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A. Introduction

1. This evaluation will assess the performance and results of Asian Development Bank (ADB)
support for the Greater Mekong Subregion (GMS) Program during 2012–2020. It is the first of the
three evaluations in Independent Evaluation Department’s (IED’s) workplan, 2021–2023, that will
assess ADB support for regional economic cooperation programs. The other two evaluations will
cover ADB support for Central Asia Regional Economic Cooperation (CAREC) and South Asia
Subregional Economic Cooperation (SASEC) programs. The GMS evaluation is scheduled for
completion in 2021, while the CAREC and SASEC evaluations follow in 2022 and 2023,
respectively. This evaluation will establish a methodological framework to guide the other two
evaluations.

2. The evaluation will assess both ADB support for the functioning of the GMS Program, i.e.,
in its role as the GMS Secretariat, and the financing of GMS projects and programs, to achieve the
subregion’s strategic objectives. The findings, lessons, and recommendations of this evaluation will
feed into the implementation of the new GMS Strategic Framework 2030 (GMS-2030) and the
preparation of the Regional Investment Framework 2025 (RIF-2025) and the GMS-2030 results
framework. The GMS-2030 was endorsed by the GMS Ministerial Conference on 4 November 2020
and is scheduled for approval by the GMS Summit in March 2021. The preparation of the RIF-2025
and GMS-2030 results framework will follow thereafter for completion at the end of 2021.

B. Background

3. The GMS Program was established in 1992 by six countries that share the Mekong River:
Cambodia, People's Republic of China (PRC, specifically Yunnan Province and Guangxi Zhuang
Autonomous Region), Lao People’s Democratic Republic (Lao PDR), Myanmar, Thailand, and Viet
Nam; with the objective to enhance economic cooperation and development among member
countries.1 Asian Development Bank supported the establishment of the GMS Program through
regional technical assistance (RETA) to promote peace, stability, and economic cooperation for a
subregion that was emerging from a period of prolonged regional conflict.2 When the GMS Program
was established, the subregion had a total population of approximately 250 million and a gross

1  ADB.1992. Report on Conference on Subregional Economic Cooperation among Cambodia, People’s Republic of 
China, Lao PDR, Myanmar, Thailand, and Viet Nam. 22 December. Manila. Guangxi Zhuang Autonomous Region of 
the PRC joined the program in 2004. 

2 ADB. 1992. Studies in Subregional Cooperation among Cambodia, the People’s Republic of China, Lao People’s 
Democratic Republic (Lao PDR), Myanmar, Thailand, and Viet Nam. Manila (RETA 5487). 
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domestic product (GDP) of about $140 billion. By end 2019, it had a population of about 340 million 
and a GDP above $1,500 billion, more than ten times larger.3 
 
4. The GMS Program is guided by three layers of decision making: (i) the GMS Summit of 
national leaders of the six member countries; (ii) the GMS Ministerial Conference that supports the 
GMS Summit guiding strategic matters of the GMS Program; and (iii) Senior Official Meetings. 
These are supported by sector level ministerial meetings and councils, along the various technical 
sector forums and working groups that form the operational foundation of the program. ADB 
performs the function of the GMS Central Secretariat, coordinating dialogue and planning activities 
across the member countries.4 ADB also serves as a financier, honest broker, and technical 
advisor. Appendix 1 outlines the operational structure of the GMS Program. 
 
5. The GMS Program supports member countries to achieve a vision for a prosperous, 
integrated, and harmonious subregion.5 To realize this vision, the GMS Program has adopted an 
overarching 3-C strategy to: (i) increase cross border connectivity through development of physical 
infrastructure and economic corridors; (ii) improve competitiveness of the subregion through the 
integration of markets, production processes, and value chains; and (iii) build a subregional 
community to address regional social and environmental concerns.6 These are regional 
development objectives that would likely not be achieved if left to individual country efforts.  
 
6. In its first 10 years, the GMS Program consisted of programs and projects that addressed 
specific sector issues. After this, a more pragmatic approach was adopted whereby the GMS 
Program operates on 10-year strategic framework (SF) approved by the GMS Summit. The first SF, 
approved in November 2001, covered 2002–2012.7 The second SF was approved in November 
2011, covering 2012–2022.8 The SFs provide the directions and operational focus and are 
operationalized through regional investment frameworks (RIFs) that are initially prepared for the 
first 5 years and then updated during the SF period. The current RIF-2022 was approved in 2018.9 
It supports the Hanoi Action Plan (HAP) 2018–2022, with an envisaged total financing need of $66 
billion for the period 2013–2022.10 
 
7. ADB support for the GMS Program is underpinned by its corporate approach to regional 
cooperation and integration (RCI), guided by the RCI Strategy 2006 and Operational Plan 2016 that 
focused on cross-border infrastructure, trade and investment cooperation, monetary and financial 
cooperation, and regional public goods.11 In 2019, ADB’s approach to RCI was updated in Strategy 
2030 Operational Plan for Priority 7 (OP7).12 The new RCI OP7 focuses on three priorities: (i) 

 
3 ADB. 2020. Basic Statistics (https://www.adb.org/publications/basic-statistics-2020); https://country.eiu.com/China/ 

Guangxi; and https://www.statista.com/studies-and-reports/   
4  The GMS Unit at SERD/SERC performs the role of the GMS Secretariat on ADB’s behalf.  
5  The term “harmonious” started after the Second GMS Summit held in Kunming, PRC in 2005. It has evolved to 

“equitable” and most lately to “inclusive” in recent years. 
6  Greater Mekong Subregion Economic Cooperation Program. Overview of the Greater Mekong Subregion Economic 

Cooperation Program | Greater Mekong Subregion (GMS). 
7   ADB. 2002. Building on Success: A Strategic Framework for the Next Ten Years of the Greater Mekong Subregion 

Economic Cooperation Program. Manila. 
8  ADB. 2011. The Greater Mekong Subregion Economic Cooperation Program Strategic Framework, 2012–2022. Manila. 
9 ADB. 2018. Greater Mekong Subregion Economic Cooperation Program. Overview of the Regional Investment 

Framework 2022. Manila. 
10  ADB. 2018. The Hanoi Action Plan 2018–2022. Manila. 
11 ADB. 2006. Regional Cooperation and Integration Strategy. Manila and ADB. 2016. Operational Plan for Regional 

Cooperation and Integration, 2016-2020: Promoting Connectivity, Competitiveness, Regional Public Goods, and 
Collective Action for Asia and the Pacific. Manila. 

12 ADB. 2019. Strategy 2030 Operational Plan for Priority 7: Fostering Regional Cooperation and Integration, 2019–2024. 
Manila.  

https://www.adb.org/publications/basic-statistics-2020
https://country.eiu.com/China/
https://www.statista.com/studies-and-reports/
https://www.greatermekong.org/overview
https://www.greatermekong.org/overview
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greater and higher quality connectivity between economies; (ii) increased competitiveness with 
global and regional trade and investment opportunities expanded; and (iii) regional public goods 
increased and diversified.  
 
C.  Greater Mekong Subregion Program Strategic Framework, 2012–2022 
 
8. The SF 2012–2022 maintains the five strategic thrusts of the GMS Program that evolved 
over the two previous decades of operation: (i) strengthening infrastructure linkages; (ii) facilitating 
cross-border trade and investment, and tourism; (iii) enhancing private sector participation and 
competitiveness; (iv) developing human resources; and (v) protecting the environment and 
promoting the sustainable use of shared natural resources. The SF 2012–2022 called for greater 
focus on the soft infrastructure aspects of the program;13 knowledge; selectivity; the environment, 
cross-sectoral linkages, climate change; rebalancing resources across sectors; results; and closer 
linkages with the broader regional integration agenda. 
 
9. The SF 2012–2022 confirmed that transport would remain at the forefront of the GMS 
Program, but with a shift to multimodal systems, road safety, climate change, non-physical barriers 
to cross-border transport, and economic corridor development. There was also greater emphasis 
on development of a rail network with a focus on technical cooperation and institutional 
development to complement infrastructure investments. The SF 2012–2022 broadly sets out the 
planned GMS interventions, sector outputs and outcomes, and expected regional impacts. To bring 
greater focus, GMS countries agreed to continue supporting the 11 flagship programs initiated 
under the previous SF: (i) the north-south economic corridor; (ii) the east-west economic corridor; 
(iii) the southern economic corridor; (iv) the telecommunications backbone; (v) regional power 
interconnection and trading arrangements; (vi) cross-border trade and investment; (vii) enhancing 
private sector participation and competitiveness; (viii) developing human resources and skills 
competencies; (ix) a strategic environmental framework; (x) flood control and water resource 
management; and (xi) GMS tourism development (footnote 9).  
 
