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A. CONTEXT AND OBJECTIVE

1. As a flagship report of the Independent Evaluation Department (IED) of the Asian Development

Bank (ADB), the Annual Evaluation Review (AER) provides ADB Board, Management, operational staff 

and other stakeholders in the development arena with an independent perspective on ADB’s 

development effectiveness based on findings and evidence from IED evaluations and validations of ADB’s 

self-evaluation reports. The AER is one of the three reports on ADB’s performance. The other two are 

produced by Management: (i) the Development Effectiveness Review (DEfR), which is Management’s 

review of performance against ADB’s corporate results framework; and (ii) the Annual Portfolio 

Performance Report, which provides a strategic overview and analysis of the performance of ADB’s active 

portfolio. 

2. The AER has three main objectives: (i) to present a synthesis of ADB’s performance and results at

the levels of operations, programs, and strategies; (ii) to conduct an in-depth assessment on a selected 

theme of strategic importance concerning ADB’s performance or performance management from an 

evaluation perspective (the theme for the 2022 AER is ADB’s engagement in fragile and conflict-affected 

situations [FCAS] and small island developing states [SIDS]) (see Appendix A for more details); and (iii) to 

review management actions in response to recommendations of IED evaluations.  

3. The 2022 AER is scheduled for discussion at the ADB Board in April 2022 and will be published

on ADB’s website thereafter. 

B. CONTENT AND STRUCTURE

4. The 2022 AER report will include five chapters. The first chapter will provide a brief overview of

the background, scope, and methodology. The second chapter will update ADB’s aggregate performance 

and results by synthesizing findings and evidence from IED validations and evaluations of operations and 

country programs, as well as from IED high-level evaluations which assess the results of ADB’s strategic 

agendas from corporate, thematic, and sectoral perspectives. The second chapter will have two sections. 

The first section will assess project performance by four main evaluation criteria (relevance, effectiveness, 

efficiency, and sustainability). The project performance will also be reviewed by sector portfolio, region, 

financing modality, and country classification. The first section will also assess country program 

performance. A subsection will give an account of the progress in implementing the technical assistance 

completion report (TCR) validation system that IED launched in 2020 and indicative lessons to be 

synthesized from the findings of the TCR validations. The proportion of sovereign projects assessed 

successful declined to 70% in 2018–2020, from 72% in 2017–2019 which the success rate has been 

declining for two consecutive 3-year periods since 2016–2018. The performance was essentially 

unchanged for relevance and sustainability while efficiency declined slightly but remained relatively high 

and maintained a significant long-term improving trend. However, of the sovereign projects, the 

effectiveness rating declined by around 15% from 2016–2017 to 2019–2020. Considering this trend, the 
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second section will assess the factors influencing project effectiveness primarily based on an analysis of 

completed evaluated/validated sovereign and nonsovereign project operations and recent IED evaluations 

at the country, sector, and thematic levels. This section will: (i) identify key drivers of effectiveness from 

the recent evaluations/validations and sector assessments; (ii) analyze the factors affecting the 

effectiveness drivers; (iii) assess the influence of country, sector, and thematic factors on project 

effectiveness; and (iv) recommend improvements to ADB’s business processes to enhance project- and 

sector-level effectiveness. See Appendix B for a more detailed discussion. 

5. The third chapter, the theme chapter, will examine ADB’s engagement in FCAS and SIDS.
1
 The

theme chapter will assess ADB’s mechanisms and instruments at the country and project levels to help 

address challenges faced by DMCs in FCAS and SIDS contexts. Given the tools and instruments ADB 

employs in FCAS and SIDS, as outlined in ADB’s 2013 FCAS operational plan
2
 and 2021 FCAS and SIDS 

Approach (FSA),
3
 the theme chapter identifies the following elements of ADB’s country- and project-level 

engagement in FCAS and SIDS (Figure 1). 

Figure 1: Theme Chapter’s Definition of ADB Engagement in FCAS and SIDS 

CPS = country partnership strategy; COBP = country operations business plan; FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected situations; 

ICPM report = indicative country pipeline and monitoring; SIDS = small island developing states. 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

1
 ADB’s developing member countries (DMCs) in FCAS and SIDS contexts have varying levels and drivers of fragility and conflict. 

Some DMCs in FCAS are affected by ongoing conflicts while others are classified as fragile but have no ongoing conflicts. 

