recommendations are in reporting years (i.e., 2020 is from October 2019 to 30 
September 2020.             
 Number Percent of Total      
Rating 2011–2015 2016–2020 2011–2020 2011–2015 2016–2020 2011–2020      
Accepted (FA) 143 135 278 75 93 83      
Partly Accepted (PA) 12 7 19 6 5 6      
Not Accepted (NA) 37 3 40 19 2 12      
Total 192 145 337 100 100 100      
FA Percent       75 93 83      
FA or PA Percent       81 98 88      
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department)  

       

 
 
 

 



 

APPENDIX 11: IMPLEMENTATION OF RECOMMENDATIONS BY COMPLETION YEAR, REPORTING YEAR 
2011–2020 
 

Table A11.1: Validated Ratings of Implemented Actions Taken on Recommendations, 2011–2020 

Rating 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 
2011-
2020  

Fully Implemented (FI) 15 15 16 5 8 28 7 6 4 7 111  

Largely Implemented (LI) 38 22 15 16 10 25 16 3 6 15 166  

Partly Implemented (PI) 17 10 11 5 5 13 8 2 4 5 80  

Not Implemented (NI) 1 0 1 1 3 0 0 0 1 0 7  

Not Rated (NR) 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3  

Total  72 48 44 27 26 66 31 11 15 27 367  

FI and LI Number  53 37 31 21 18 53 23 9 10 22 277  

FI and LI Percent  74 77 70 78 69 80 74 82 67 82 75  

Note: Management acceptance are in calendar years, while those on action design and implementation of recommendations are in reporting years (i.e., 2020 is from 1 October 
2019 to 30 September 2020). 

 
              
 Number Percent of Total        

Rating 2011-2015 2016-2020 2011-2020 2011-2015 2016-2020 2011-2020        
Fully Implemented (FI) 59 52 111 27 35 30        

Largely Implemented (LI) 101 65 166 47 43 45        

Partly Implemented (PI) 48 32 80 22 22 22        

Not Implemented (NI) 6 1 7 3 1 2        

Not Rated (NR) 3 0 3 1 0 1       
 

Total 217 150 367 100 100 100        

FI and LI Number 160 116 276             
 

FI and LI Percent       74 77 75        

Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 
 

Table A11.2: Validated Ratings of Implemented Actions Taken on Recommendations by Report Completion Year, 2011–2020 

Rating  
2011 

(N = 72) 
2012  

(N = 48) 
2013 

(N = 44) 
2014 

(N = 27) 
2015 

(N = 26) 
2016 

(N = 66) 
2017 

(N = 31) 
2018 

(N = 11) 
2019 

(N = 15) 
2020 

(N = 27 ) 
2011-2020 
(N = 381) 

Fully Implemented (FI) and Largely Implemented (LI) 37 26 45 25 15 58 35 9 12 9 271 
Accepted Recommendations  51 44 58 34 20 68 49 13 16 12 365 
Acceptance Rate  86 92 95 94 87 83 98 48 84 92  
FI or LI Percent   73 59 78 74 75 85 71 69 75 75 74 
Note: Management acceptance are in calendar years, while those on action design and implementation of recommendations are in reporting years (i.e., 2020 is from 1 October 2019 to 30 September 2020).              
 Number Percent of Total       
Rating 2011-2015 2016-2020 2011-2020 2011-2015 2016-2020 2011-2020       
Fully Implemented (FI) and Largely 
Implemented (LI) 

148 123 271 68 82 74 
      

Accepted Recommendations 207 158 365 95 105 100       
Acceptance Rate % 91 81 86 42 54 23       
FI and LI Percent       72 78 74       
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department).         
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Table A11.3: Evaluation Reports with All Accepted Recommendations Completed During 2011-2020 (number and total) 

Year 
Number of Completed 

Evaluation Reports 
Number of 

Recommendations Acceptance Rate 

Number of Accepted 
Recommendations 

Completed 
Number of Rated Fully or 

Largely Implemented 
Fully or Largely 

Implemented Rate (%) 
2011 14 59 86 51 37 73 
2012 12 48 92 44 26 59 
2013 15 61 95 58 45 78 
2014 8 36 94 34 25 74 
2015 4 23 87 20 15 75 
2016 14 82 83 68 58 85 
2017 10 50 98 49 35 71 
2018 3 27 48 13 9 69 
2019 4 19 84 16 12 75 
2020 3 12 92 12 9 75 

2011–2020 87 417   365 271 74 
 

Note: Evaluation reports are completed following closure of the last recommendation on due date.  
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 
 
 
 



 

APPENDIX 12: CRITERIA FOR ASSESSMENT OF IMPLEMENTATION 
PERFORMANCE AND ACTION DESIGN 
 
 

Table A12.1: Metrics for Assessing Implementation of Actions Taken on Recommendations 
Overall Implementation Performance 

Fully implemented  The action plan is fully or 100% adopted by action 
target due date. 

Largely implemented The extent of implementation was greater than 67% 
but less than 100% by action target due date. 

Partly implemented  The extent implementation was anywhere from 33% 
to 67% by action target due date or if some actions 
were “ongoing” without a definite implementation 
period. 

Not implemented The extent of implementation was less than 33% by 
action target due date or the recommendations were 
no longer relevant. 

Action Design 
Relevance and specificity 
of the action design 

If the spirit of the recommendation (alignment and 
measurability of the action design) had not been 
satisfied, the rating could be downgraded.  

Relevance  The extent to which an action plan is in line with the 
gist of the IED recommendation and Management 
response (i.e., Fully, Largely, Partly, and Not relevant). 

Specificity  The extent to which the action plan showed clear and 
adequate targets, outputs, and indicators. (i.e., Fully, 
Largely, Partly, and Not specific). 

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