D. ADB Support for the Greater Mekong Subregion Program, 2012–2020 

 
10. During 2012–2020,14 the total cost of approved ADB-financed GMS projects amounted to 
$9.3 billion (loans and grants) for 56 investment projects and 63 technical assistance (TA) projects. 
Investment projects accounted for 98% of the total project cost (89% in loans and 9% in grants), 
with the balance of 2% for TA. ADB financed $5.2 billion (56%) of the total project cost, participating 
governments $1.7 billion (18%), development partners $1.6 billion (17%), and the private sector 
$0.76 billion (8%). A detailed list of the investment and TA projects is provided in Supplementary 
Appendix 1. The most salient features of the portfolio are set out below. Detailed data are in 
Appendix 2. 

(i) Following the high approval rates averaging seven investments and eight TA 
projects per year during 2012–2018, approvals dropped to just one investment and 
six TA projects during 2019–2020 (Figure 1).15 

 
13 Soft infrastructure includes policies, regulations, systems and procedures, knowledge and capacity, strategies and 

institutions to support the development and efficient operation of physical structures.  
14 Data as of September 2020. Full 2020 data will be updated when it becomes available. 
15 Historically, Viet Nam accounted for about 50% of GMS projects. The drop in ADB financing in 2019–2020 was largely 

resulted from the significant lower borrowing level from Viet Nam after the country moved to the OCR-only group and 
took precautious steps in containing public debt since 2019. 
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(ii) ADB supports the GMS Program in 10 sectors.16 Transport is the largest sector 
supported with 18 investment projects amounting to $3.7 billion, 50% of the total 
investment portfolio. 

(iii) Among the six countries, Viet Nam has the largest portfolio at $3.2 billion or 43% of 
the total ADB financing.  

(iv) Cross-border infrastructure investment projects had the largest share at $3.9 billion, 
almost 50% of the portfolio. 

(v) Most of ADB GMS Program support is financed as standalone investment projects, 
accounting for 45 out of 56 investment projects, 80% of approvals. 

(vi) Thirty-three development partners cofinanced $1.5 billion. The largest cofinancier is 
the Japan International Cooperation Agency, followed by the Export-Import Bank of 
Korea; KfW Bankengruppe; and Government of Australia. 

(vii) The portfolio contains only one $982 million nonsovereign loan approved in 2014 for 
the Nam Ngiep Hydropower Project in Lao PDR.17 

 
Figure 1: ADB’s Annual Support to Greater Mekong Subregion Program, 2012–2020 

 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, N = number. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department evaluation team computations based on Greater Mekong Subregion 
portfolio database (as of September 2020). 
 
11. The status of the operations portfolio is presented in Table 1.  
 

Table 1: Status of ADB-supported Projects, 2012–2020 

Item 
Investment Projects Technical Assistance 

Number % Number   % 
Active 47 84 26 42 

Mature (passed ≥50% implementation time)  33 59 21 33 
Mature (passed ≥65% implementation time) 29 52 18 29 

Completed 9 16 37 58 
Self-assessed 4a  19  
Validated 0  1  
Not evaluated 5  18  

Total 56 100 63 100 
a Three investment projects were jointly assessed (41505-012, 41507-012, and 41508-013). 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department's Database (as of September 2020). 

 

 
16 The 10 sectors are: agriculture, natural resource and rural development; education; energy; finance; health; industry 

and trade; public sector management; transport; WUS, and multisector including more than one sectors at the same 
time. 

17 These details are based on information provided by the GMS Secretariat. 
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E. Key Findings in Existing Reviews and Evaluations  
 
12. There are two independent evaluations of the GMS Program completed in 1999 and 2008,18 
and a case study on the GMS Program conducted as part of IED’s evaluation of Regional 
Cooperation and Integration in 2015.19 The GMS Secretariat conducted a midterm review of the SF 
2012–2022 in 2018 as part of the preparation for the HAP 2018–2022, and three progress reports 
of the RIF-2022 in 2019 and 2020 in preparation for the November 2020 GMS Ministerial 
Conference.20  
 
13. Overall, these reviews and evaluations found that the GMS Program had provided member 
countries an opportunity for collaboration on a shared subregional development vision. The GMS 
Program was consistent with the subregion’s needs and expectations as it expanded from 
conventional infrastructure to multi-sector investments to promote economic corridor development. 
Progress had generally been positive, member countries had benefited from subregional 
cooperation, and there had been increased economic activity along roads. The performance across 
supported sectors had been mixed, with transport (especially corridor roads) being the best 
performer, while progress was modest in energy, tourism, urban development, trade facilitation, 
and health. 

 
14. At the same time, these reviews and evaluations had identified some persistent issues that 
remain challenging in program implementation. These included: (i) finding a balance and integrated 
approach between hard and soft infrastructure interventions; (ii) effectively engaging the private 
sector as a development partner; (iii) advancing organizational effectiveness and building capacity 
of member countries to take on greater decision making roles and responsibilities; (iv) the need for 
a greater focus on regional public goods; (v) resource mobilization to bridge the financing gap; and 
(vi) establishing an effective monitoring and evaluation framework, particularly for results 
monitoring.  
 
15. In addition, there are two project completion reports (PCRs) and 19 TA completion reports 
(TCRs) prepared for four completed investment projects and 37 completed TA projects.21 In 2018 
IED prepared a TA performance evaluation report (TPER) for three TA projects of which one is part 
of the portfolio of this evaluation. The TPER is rated less than successful.22 For more details, see 
Appendix 3.  
 
 
 

 
18  ADB. 1999. Impact Evaluation Study of the Asian Development Bank’s Program of Subregional Economic Cooperation 

in the Greater Mekong Subregion. Manila; ADB. 2008. Regional Cooperation Assistance Program: Greater Mekong 
Subregion: Maturing and Moving Forward. Manila. 

19 IED. 2015. Thematic Evaluation Study. Asian Development Bank Support for Regional Cooperation and Integration. 
Manila: ADB. 

20 ADB, GMS Secretariat. 2019. Regional Investment Framework 2022:  First Progress Report and Update. Manila. 
https://www.greatermekong.org/sites/default/files/1_RIF_2022_First_Progress_Report_and_Update_Overview_web_
3Apr2019_0.pdf; ADB, GMS Secretariat. 2019. Regional Investment Framework 2022:  Second Progress Report and 
Update. Manila. https://greatermekong.org/sites/default/files/RIF%202022.%20Overview%202019_0.pdf; Greater 
Mekong Subregion. 2020. Pave the Way to a More Integrated, Inclusive, Sustainable and Prosperous GMS. Report of 
GMS Senior Officials to GMS Ministers presented at the 24th GMS Ministerial Conference. Beijing. 4 November. 
https://greatermekong.org/joint-statement-24th-gms-ministerial-conference  

21 Both PCRs were rated successful. Of the 19 TCRs, 16 (84%) rated highly successful or successful, 2 less than 
successful, and 1 unsuccessful. 

22 IED. 2018. Technical Assistance Performance Evaluation Report: Core Environment Program and Biodiversity 
Conservation Corridors Initiative in the Greater Mekong Subregion. Manila: ADB (TA 6213, TA 6289, and TA 7987, of 
these, TA 6289 is in the portfolio of this evaluation). 

https://www.greatermekong.org/sites/default/files/1_RIF_2022_First_Progress_Report_and_Update_Overview_web_3Apr2019_0.pdf
https://www.greatermekong.org/sites/default/files/1_RIF_2022_First_Progress_Report_and_Update_Overview_web_3Apr2019_0.pdf
https://greatermekong.org/sites/default/files/RIF%202022.%20Overview%202019_0.pdf
https://greatermekong.org/joint-statement-24th-gms-ministerial-conference
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F.  Evaluation Framework 
 
 1.  Theory of Change of ADB Support to the GMS Program, 2012–2022 
 
16. The GMS Program does not have an explicit theory of change (TOC). The SF 2012–2022 
had a results framework that broadly linked eight supported sectors with the interventions to be 
provided and expected outputs and outcomes by each sector and the overall regional impacts. 
Based on this and the HAP 2018–2022, a TOC for ADB support for the GMS Program during 2012–
2022 was constructed (Figure 2). In addition, the TOC was built on the GMS establishment paper 
(footnote 1), the GMS Program organizational structure (Appendix 1), ADB’s RCI OP 2016 (footnote 
11), and RCI OP7 (footnote 12). The latter documents are the guiding principles for ADB’s RCI 
operations and support to the GMS Program.23 
 
17. As shown in the TOC, ADB as the GMS Secretariat, delivers the following inputs and 
activities: (i) designing and coordinating the preparation of strategies, plans, project pipelines and 
other secretarial activities across member countries; (ii) brokering services to convene joint actions 
across member countries; (iii) leveraging finance and expertise from other development partners 
and deepening the engagement of the private sector; (iv) financing investment projects (sovereign 
and nonsovereign operations); and (v) providing technical support including for incubating regional 
projects, knowledge generation and dissemination, and capacity development. Detailed sectoral 
level outputs and intermediate outcomes are provided in Appendix 4.  