Moreover, some SIDS face shared fragilities while others are classified by ADB as fragile contexts.  

2
 ADB. 2013. Operational Plan for Enhancing ADB’s Effectiveness in Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations. Manila. 

3
 ADB. 2021. Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations and Small Island Developing States Approach. Manila. 

APPROACH that encompasses an organized set of strategic planning and businesses 
processes responsive to fragilities and risks faced by FCAS and SIDS including:

•due diligence measures such as risk and resilience assessments and political economy analyses and
governance risk assessments that are used to inform CPSs and project designs;

•selection of project instruments or modalities specific to FCAS and SIDS contexts;

•sequencing and prioritization of interventions as identified in CPSs and COBPs/ICPM reports; and

•risk- or fragility-responsive project design, implementation and monitoring and evaluation processes.

RESILIENCE-BUILDING INTERVENTIONS or activities that ADB implements before, 
during or after conflicts that promote capacity development and build resilience 
both within ADB and in member countries including:

•capacity building support for improving state functions;

•adequate human, technical and financial resources especially in resident missions to support the
implementation of ADB’s FCAS and SIDS approaches; and

• knowledge solutions for a better understanding of the drivers and causes of conflicts and fragilities.

PARTNERSHIPS or ADB's collaborative work to coordinate cofinancing, capacity 
building support and knowledge solutions in FCAS and SIDS with the following 
actors:

•governments;

•development partners and humanitarian agencies;

•civil society and local community groups; and

•other relevant stakeholders.
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6. Addressing fragile and conflict contexts is an important development objective for governments

and development partners alike. By 2030, up to two-thirds of the world's extreme poor could live in areas 

suffering from fragility, conflict, and violence. Conflicts are also expected to result in around 80% of all 

humanitarian needs.
4
 While conflicts stoke humanitarian needs, they may also result from such needs. 

Total bilateral official development assistance to fragile contexts worldwide reached $76 billion in 2018, 

representing 2.3 times the level of foreign direct investment and two-thirds the value of remittances 

($113.5 billion) in fragile contexts. In extremely fragile contexts, official development assistance 

amounted to 11.5 times the amount of foreign direct investments and 2.5 times the amount of 

remittances.
5
  

7. The establishment of a new government in Myanmar and the withdrawal of foreign troops and

government’s collapse in Afghanistan have sparked surges of conflict and violence in these two ADB 

developing member countries (DMCs). In addition to conflict situations at the national level, the 

prevalence of violence and conflict has been also observed at the subnational level. Subnational conflicts 

are driven by experience, or perception, of injustice imposed by the state or by a dominant identity group. 

Subnational conflicts usually have a regional or ethnic identity marker as the ethnicity, geographical 

location, or religion of the affected group are often easily defined.
6
 

8. Meanwhile, SIDS face various development challenges mainly due to their remote geography and

vulnerability to biodiversity loss, climate change and increasing regularity and severity of disaster as a 

result of natural hazard. Despite high import and export costs for goods, many SIDS rely on external 

markets due to the narrow resource base. SIDS’ remoteness from international markets, susceptibility to 

exogenous economic shocks and fragile land, and marine ecosystems make them vulnerable to 

biodiversity loss and climate change given the lack of economic alternatives. SIDS also face governance 

challenges given their weak institutions.
7
 

9. Drivers and causes of fragility and conflict in Asia-Pacific and elsewhere have reached a critical

juncture with the socio-economic consequences of the corona virus disease (COVID-19) pandemic. With 

its systemic shocks on health, education, and livelihoods, the COVID-19 crisis exacerbates existing 

fragilities and strains capacities particularly of FCAS and SIDS to cope with the pandemic’s impacts. For 

instance, World Bank estimates that an additional 26 million people in fragile contexts will fall into 

extreme poverty in 2020 due to the pandemic. This number represents 43% of the worldwide projected 

increase in the extreme poor of 60 million people.
8
 In education, 384.5 million children in fragile contexts 

remained out of school (across pre-primary, primary, secondary, and tertiary levels) as of 15 July 2020, 

and 183 million of them were girls, according to UNESCO estimates.
9
 In terms of conflict and violence, 

the Armed Conflict Location and Event Data (ACLED) Project COVID-19 Disorder Tracker has recorded 

2,251 episodes of political violence related to the pandemic in fragile contexts, resulting in 477 fatalities 

as of 1 August 2020.
10

 Addressing fragility and conflict is therefore imperative to build back better from 

the COVID-19 pandemic by strengthening resilience, restoring livelihoods, and promoting inclusion. 