 
18. The expected outcomes are linked to the 3-C overarching objectives of the GMS Program. 
Specifically, the subregion will be (i) more connected with more cross border linkages and increased 
flows of trade, finance, and people; (ii) more competitive with more integrated markets, production 
processes, and supply chains; and (iii) a greater sense of community with more collaboration in 
addressing regional social and environmental concerns to benefit GMS communities.  

 
19. The assumptions and risks to successful implementation of the GMS Program listed in the 
TOC were not explicit in the SF 2012–2022. Fundamental to success of the GMS Program is the 
commitment to long-term partnership and engagement by GMS member countries. This 
commitment is also closely linked to the assumption of continued access to finance from national 
governments, ADB and other development partners. Continued macroeconomic and political 
stability is also needed to enable GMS governments to move forward with the GMS agenda.  
 
20. The TOC recognizes that program and project selection and strong ownership by GMS 
governments are fundamental to GMS Program success. Capacity building support is needed to 
ensure that institutions and systems are of sufficient capacity to implement programs and projects. 
Capacity building is also important to ensure that institutional and policy capacities at the national 
level keep pace with planned changes agreed by GMS sector bodies, enabling implementation of 
agreed programs. Oversight by GMS institutions and ADB project management systems, including 
its safeguards and integrity policies are needed to ensure that risks are adequately managed. 
 

 
23 The TOC incorporated comments from the RCI Thematic Group and the GMS Secretariat that were provided to the 

evaluation team prior to and during the interdepartmental review of the draft evaluation approach paper.  
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Figure 2: Theory of Change for the ADB-Supported Greater Mekong Subregion Program, 2012–2022a 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, GOV = government, GMS = Greater Mekong Subregion, HAP = Hanoi Action Plan, RCI = regional cooperation and integration, RIF = regional investment 
framework, SF = strategic framework. 
a Some outputs and outcomes were modified to reflect comments made by Southeast Asia Department on an earlier draft. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department evaluation team reconstructions based on the 1992 Greater Mekong Subregion Conference and Greater Mekong Subregion Strategic 
Framework 2012–2022. 
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2. Evaluation Objectives and Scope  
 
21. The evaluation will assess the performance and results of ADB support for the GMS 
Program during 2012–2020. In particular, the evaluation will assess the GMS Program as an 
instrument to achieve the subregion’s 3-C strategic objectives of connectivity, competitiveness, 
and community and the extent to which ADB inputs as the GMS Secretariat and its projects, 
programs and TA have contributed to achieving these strategic objectives.24 The findings, issues, 
lessons, and recommendations of the evaluation will feed into the implementation of the new 
GMS-2030 and the formulation of its results framework and RIF-2025. 
 
22. In addition, ADB support for the GMS Program will also be assessed in terms of how well 
it has fulfilled ADB’s corporate objectives in promoting the RCI OP 2016 and OP7, including 
support for regional public goods and for social sector development (particularly the health 
sector). The evaluation will take into account the ongoing coronavirus disease (COVID-19) 
pandemic and responses by the GMS countries as reflected in changes in activities and program 
implementation. 

  
3. Evaluation Questions   

 
23. The overarching evaluation question is to what extent has ADB support for the GMS 
Program enhanced the development of the subregion and what are ADB’s contributions to this 
development? 
 
24. The evaluation overarching question will be addressed through the following specific 
questions related to the achievement of the 3-C objectives of connectivity, competitiveness, and 
community, and ADB’s contribution.   
 

(i) Connectivity: To what extent has ADB support for the GMS Program increased 
connectivity among the GMS countries?  

 
(ii) Competitiveness: To what extent has ADB support for the GMS Program resulted 

in increased national and regional competitiveness?  
 
(iii)  Community: To what extent has ADB support for the GMS Program benefited 

GMS communities with better controlled environmental and health issues? 
 
(iv)  ADB’s Contribution: What have ADB’s contributions to the GMS Program during 

2012–2020 both as secretariat and in terms of financing, resulted in, and what are 
issues and lessons learned? 

 
25. Each of the C-questions above will be addressed through three sub-questions regarding 
the design of the GMS Program; results of the ADB-financed operations portfolio; and key issues 
and lessons learned. ADB’s contributions will be assessed against its roles as the GMS 
Secretariat outlined in para. 17. Detailed questions are presented in Appendix 5. 
 
 
 

 
24 There are projects and activities supporting the GMS Program that are financed entirely by the governments or other 

development partners. ADB does not have data on these projects and activities, and hence this evaluation will not 
be able to assess them. 
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4.  Evaluation Methods  
 
26. The evaluation will use a mixed methods approach analyzing qualitative and quantitative 
data. This will involve (i) an assessment of relevant literature; (ii) an assessment of the GMS 
Program institutional structure and ADB’s roles as the GMS Secretariat; (iii) an assessment of 
ADB’s GMS operations portfolio; and (iv) an analysis of feedback collected from interviews with 
stakeholders and focus group discussions (FGDs) with beneficiaries. These are highlighted 
below. 
 
27. Literature Assessment. The evaluation will review existing GMS Program documents 
and other literature to understand the regional context, current development issues, regional 
economic and social policies, emerging issues and progress made toward the 3Cs over the 
evaluation period. The GMS documents will include GMS regional investment frameworks, action 
plans, sector strategies and assessments, SF 2012–2022 Midterm Review, RIF-2022 progress 
reports and other materials prepared for the GMS Ministerial Conferences during the evaluation 
period. Literature published by ADB will include the series of Asian Economic Integration Reports 
(prepared by the Asian Regional Integration Center),25 recent reviews and evaluations of the GMS 
Program and ADB support for RCI (para. 12),26 and forthcoming GMS publications.27 Other 
regional literature review will include International Monetary Fund and World Bank reports and 
Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) documents, among others. 
 
28. Institutional Assessment. The evaluation will assess the appropriateness, effectiveness, 
and efficiency of the GMS Program’s organizational structure, operational procedures, and 
instruments (SF, RIF, program results framework, sector strategies), to deliver the 3-C strategic 
objectives. The assessment will also include a review of the institutional arrangements within ADB 
for its effective and efficient contributions as the GMS Secretariat (para. 17). The evaluation will 
also assess how ADB support for the GMS Program contributes to fulfilling ADB’s corporate 
objectives in promoting the RCI OP 2016 and OP7.  
 
29. To undertake this assessment, the evaluation team will review the GMS Program 
organizational structure (Appendix 1), regional and sector strategies, investment plans, and other 
key documents prepared by the GMS Program, together with related ADB RCI policy documents, 
operational plans, materials prepared to support the GMS Program, and recent evaluations of 
ADB support for RCI and other knowledge products. Structured interviews with stakeholders and 
FGDs with beneficiaries will provide additional input to this assessment. 

 
30. Operations Portfolio Assessment. The operations portfolio assessment will include a 
descriptive portfolio analysis and case project assessments. These quantitative analyses will be 
supplemented with the qualitative assessments and feedback collected during the interviews with 
stakeholders and FGDs with beneficiaries. 
 

(i) Descriptive Portfolio Analysis. This analysis will classify the GMS investment 
and TA projects by the RCI pillars, the GMS key objectives, and member countries; 
assess the extent and evolution of cross-pillar and cross-country work; and 
analyze cofinancing. The analysis will identify broad issues of the appropriateness 

 
25 For instance:        https://aric.adb.org/aeir2019-2020; https://aric.adb.org/pdf/aeir/AEIR2019-2020_5_subregional-

cooperation-initiatives.pdf 
26 Including, IED. 2020. Performance Evaluation Report. Regional Cooperation and Integration Fund, 2007–2019. 

Manila: ADB. 
27 Including the forthcoming publication by the ERCD: The Greater Mekong Subregion 2030 and Beyond: Integration, 

Upgrading, Cities, And Connectivity (expected release in February–March 2021). 

https://aric.adb.org/aeir2019-2020
https://aric.adb.org/pdf/aeir/AEIR2019-2020_5_subregional-cooperation-initiatives.pdf
https://aric.adb.org/pdf/aeir/AEIR2019-2020_5_subregional-cooperation-initiatives.pdf
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of development solutions, selection of operations, and project implementation 
(including the engagement of private investment and public private partnerships, 
and the use of multisector and thematic interventions) in addressing emerging 
trends and challenges in the subregion. 

 
(ii) Case Project Assessments. About 10% of the operations portfolio will be 

selected to represent major sectors supported and will be examined in-depth from 
formulation through to the implementation stage. These project assessments will 
provide project-specific evidence as it relates to the GMS operational procedures 
of project selection and approval, project design and implementation, and the likely 
achievement of the connectivity, competitiveness, and community strategic 
objectives. The project assessments will identify specific issues and lessons, 
including safeguards and integrity matters.28 

 
31. Interviews with Stakeholders. The evaluation will undertake interviews of GMS member 
country government officials, project executing and implementing agencies, participating 
development partners, private sector entities, and ADB staff at headquarters and at resident 
missions in GMS countries. These interviews will provide stakeholder feedback on the design, 
implementation, and results of the program overall, and to provide additional inputs to the 
institutional assessment and operations portfolio analyses described above. The team will 
prepare discussion questions in advance for each stakeholder group and will conduct interviews 
during evaluation virtual missions.   
 
32. Focus Group Discussions with Beneficiaries. The evaluation will conduct FGDs with 
beneficiaries from different countries, on the broader objectives of regionalism, including 
connectivity, competitiveness, and community. This will provide additional insights and collective 
perspectives to findings from document reviews and analyses. The evaluation will develop a 
framework and guide questions for FGD discussions. National consultant teams in the six GMS 
countries will implement the FGDs. 

 
33. Results Indicators to be Used. The indicators to assess the GMS Program results will 
generally be those set in the GMS SF 2012–2022 results framework and the available GMS sector 
strategies (energy, environment, health, human resources development, tourism, transport, and 
water and other urban infrastructure services [WUS]). These will be supplemented by indicators 
recommended in Appendix 1 of RCI OP 2016 and in para. 49 of RCI OP7, along the performance 
indicators in the ADB Corporate Results Framework, 2019–2024, as applicable.29 Other additional 
indicators will be used as appropriate, including those measuring the progress of economic 
integration through trade and global value chains, cross-border investment, financial integration, 
the movement of people, and subregional cooperation.  
 

5.  Limitations 
 
34. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the evaluation team will not hold face-to-face meetings 
with stakeholders or undertake field visits. Missions will be conducted virtually. In-country 
consultants will be used to arrange virtual missions and conduct FGDs with beneficiaries. The 
evidence base is limited by the small number of completed and evaluated projects (see Table 1). 
This will be addressed by the proposed comparative analysis of mature projects and case project 

 
28 As necessary, the evaluation team will review completed project integrity review and reach out to Office of 

Anticorruption and Integrity (OAI) during the evaluation to discuss any integrity-related concerns that may arise during 
the evaluation. See the list of GMS projects reviewed by OAI for integrity issues at Proactive Integrity Review Reports. 

29 ADB. 2019. ADB Corporate Results Framework, 2019–2024. Manila. 

https://www.adb.org/site/integrity/reports-proactive-integrity-review
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assessments, supplemented by feedback and perceptions collected from interviews with 
stakeholders and FGDs with beneficiaries.  

G. Resources Requirements and Indicative Timeline

35. The evaluation will be carried out by a team of IED staff led by Binh T. Nguyen, with 
Toshiyuki Yokota (connectivity perspective), Alvin Morales (case project assessments and 
consultant administration), and Myrna Fortu, administrative support.

36. The team will be assisted by three international consultants: (i) Institutional Specialist—to 
work on the institutional assessment; (ii) Evaluation Specialist—to assist with the operations 
portfolio analyses, design of FGDs, and the evaluation report preparation; and (iii) Case Project 
Assessment Consultant—to assess selected projects.

37. The team will be supported by three national consultants to assist with: (i) literature 
assessment (30 days); (ii) data analyses (100 days); and (iii) geographic information system (GIS) 
analysis (30 days). In addition, six country teams will be hired in the six GMS countries to assist 
the virtual missions and implement the FGDs. Consultant terms of reference are in Supplementary 
Appendix 2.

38. The evaluation report is expected to be peer reviewed by Hemamala Hettige, Poonam 
Gupta, and Jose Efrain Deras (Chief of the Independent Evaluation Office, Central American Bank 
for Economic Integration).30 An IED internal commenter will be identified later. The evaluation is 
expected to commence in January 2021 with an indicative timeline in Table 2. 

Table 2: Indicative Timeline 

Appendixes: 1.  Greater Mekong Subregion Operational Structure 
2. ADB Greater Mekong Subregion Approved Portfolio, 2012–2020
3. Summary Findings of Existing Reviews and Evaluations
4. Detailed Outputs and Outcomes Expected from the Greater Mekong Subregion

Program, 2012–2022
5. Detailed Evaluation Questions

Supplementary Appendixes: 
1. List of ADB Greater Mekong Subregion Approved Portfolio, 2012–2020 (available upon

request)
2. Terms of Reference of Consultants (available upon request)
3. Budget Estimate (available upon request)

30 The EAP was peer reviewed by Hemamala Hettige, Poonam Gupta, and Emmanuel Pondard (Evaluation Expert, 
European Investment Bank, Operations Evaluation). Tomoo Ueda and Eungji Kim were the IED internal commenters. 

Key Milestones Target Date 
Approval of evaluation approach paper III Feb 2021 
Virtual missions to 5 countriesa I Mar–IV Apr 
Focus group discussions  I Mar–IV Apr 
Storyline meeting IV June 
One-Stop-Meeting discussion of draft report IV Aug 
Draft report for interdepartmental review IV Sep 
HOD meeting II Oct 
Approval of final report  IV Oct 2021 
a  Virtual mission to Myanmar is on hold due to the country’s political conditions. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department evaluation team. 
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GREATER MEKONG SUBREGION OPERATIONAL STRUCTURE 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, CBTA = Cross Border Transport Agreement, GMS = greater 
Mekong subregion. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department evaluation team construction based on information 
provided by the GMS Secretariat. 

 
1. The GMS Program operational structure is based on 3 tiers of decision making. The 
highest and final decision-making body of the program is the Greater Mekong Subregion (GMS) 
Summit of the national leaders of the six member countries. The GMS Summit meets every three 
years. At the second tier is the GMS Ministerial Conference that meets annually and supports the 
GMS Summit to oversee the preparation of and pre-approve periodic regional strategic 
frameworks for subsequent final approval by the GMS Summit. On behalf of the GMS Summit it 
approves the results frameworks and investment frameworks for the implementation of strategic 
frameworks. At the third tier is the Senior Officials Meeting that meets on a regular basis to support 
the GMS Conference Meeting. Each member country has a GMS national committee appointed 
by the government to serve as the focal point of contact and coordinate all GMS-related matters 
within the country.  
  
2.  The GMS Program is supported by three Sectoral Level Ministerial Meetings (Cross 
Border Transport Agreement Joint Committee Meeting, Environment Ministers’ Meeting, and 
Tourism Ministers’ Meeting, and Agriculture Minister’s Meeting); Economic Corridor Forum (meets 
annually), Governors’ Forum (meets irregularly), GMS Business Forum or Council, Development 
Partner’s Meeting, Freight Transportation Association, and nine technical sector working groups 
and forums. The nine sector working groups and forums initiate, facilitate, and monitor the 
implementation of sectoral interventions in support of approved GMS strategic frameworks and 
investment frameworks.  
 