4
 World Bank. 2021. Fragility, Conflict & Violence. https://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/fragilityconflictviolence/overview 

5
 The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development measures fragility on a spectrum of intensity based on 44 

indicators across five dimensions: economic, environmental, political, security and societal. Using a two-stage, principal 

components analysis, a context is classified as either fragile if its score is lower than -1.20 or extremely fragile if it is lower than -

2.50. See Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development. 2020. States of Fragility 2020. Paris.  

6
 World Bank. 2016. World Bank Group Engagement in Situations of Fragility, Conflict, and Violence. Washington, D.C. 

7
 United Nations Office of the High Representative for the Least Developed Countries, Landlocked Developing Countries and Small 

Island Developing States. 2021. About Small Island Developing States. Accessed https://www.un.org/ohrlls/content/about-small-

island-developing-states 

8
 Lakner, C. et al. 2020. How much does reducing inequality matter for global poverty? Global Poverty Monitoring Technical Note, 

No. 13. World Bank Group. Washington, D.C. http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/765601591733806023/How-Much-

Does-Reducing-Inequality-Matter-for-Global-Poverty. 

9
 UNESCO. 2020. COVID-19 Educational Disruption and Response. Accessed https://en.unesco.org/covid19/educationresponse. 

10
 Armed Conflict Location & Event Data Project. 2020. COVID-19 Disorder Tracker. Madison. https://acleddata.com/analysis/covid-

19-disorder-tracker/.

https://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/fragilityconflictviolence/overview
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/765601591733806023/How-Much-Does-Reducing-Inequality-Matter-for-Global-Poverty
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/765601591733806023/How-Much-Does-Reducing-Inequality-Matter-for-Global-Poverty
https://en.unesco.org/covid19/educationresponse
https://acleddata.com/analysis/covid-19-disorder-tracker/
https://acleddata.com/analysis/covid-19-disorder-tracker/
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10. Against this backdrop, the theme chapter will provide timely and relevant assessments on how

ADB can enhance the application of its tools and approaches for FCAS and SIDS. Such assessments are 

crucial as ADB moves forward with its agenda for FCAS and SIDS in an increasingly complex development 

landscape. Global trends such as climate change, increasing frequency and severity of disasters due to 

natural hazards, increasing inequality, demographic changes, gender inequality, new technologies, and 

remaining poverty affect the drivers of fragility and conflict in different countries. The COVID-19 

pandemic also aggravates the existing drivers of fragility and conflict. Further, the findings of the theme 

chapter will provide evidence for the forthcoming evaluation of the Independent Evaluation Department 

of the Asian Development Fund 12 and 13 scheduled for publication in 2023. 

11. The fourth chapter will report on the progress in implementing actions in response to IED

evaluation recommendations as agreed with Management and tracked through the ADB Management 

Action Record System (MARS). It will present four sections. Section one will focus on ADB’s acceptance 

of recommendations from IED evaluation reports approved in 2021 (Appendix C, Table C1.1). Section 

two will focus on the implementation status of actions on IED recommendations due in reporting year 

(RY) 2021 (Appendix C, Tables C1.2). The analysis will describe progress made in the implementation of 

58 evaluation report actions that became due or completed in RY 2021. Section three will look at 

performance at the report level by specifically assessing the results and noting lessons of implementing 

actions on recommendations from 15 country, corporate, and thematic evaluations. Section four will 

describe changes in and features of the recently migrated MARS in SharePoint as well as plans moving 

forward. 

12. The fifth chapter will highlight the main findings and conclusions of the AER and recommend

measures that ADB could adopt to further improve its development effectiveness in the future. 