3. ADB acts as the GMS Central Secretariat, a financier, honest broker, and technical adviser 
to the program. ADB facilitates and coordinates sector forums and working groups and works with 
the national coordinators in providing technical and administrative support to the program. 
 
  

   

Development 
Partner’s Meeting

GMS Summit
(3 years)

GMS Ministerial 
Conference

(Annual)

Senior Officials’ 
Meeting (Regular)

Sectoral Level
Ministerial
Meetings

GMS Business Forum 
or Council

Working Groups and 
Forums 
(9 WGs)

1. CBTA Joint Committee Meeting (2004)
2. Environment Minister’s Meeting (2005)
3. Tourism Ministers’ Meeting (2008)
4. Agriculture Minister’s Meeting

Central Secretariat
(ADB)

Governor’s Forum
(Irregular)

Freight Transportation 
Association 

(FRETA)

Economic Corridors 
Forum

(Annual)

1. Subregional Transport Forum (1994)
2. Tourism Working Group (1995)
3. Working Group on Environment (1995)
4. Working Group on Human Resource Development (1996)

refocused to Working Group on Health Cooperation. 

5. CBTA  National Transport Facilitation Committee (1999)
6. Working Group on Agriculture (2003)
7. Regional Power Trade Coordination Committee (2004)
8. Urban Development Task Force (2013), updated to Urban Development Working Group
9. GMS Railways Association (2015)
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ADB GREATER MEKONG SUBREGION APPROVED PORTFOLIO, 2012–2020 
 

Table A2.1: ADB Greater Mekong Subregion Approved Portfolio, 2012–2020 

Type of Investment 

Investment Portfolio 
Technical Assistance 

Portfolio Total 
Amount  

($ million) Percent 
Amount  

($ million) Percent 
Amount  

($ million) Percent 
Hard Infrastructure      3,273.61  85%        13.24  54%     3,286.86  84% 
Soft Infrastructure         592.28  15%        11.26  46%        603.54  16% 
Total      3,865.89  100%        24.50  100%    3,890.39  100% 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department's estimates based on Greater Mekong Subregion portfolio database 
(http://www.greatermekong.org/projects/project-list). Hard infrastructure is defined as physical assets that provide 
connectivity such as transport, energy, information and communication technology, water and sanitation; and ‘soft’ 
infrastructure as policies, regulations, systems and procedures, knowledge and capacity, strategies and institutions to 
support the development and efficient operation of physical structures. 

 
Table A2.2 Total Resources Approved for the Greater Mekong Subregion Program by Year, 2012–2020a 

Approval 
Year 

ADB and Cofinancing Total Project Costs 
Investment Projectsb Technical Assistance Total Share of Total (%) 

Total 
($ million) 

Share of 
Total  
(%) No. 

Value  
($ million) No. 

Value  
($ million) No. 

Value  
($ million) No. Value  

2012 8 408.6 14 24.2 22 432.8 18 6 501.8 5 
2013 5 1,331.4 7 19.5 12 1,350.9 10 18 1,550.6 17 
2014 7 1,544.1 8 27.5 15 1,571.6 13 21 2,089.2 22 
2015 10 459.7 8 19.4 18 479.0 15 6 737.9 8 
2016 7 1,267.6 8 14.0 15 1,281.6 13 17 1,219.0 13 
2017 6 939.0 10 16.1 16 955.1 13 13 1,167.2 13 
2018 12 1,465.8 2 4.3 14 1,470.1 12 19 1,988.7 21 
2019 0 0.0 6 17.3 6 17.3 5 0 17.0 0 
2020a 1 20.0 0 2.5 1 22.5 1 0 21.6 0 
Averagec 6.9 927.0 7.9 17.8 14.8 944.8 12.4 12.5 1,158.9 12 
Total 56 7,436.1 63 144.8 119 7,580.9 100 100 9,293.0 100 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, GMS = Greater Mekong Subregion, No. = number, TA = technical assistance. 
a Data as of 30 September 2020. The additional and supplemental financing are counted as one together with its original project. The count is reflected on the year the 
original project was approved. However, the amount of each financing instrument is reflected on the year it was approved.  

b Includes loans and grants only 
c Yearly average computed exclusive of 2020 as data for this year so far is only up to September. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department's estimates based on Greater Mekong Subregion portfolio database (http://www.greatermekong.org/projects/project-list).  
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Table A2.3: ADB's Support by Sector, 2012–2020 
  Investment Projects Technical Assistance Total Share of Total (%) 
Sector No. Value ($ million) No. Value ($ million) No. Value ($ million)      No. Value  
ANR 11 636.0 11 45.9 22 681.9         18.5  9.0 
Education 1 450.6 4 5.9 5 456.5           4.2  6.0 
Energy  1 982.0 4 6.6 5 988.6           4.2  13.0 
Finance 0 0.0 1 0.9 1 0.9           0.8  0.0 
Health  7 275.1 6 15.3 13 290.4         10.9  3.8 
Industry and Trade 8 516.0 11 18.2 19 534.2         16.0  7.0 
Multisector 0 0.0 3 5.5 3 5.5           2.5  0.1 
PSM 0 0.0 4 17.1 4 17.1           3.4  0.2 
Transport 18 3,688.3 11 18.6 29 3,706.9         24.4  48.9 
WUS 10 888.1 8 11.0 18 899.1         15.1  11.9 
Total 56 7,436.1 63 144.8 119 7,580.9       100.0  100.0 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, ANR = agriculture, natural resource and rural development, GMS = Greater Mekong Subregion, No. = number, 
PSM = public sector management, TA = technical assistance, WUS = water and other urban infrastructure services. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department's estimates based on Greater Mekong Subregion portfolio database 
(http://www.greatermekong.org/projects/project-list). 

 
 

Table A2.4: ADB's Support by Country, 2012–2020 
  Investment Projects Technical Assistance Total Share of Total (%) 

Country No. 
Value  

($ million) No. 
Value  

($ million) No. 
Value  

($ million) No. Value  
Cambodia 13 648.5  1 2.0  14 650.5  11.1  8.6  
Lao PDR 17 1,428.3  2 1.1  19 1,429.4  15.1  18.9  
Myanmar 5 783.3  8 12.7  13 796.0  10.3  10.5  
PRC 6 1,290.6  6 4.2  12 1,294.8  9.5  17.1  
Regional 1 30.0  44 119.2  45 149.2  35.7  2.0  
Thailand 1 99.4  0 0.0  1 99.4  0.8  1.3  
Viet Nam 20 3,156.0  2 5.7  22 3,161.7  17.5  41.7  
Total 63 7,436.1  63 144.8  126 7,580.9  100.0  100.0  

ADB = Asian Development Bank, GMS = Greater Mekong Subregion, Lao PDR = Lao People's Democratic Republic, No. = number, 
PRC= China. People's Republic TA = technical assistance.  
Source: Independent Evaluation Department's estimates based on Greater Mekong Subregion portfolio database 
(http://www.greatermekong.org/projects/project-list). 
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Figure A2.1: ADB’s Support by Regional Cooperation and Integration Pillar  
(% by number), 2012–2020 

 
ADB = Asian Development Bank.  
Notes: Pillar 1 = regional and subregional economic cooperation programs on cross-border infrastructure and 
related software; Pillar 2 = trade and investment cooperation and integration; Pillar 3 = monetary and financial 
cooperation and integration; and Pillar 4 = cooperation in regional public goods. 
Source: Asian Development Bank project documents Independent Evaluation Department’s estimates based on 
Greater Mekong Subregion portfolio database (as of September 2020). 

 
Figure A2.2: ADB’s Support by Financing Modality (% by number), 2012–2020 

 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, CTL = Controller’s Department, MFF = multitranche financing facility, NSO = 
nonsovereign operations, RBL = results-based lending, SDP = sector development program, TA = technical 
assistance.  
Source: Independent Evaluation Department’s estimates based on Greater Mekong Subregion portfolio database 
(as of September 2020). 
 

A. Breakdown of Cofinancing by Development Partners 
 
1. Priorities of development partners and developing member countries needs influenced the 
level of cofinancing provided in sectors and member countries. Transport remains the dominant sector 
in the investment project portfolio with nearly $1.2 billion or 76% of the total cofinancing, followed by 
education ($200 million, 13%), ANR ($103.5 million, 7%), WUS ($46.4 million, 3%), and health ($9.5 
million, 0.6%). In the TA portfolio, the level of cofinancing was largest in ANR sector at $32.7 million 
or 41% of the total TA cofinancing. TA activities in other key sectors were also supported, including 
public sector management (16%), health (14%), industry and trade (13%), transport (8%), WUS (5%), 
and energy (3%). Other sectors receiving support are education, multisector, and finance, with a 
combined cofinancing at about $1.2 million (1.4%). Overall, Lao PDR and Viet Nam were each 
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allocated a third of the total cofinancing portfolio amount, Myanmar receiving 15%, and PRC and 
Cambodia each had about 9%. 
 
2. The largest single cofinancing development partner during this period was the Japan 
International Cooperation Agency, providing 37% of total cofinancing portfolio through two transport 
projects in Myanmar and Viet Nam ($0.6 billion). The other key development partners were: Export-
Import Bank of Korea lending $301 million or 19%; KfW Bankengruppe ($200 million, 13%); and 
Government of Australia providing a total of $191 million (12%) in grants and TA. By the TA portfolio, 
the major development partners were Swedish TA Grant providing assistance of about $16 million or 
20% of the total TA cofinancing, followed by Nordic Development Fund and Government of Australia 
each had $15 million (19%), Japan Fund for Poverty Reduction ($8 million, 10%), PRC Poverty 
Reduction and Regional Cooperation Fund ($5 million, 6%), and Regional Malaria and Other 
Communicable Disease Threats Trust Fund ($4.5 million, 6%).
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SUMMARY FINDINGS OF EXISTING REVIEWS AND EVALUATIONS 
 
1. Two Previous Independent Evaluations of the GMS Program. In 1999, the first 
evaluation of the GMS Program was undertaken by ADB’s then Operations Evaluation Department 
(OED).1 The evaluation found that overall progress in the first 7 years was satisfactory and the 
program provided an opportunity for the GMS countries to develop a shared vision and 
collaboration on the future development of the subregion. Given the short interval between the 
evaluation and the program’s initiation, the evaluation was not able to draw inferences about the 
program’s development impact. The evaluation pointed to some major issues of the program, 
including a lack of focus of the GMS Program as a whole and weak linkages between national 
programs and priorities with GMS programs; inadequate national ownership of regional initiatives; 
and perceived risk in implementing cross-border activities and revenue agreements was a major 
constraint to private sector investment.   
 
2. In 2008, OED undertook the second independent evaluation of the GMS Program based 
on ADB-supported GMS operations during 1992–2007.2 The evaluation found the program was 
successful. The program’s progress had been positive, member countries had benefited from 
subregional cooperation, and there had been increased economic activity along roads. However, 
impact was found modest and skewed to smaller-sized countries, and transport and trade did not 
grow as rapidly as expected. At the same time, there had been some non-economic concerns 
including the failure to integrate environmental considerations into road project planning and some 
adverse resettlement impacts had also emerged.  
 
3. A case study on the GMS Program in the Evaluation of ADB Support for Regional 
Cooperation and Integration in 2015.3 The case study assessed: (i) its relevance in addressing 
the needs of stakeholders; (ii) responsiveness of the enabling environment; and (iii) results 
orientation. It found the GMS Program relevant and consistent with the subregion’s needs and 
expectations as it expanded its Program. GMS program expansion included a progression from 
conventional infrastructure to multi-sector investments to promote economic corridor development 
and its spatial aspects. This was undertaken while involving stronger cross-sectoral linkages, more 
local stakeholder involvement, and better monitoring and evaluation. ADB was responsive in 
creating an enabling environment and platform for GMS stakeholders to jointly understand the 
importance of RCI, as a catalyst to facilitate and resolve key issues among stakeholders. There 
was a consensus on the GMS Program success across governments in the countries and 
provinces visited by the study team. The study also found that the RCI prospects in the GMS 
Program was high, particularly if there was an updated regional country partnership strategy. The 
GMS Program being a pioneer subregional program influenced the development of other 
subregional programs. The phased addition of new provinces was an effective approach as it 
allowed replication of the successful lessons in the initial provinces to later regions. 
 
4. ADB’s Midterm Review of the GMS Strategic Framework, 2012–2022. This was 
conducted in 2018 by the GMS Secretariat as part of the preparation for the Hanoi Action Plan, 
2018–2022 (footnote 9). The midterm review found that the GMS Program was one of the most 
stable and successful cooperation programs in Southeast Asia and it remained relevant to national 
development agendas of member countries, especially in infrastructure connectivity and economic 
corridor development. The multitiered operational structure of summit, ministerial, senior officials, 
and working group meetings has been an effective mechanism for initiating, coordinating, and 
managing the program. In terms of the investment program implementation, performance had been 

 
1  ADB. 1999. Impact Evaluation Study of the Asian Development Bank’s Program of Subregional Economic Cooperation 

in the Greater Mekong Subregion. Manila. 
2  ADB. 2008. Regional Cooperation Assistance Program: Greater Mekong Subregion: Maturing and Moving Forward. 

Manila. This evaluation did not assess the operations financed by other donor agencies or by GMS member countries, 
and did not cover GMS activities in Myanmar, where ADB at the time did not have operational activity. 

3  IED. 2015. Thematic Evaluation Study. Asian Development Bank Support for Regional Cooperation and Integration. 
Manila: ADB. 
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mixed across supported sectors, with transport (especially corridor roads) being the best 
performer, while progress had been modest in other areas including energy, tourism, urban 
development, trade facilitation, and health.  

 
5. The midterm review pointed to a number of important operational issues, including: (i) 
programming is heavily skewed towards hard infrastructure sectors and tends to be ADB centric; 
(ii) transport connectivity is making good progress, but trade facilitation measures have not kept 
pace; (ii) development of special economic zones, especially in border areas along economic 
corridors, had not been given sufficient focus; and (iii) GMS Results Framework had been 
developed and implemented only in some sectors (e.g., ANR) and not in other sectors. From the 
institutional perspective, most critical issues include: (i) institutional mechanisms for multisector 
and spatial coordination remained largely underdeveloped; (ii) partnerships with stakeholders, 
including community-based groups, small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), and industry 
incorporated in projects were limited to some sectors (e.g., agriculture, environment, trade 
facilitation, and tourism); and (iii) the private sector engagement was limited (mostly in PRC, 
Thailand, and Viet Nam). At the same time, the review also pointed out that DP cofinancing in ADB-
supported GMS projects (approximately 35% during 2012–2020) was increasing but there was 
scope for more contributions. The review recommended strengthening ADB’s role as the GMS 
Secretariat in the decision-making processes, the formulation of sector strategies, and the 
identification of potential regional investment projects. 
 
6. Regional Investment Framework 2012–2022 Progress Report. In preparation for the 
GMS Ministerial Conference in November 2020, the GMS Secretariat provided three progress 
reports and updates of the implementation of RIF 2022 in March 2019,4 November 2019,5 and 
November 2020.6 According to the latest report, among the major achievements of the 
implementation of the RIF 2012–2022 were (i) total estimated costs of projects increased to $78.3 
billion for 125 investment projects and 85 TA projects; (ii) the projects with available funding totaled 
$55.6 billion or 71% of total estimated costs of projects, compared with $55.2 billion or 60% in 
2019; and (iii) six projects worth $267 million were reported completed in 2019–2020. Due to the 
COVID-19 pandemic, the combined GDP for the GMS countries was projected to contract by 
around 4.1% in 2020 before rebounding to 5.2% growth in 2021. The shrinkage was largely due to 
the coronavirus containment efforts taken which disrupted supply chains, impaired production 
capacity, and reduced demand and consumption. 
 