C. METHODOLOGY

13. The chapter on the performance and results of ADB operations will assess the performance trends

on a 3-year moving average basis to smooth out annual fluctuations. It will report on the performance 

of sovereign operations and programs based primarily on the four evaluation criteria of relevance, 

efficiency, effectiveness, and sustainability; and the performance of nonsovereign operations based on 

the criteria of development results, additionality, investment profitability, and work quality. The 2022 

AER will include an appendix to document disaggregated ratings.  In the second part of this chapter, an 

in-depth analysis of effectiveness from project evaluation and validation reports and other documents 

will be made. A qualitative analysis would identify a set of relevant variables extracted from ADB’s 

database and project documents, followed by a quantitative statistical analysis of effectiveness.
11

  

14. The assessment on the performance and results of ADB operations will include updated

information from the 97 project completion report (PCR) validation reports, 28 extended annual review 

report validations reports, and 47 TCR validations, whose completion/extended annual review reports 

were circulated between July 2020 and June 2021; 4 corporate evaluations, 5 country partnership 

strategy final review validations, 1 country assistance program evaluation, 1 regional program evaluation, 

and 11 project performance evaluation reports and technical assistance performance evaluation reports 

expected to be completed in 2021 (Appendix D). To assess the key drivers of effectiveness in ADB projects, 

project completion reports published in the period July 2015–June 2020, which were validated/evaluated, 

will be considered for both sovereign and nonsovereign operations.  The analytical work is proposed to 

include three components: (i) retrospective qualitative analysis of factors affecting the effectiveness of 

the selected sovereign and nonsovereign operations; (ii) retrospective quantitative analysis of 

11
 Independent Evaluation Department. 2018. 2018 Annual Evaluation Review: The Quality of Project Design and Preparation for 

Efficiency and Sustainability. Manila: ADB. Chapter 3; D. Bulman, W. Kolkma and A. Kraay, 2015. Good countries or good 

projects? comparing macro and micro correlates of World Bank  and Asian Development Bank project performance. Policy 

Research working paper; no. WPS 7245. 
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effectiveness factors, and (iii) distillation of lessons from recent IED evaluations (country, sector, and 

thematic) as relevant.   

15. Against the backdrop of the recently approved 2021 FSA and based on ADB’s experience in this

area, the theme chapter seeks to shed light on the following overarching evaluation question: How can 

ADB boost the quality and effectiveness of its engagement in FCAS and SIDS to deliver on the expectation 

of improving livelihoods, inclusiveness, and resilience? The theme chapter will explore how ADB’s 

engagement in FCAS and SIDS can be made relevant and effective as fragility, conflict, and violence risks 

are becoming more complex especially with the socio-economic consequences of the COVID-19 

pandemic. The theme chapter will focus on ADB’s country- and project-level engagement in FCAS and 

SIDS—the elements of which include approach, resilience-building interventions, and partnerships as 

noted in Figure 1. Since ADB released in April 2021 its latest FCAS and SIDS approach, the theme chapter 

will not focus on evaluating ADB’s bank-wide strategic approach. Rather, it will assess elements of ADB’s 

country- and project-level engagements in FCAS and SIDS as laid out in the 2013 FCAS operational plan 

and 2021 FSA approach. To add value, the theme chapter’s assessment of country- and project-level 

engagements in FCAS and SIDS will provide lessons and recommendations to improve the 

implementation of the 2021 FSA. Table 1 presents a summary of the evaluation scope and methodologies 

of the theme chapter, while Appendix A provides a complete discussion of these. Box 1 presents a 

detailed discussion of the methodologies to be conducted for the theme chapter. 

Table 1: Evaluation Scope and Methodologies for the Theme Chapter on 

Assessing ADB’s Engagement in FCAS and SIDS 

Evaluation Scope 

Evaluation Methodologies 

Portfolio 

and Data 

Analysis 

Structured 

analyses of 

country 

strategies 

and 

portfolio 

Systematic 

project 

reviews 

Staff 

Survey 

Comparative 

analysis of 

approaches of 

MDBs on FCAS 

and SIDS 

Structured 

Interviews 

Literature 

Review 

How relevant, 

responsive, and 

adaptive are ADB’s 

approaches to 

country-specific 

drivers of fragility 

and conflicts?  

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

To what extent does 

ADB build resilience 

in FCAS and SIDS? 

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

How well does ADB 

leverage its 

partnerships with 

other actors to 

enhance 

development 

outcomes in FCAS 

and SIDS? 