7. Issues and Lessons from Completed Interventions. As earlier mentioned, a total of 9 
investment projects and 37 TA projects were completed. Four completed investment projects were 
self-assessed with a project completion report (PCR), with three of them jointly assessed.7 Both 
PCRs are for health projects and were rated successful. Nineteen completed TA projects had TA 
completion reports (TCRs), of which 16 (84%) were rated highly successful or successful, two less 
than successful, and 1 unsuccessful. None of the PCRs and TCRs have been validated by IED. In 
addition, in 2018 IED completed a TA performance evaluation report (TPER) covering three TA 
projects, of which one is part of the portfolio of this evaluation. The TPER overall rating was less 

 
4  ADB, GMS Secretariat. 2019. Regional Investment Framework 2022:  First Progress Report and Update. Manila. 

https://www.greatermekong.org/sites/default/files/1_RIF_2022_First_Progress_Report_and_Update_Overview_web_
3Apr2019_0.pdf 

5  ADB, GMS Secretariat. 2019. Regional Investment Framework 2022:  Second Progress Report and Update. Manila. 
https://greatermekong.org/sites/default/files/RIF%202022.%20Overview%202019_0.pdf 

6  Greater Mekong Subregion. 2020. Pave the Way to a More Integrated, Inclusive, Sustainable and Prosperous GMS. 
Report of GMS Senior Officials to GMS Ministers presented at the 24th GMS Ministerial Conference. Beijing. 4 
November. https://greatermekong.org/joint-statement-24th-gms-ministerial-conference 

7  ADB. 2015. Second Greater Mekong Subregion Regional Communicable Diseases Control Project. Manila (Loan 
2699; Grants 0231, and 0232; and Grants-Additional Financing 0448, 0449, and 0450).   

https://www.greatermekong.org/sites/default/files/1_RIF_2022_First_Progress_Report_and_Update_Overview_web_3Apr2019_0.pdf
https://www.greatermekong.org/sites/default/files/1_RIF_2022_First_Progress_Report_and_Update_Overview_web_3Apr2019_0.pdf
https://greatermekong.org/sites/default/files/RIF%202022.%20Overview%202019_0.pdf
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than successful which downgraded the individual rating for the TA project covered in this evaluation 
from being successful.8 Summary ratings are in Table A3.1. 

 
Table A3.1: Summary Ratings of Completed Projects, 2012–2020 

Assessment Total 
Highly 

Successful Successful 
Less than 

Successful Unsuccessful 
Success Rate 

(%) 
PCR 2 0 2 0 0 100 
TCR 19 2 14 2 1 84 
TPER 1 0 0 1 0 0 
PCR = project/program completion report, TCR = technical assistance completion report, TPER = technical assistance 
performance evaluation report. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department database. 

 
8. Among major challenges found include: (i) poor government and/or institutional 
commitment, especially in RETAs; (ii) low capacity of executing and/or implementing agencies; (iii) 
implementation delays due to government protocols and DPs administrative and financial policies 
and procedures; and (iv) sustainability issues such as insufficient funding, and country capacities 
and circumstances. The main recommendations provided to attain better TA results included (i) 
establishing a knowledge management network for collecting, collating and disseminating 
information on the subregion (social, economic, and project-related); (ii) aside from commitment 
from government partners, meaningful participation of private sector and civil groups in the 
subregional cooperation process must be institutionalized; (iii) a sound and functional monitoring 
and evaluation system that covers ongoing and ensuing TA projects in the GMS; and (iv) 
development partners should capitalize on their efforts and tailor fit assistance to the country needs 
in the area where of their distinct comparative advantage. 
 

 
8 IED. 2018. Technical Assistance Performance Evaluation Report: Core Environment Program and Biodiversity 

Conservation Corridors Initiative in the Greater Mekong Subregion. Manila: ADB (TA 6213, TA 6289, and TA 7987). 
TA 6289 is in the portfolio of this evaluation. 
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DETAILED OUTPUTS AND OUTCOMES EXPECTED FROM THE GREATER MEKONG 
SUBREGION PROGRAM, 2012–20221 

 
A. Strengthening Connectivity: The overall expected outcome is the subregion will be 

(i) more connected with more cross border linkages and increased flows of trade, 
finance, and people. 

 
1. The key expected outputs under transport are establishment of economic corridors 
and connection of GMS countries to rail networks. ADB support has focused on providing 
greater connectivity among the GMS countries by conceptualizing and then implementing a 
network of key transport corridors. The Strategic Framework confirmed that transport would 
remain at the forefront of the GMS Program, but with the major road links now in place the 
focus would shift to multimodal systems, road safety, climate change, non-physical barriers to 
cross-border transport, and promoting economic corridor development. There was also 
greater emphasis on development of a seamless rail network in the GMS with focus on 
technical level cooperation and institutional development to complement infrastructure 
investments.  
 
2. The key expected outputs under energy are increased generation of energy from 
indigenous, low carbon, and renewable sources, and increased connection of GMS country 
power systems and functioning of regional power market. GMS energy sector cooperation 
focuses on enhancing access to energy for all sectors and communities, particularly the poor 
in the GMS, through promotion of best energy practices in the subregion; developing and 
utilize more efficiently indigenous, low carbon, and renewable resources, while reducing the 
subregion’s dependence on imported fossil fuels; improving energy supply security through 
cross-border trade while optimizing use of subregional energy resources; and promoting 
public-private partnership (PPP) and private sector participation, particularly through small- 
and medium enterprises (SMEs) for subregional energy development. 
 
3. The key expected output in telecommunications improved telecommunication linkages 
among GMS countries. The Strategic Framework aimed to improve telecommunication 
linkages and promote information communication and technology (ICT) applications among 
the GMS countries, thereby facilitating communications and access to information, lowering 
transaction costs, and enhancing the competitiveness of the subregion as a whole. 
 
4. The expected outcome from improvements in connectivity is that the subregion is more 
connected with more cross border linkages and increased flows of trade finance and people. 
This will be reflected in increased cross border flows, increased use of energy all sectors and 
communities, particularly the poor, and increased access to information and communications. 
The transport, energy, and telecommunications infrastructure investments will have upgraded 
and extended networks bringing economic benefits to both urban and rural populations. The 
incorporation of technologically advanced, multimodal transport, and information and 
communication technology cross-border infrastructure will increase the efficiency and 
productivity of existing and new cross-border connectivity. Development of renewable energy 
and sustainable transport connectivity infrastructure will reduce greenhouse gas emissions, 
air and on-land and coastal water pollution, wastes, and land degradation. Burning of fossil 
fuels for power generation and transport produces both CO2 and other air-borne pollutants 
(SO4, NO2, etc.) plus a lot of solid waste in the case of coal fired power stations. The CO2 
adds to the load in the atmosphere and contributes to the acidification of the oceans. The other 
airborne pollutants also find their way eventually into both fresh and salt water. 
 
 

 
1  Some outputs and outcomes have been adjusted to reflect comments provided by Southeast Asia Department 

on an earlier draft. 
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B. Improving Competitiveness: The overall expected outcome is a subregion more 
competitive with stronger private sector, more integrated markets, production 
processes and supply chains. 

 
1. Developing the major GMS economic corridors 
 

5. The expected outputs will be widened corridor space, more special economic zones, 
and improved transport and logistic services. There will be greater emphasis on soft inputs, 
notably in trade and transport facilitation, and development of economic corridors along 
transport corridors is aimed at increasing the overall benefits of transport infrastructure 
investments, which have a strong decentralization element. The expected outcome will be 
increased private sector participation and cross border investment flows. Taken together these 
investments in connectivity will, over time, raise incomes through increased economic activity 
along the corridors and more widely in the GMS countries. 
 

2. Developing and promoting tourism in the Mekong as a single destination 
 
6. The expected output is improved tourism infrastructure. The program creates key 
infrastructure to support tourism, while also promoting the GMS region as a destination for 
tourism while seeking, through cooperative efforts to reduce the negative impacts of tourism. 
The expected outcome increased cross border mobility of people, particularly tourists. The 
overall aim of GMS tourism cooperation remains to “develop and promote the Mekong as a 
single destination, offering a diversity of quality and high-yielding subregional products that 
help to distribute the benefits of tourism more widely; add to the tourism development efforts 
of each GMS country. Tourism development is seen as contributing to poverty reduction, 
gender equality and empowerment of women, and sustainable development, while minimizing 
any adverse impacts. The GMS tourism program combines elements of RCI Pillars 1 and 4.  
 
C. Strengthening Community: The overall expected outcome is a greater community in 

addressing common social and environmental problems 
 

1. Supporting human resources development (Heath and Labor) 
 
7. The aims of the human resources development program are to support human 
resources development (HRD) initiatives that directly facilitate the process of subregional 
cooperation and integration. Key programs objectives included managing labor migration and 
harmonizing HRD standards; and addressing cross-border issues directly linked to GMS 
integration, such as cross border transmission of communicable diseases, and human 
trafficking. 
 
 2. Promoting climate-friendly and sustainable agriculture 
 
8. The agriculture program focuses specifically on issues linked to expanded cross-
border trade in agri-food products and climate change adaptation. It has three pillars of 
building global competitiveness in food safety and modernizing agricultural trade; promoting 
climate-friendly agriculture and natural resource management; and promoting agriculture as a 
leader in rural renewable energy technology and eco-friendly cross-border supply chains.  
 

3. Enhancing environmental performance in the GMS 
 
9. The Strategic Framework set out the agreed further development of the Core 
Environment Program and Biodiversity Conservation Corridors Initiative (CEP–BCI) and 
identified the following priority thematic issues: biodiversity conservation and poverty 
alleviation, climate change adaptation and mitigation, and capacity development. 
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DETAILED EVALUATION QUESTIONS 
Specific Questions and Sub-questions Detailed Questions 
Connectivity: To what extent has ADB support for the GMS Program increased connectivity among the GMS countries? 
Q1: Is the GMS Program appropriately 
designed to deliver its connectivity 
objectives as articulated in its strategic 
framework? 
 

Does the GMS Program have the necessary and appropriate institutional setup and procedures, instruments (SF, RIFs, RFs, 
and sector strategies), and partnerships to address regional connectivity priorities? 
 
Is the portfolio of operations supported by ADB well designed (including the selection of operations, solution approaches, 
level of resources, and choice of financing instruments) to address the connectivity priorities of the region? 
 
How efficient are the administrative procedures involved in mobilizing member countries to formulate, approve, and implement 
the regional connectivity projects and programs? 
 
How appropriate is the GMS Program’s institutional setup to handle safeguards and other risk management procedures in 
regional connectivity projects? 

Q2: To what extent has the GMS Program 
supported by ADB fulfilled its strategic 
objectives in improving the regional hard 
and soft infrastructure networks and 
economic corridors? 
 
 

To what extent have the major target outputs been delivered in the key infrastructure areas supported (transportation and 
energy)?  
 
To what extent has the program achieved its target outcomes in terms of increased cross border flows of good, people and 
energy? 
 
How are the benefits from the more developed infrastructure distributed across the participating countries and different groups 
of beneficiaries, including women and local indigenous people? 
 
Does the GMS Program have the necessary policy instruments and financial and institutional capacity to sustain the improved 
infrastructure?  

Q3: What are the key issues and lessons 
learned from the GMS Program supporting 
regional connectivity?  
 

What global, regional and national level issues have emerged that will impact the strategic approach and programs to be 
implemented under GMS 2030? 
 
What are the and lessons learned from the GMS connectivity program to help improve RCI infrastructure pillar objectives in 
terms of success factors, innovations and knowledge inputs, sound project design, project finance and supervision, 
coordination, integrity, and harmony regional and national goals? 

Competitiveness: To what extent has ADB support for the GMS Program resulted in increased national and regional competitiveness? 
Q1: Is the GMS Program appropriately 
designed to deliver its regional 
competitiveness objectives as articulated 
in its strategic framework? 
 

Does the GMS Program have the necessary and appropriate institutional setup and procedures, instruments (SF, RIFs, RFs, 
and sector strategies), and partnerships to address regional competitiveness priorities? 
 
Is the portfolio of operations supported by ADB well designed (including the selection of operations, solution approaches 
through trade facilitation and economic corridors, level of resources, and choice of financing instruments) to address the 
agenda to improve the competitiveness of the region as a whole and each member country? 
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Specific Questions and Sub-questions Detailed Questions 
How efficient are the administrative procedures involved in mobilizing member countries to formulate, approve, and implement 
the regional competitiveness projects and programs? 

Q2: To what extent has the GMS Program 
supported by ADB fulfilled its strategic 
objectives in improving the regional 
competitiveness with more integrated 
markets, production processes, and 
mobility of goods and people? 
 
 

To what extent has the GMS Program supported by ADB delivered its target outputs in terms of economic corridors and trade 
facilitation institutions? 
 
To what extent has the GMS Program supported by ADB achieved its target outcomes in terms of increased private sector 
participation in economic activities, increased intraregional trade, investment, and mobility of people including in border areas 
and along economic corridors? 
 
How are the benefits from the more competitive region distributed across the participating countries and different groups of 
beneficiaries, including women and local indigenous people? 
 
Does the GMS Program have the necessary policy instruments and financial and institutional capacity to sustain the above 
outcomes resulting from improved competitiveness in the region? 

Q3: What are the key issues and lessons 
learned from the GMS Program 
supporting regional competitiveness?  
 

What global, regional and national level issues have emerged that will impact the strategic approach and programs to be 
implemented under GMS 2030? 
 
What are the lessons learned from the GMS competitiveness program to help improve RCI trade and investment pillar 
objectives in terms of success factors, innovations and knowledge inputs, sound project design, project finance and 
supervision, coordination, integrity, and harmony regional and national goals? 

Community: To what extent has ADB support for the GMS Program benefitted GMS communities with better controlled environmental and health issues? 
Q1: Is the GMS Program appropriately 
designed to deliver its regional community 
objectives as articulated in its strategic 
framework? 
 

Does the GMS Program have the necessary and appropriate institutional setup, procedures, instruments (SF, RIFs, RFs, and 
sector strategies), comparative advantage, and partnerships to address regional community priorities including root causes 
of environmental and health issues? 
 
Is the portfolio of operations supported by ADB well designed (including the selection of operations, solution approaches, 
level of resources, and choice of financing instruments) to address the agenda to improve the competitiveness of the region 
as a whole and each member country? 
 
How efficient are the administrative procedures involved in mobilizing member countries to formulate, approve, and implement 
the regional projects and programs to address priorities of common interest and generate regional public goods? 
 
How has the GMS Program responded to emerging issues and problems in the region in areas such as climate change and 
communicable diseases? 

Q2: To what extent has the GMS Program 
supported by ADB fulfilled its strategic 
objectives of a greater regional 
community in addressing common social 
and environmental concerns? 
 

To what extent has the GMS Program supported by ADB delivered its target outputs in terms of better controlled 
communicable diseases in the subregion, increased sustainable agricultural production, and better use of shared natural 
resources? 
 
To what extent has the GMS Program supported by ADB achieved its target outcomes in terms of generating more regional 
public goods (improved environment, conservation of nature, public health services)? 
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Specific Questions and Sub-questions Detailed Questions 
  

How are the benefits from the improved regional community of collaboration and partnerships distributed across the 
participating countries and different groups of beneficiaries, including women and local indigenous people? 
 
Does the GMS Program have the necessary policy instruments and financial and institutional capacity to sustain the above 
outcomes resulting from improved community in the region? 

Q3: What are the key issues and lessons 
learned from ADB GMS Program 
supporting greater regional community?  
 

What global, regional and national level issues have emerged that will impact the strategic approach and programs to be 
implemented under GMS 2030? 
 
What are the lessons learned from the GMS regional community program to help improve the RCI pillar on cooperation in 
regional public goods, in terms of success factors, innovations and knowledge inputs, sound project design, project finance 
and supervision, coordination, integrity, and harmony regional and national goals? 

ADB’s Contribution: What have ADB’s contributions to the GMS Program during 2012–2020 both as secretariat and in terms of financing, resulted in, and what are 
issues and lessons learned? 
Q1: How well did ADB perform its role as 
the GMS Secretariat? 

How well did ADB perform in facilitating and coordinating across member countries? 
 
How well did ADB perform in providing conference and other supporting services to GMS Summits and the range of other 
meetings convened under the GMS? 

Q2: How well did ADB perform its role as 
a financier (providing investment financing 
through sovereign and nonsovereign 
operations)? 

What are ADB key contributions in terms of mobilizing resources and engaging other development partners and the private 
sector? 

Q3: How well did ADB perform its role as 
an honest broker and technical advisor? 

What knowledge products and innovations has ADB developed and/or pursued in supporting the GMS program? 
 
How ADB’s knowledge products and innovations have affected and been embedded into subregional development programs 
in improving regional connectivity, competitiveness, and a regional community? 
 
How well did ADB use its convening power to mobilize joint actions among member countries? 
 
How relevant and to what extent have the policy advisory services ADB provided contributed to addressing the regional 
development agendas? 
 
How relevant and to what extent has ADB support to capacity development contributed to addressing institutional capacity 
constraints in the region? 
 
How well did ADB mobilize other development partners and the private sector? 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, COVID-19 = coronavirus disease, GMS = Greater Mekong Subregion, RF = results framework, RCI = regional integration and cooperation, RIF = Regional Investment Framework, 
SF = Strategic Framework.  
Source: Independent Evaluation Department evaluation team.  