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

How effective have 

ADB operations 

been in addressing 

FCAS and 

supporting SIDS 

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected situations; MDBs = multilateral development banks; SIDS = 

small island developing states. 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 
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Box 1: Description of Data Collection and Methodologies for the Theme Chapter on FCAS and SIDS 

The theme chapter will draw on the following methodologies of data collection and analysis. The findings of these 

methodologies will be interpreted using existing ADB publications on fragility and conflict assessments. This will 

allow for a comprehensive understanding of the context in which ADB projects are implemented including the social, 

economic and political factors that drive conflict and fragility and how they interplay.
12

 

Portfolio and data analysis. The analysis will cover assessments of data and trends pertaining to ADB’s operations in 

FCAS and SIDS during 2013–2020 across various typologies such as sectors, themes, financing instrument, staffing 

and human resources, and others. ADB interventions in regions with subnational conflicts in non-FCAS DMCs will be 

used as illustrations of whether and how ADB works in such regions. The assessment will juxtapose data on ADB 

lending operations with country-level data on conflict, disaster, and other fragility- and conflict-related data to be 

derived from the databases of ACLED and Internal Displacement Monitoring Centre, among others. The portfolio 

and data analysis will help shed light on how ADB engages in FCAS and SIDS during different periods of conflict or 

fragility risks. ADB’s official annual list of DMCs as FCAS over 2013–2020 will be used for the portfolio analysis.
13

 

Structured analyses of country-level strategies and portfolio. The analyses will focus on how well conflict and fragility 

assessments are integrated into CPSs and COBPs/ICPM of selected FCAS and SIDS. The analyses will examine how 

ADB conducts conflict- and fragility-risk assessments and whether and how the findings of such assessments are 

incorporated into CPSs and COBPs/ICPM. The analyses will also cover how ADB sequences its projects and selects 

instruments depending on the conflict and fragility diagnoses. Finally, the analyses will involve a review of the results 

frameworks of selected CPSs in FCAS and SIDS to understand how ADB reports on conflict- and fragility-related 

indicators. 

Systematic project reviews. The reviews will cover selected projects implemented in FCAS and SIDS during 2013–

2020 both ongoing and completed to understand ADB’s differentiated approaches at the project level—including 

but not limited to project design, procurement, and ADB staff supervision. The reviews will also identify factors that 

lead to successful (and unsuccessful) projects in FCAS and SIDS as well as regions with subnational conflicts in non-

FCAS DMCs. 

Staff survey. The survey will be circulated to all ADB staff to reach staff who have previously worked in FCAS and 

SIDS contexts in order to understand their perception on ADB’s approach to FCAS and SIDS. The survey will also 

gather data on approaches that worked and those that did not in addressing FCAS and SIDS, as well as potential 

lessons on how ADB can improve its support for FCAS and SIDS moving forward. 

Comparative analysis of approaches of MDBs on FCAS and SIDS. The analysis will examine the FCAS and SIDS 

approaches or strategies of the World Bank, Inter-American Development Bank, African Development Bank, and 

Islamic Development Bank. The analysis will examine: (a) the key components of MDBs’ FCAS and SIDS approaches 

particularly their differentiated approaches; (b) issues and challenges MBDs face in implementing their FCAS and 

SIDS approaches; and (c) ways MDBs can enhance the implementation of their FCAS and SIDS approaches. 

Structured interviews. Structured interviews will be conducted with: (i) ADB staff in headquarters and resident 

missions; (ii) staff of development partners including World Bank, Inter-American Development Bank, African 

Development Bank, Islamic Development Bank and relevant United Nations agencies, among others; (iii) officials 

from partner governments in selected FCAS and SIDS; and (iv) representatives of civil society organizations and 

community-based organizations in selected FCAS and SIDS. Questions will revolve around the design, 

implementation, and monitoring of strategies and projects in FCAS and SIDS, factors that determine the success of 

interventions implemented in FCAS and SIDS, and potential recommendations that can help ADB improve its support 

for FCAS and SIDS. 

Review of regional and country fragility- and conflict-related literature. The review will explore drivers of conflict and 

fragility in Asia and the Pacific at the regional level and selected FCAS and SIDS DMCs at the country level. The review 

will help determine how ADB’s engagement in FCAS and SIDS are characterized by various drivers of conflict and 

fragility. 

12
 Existing ADB publications on FCAS and SIDS will be obtained from the Sustainable Development and Climate Change 

Department’s internal resource center on FCAS and SIDS in SharePoint.  

13
 The list of ADB DMCs as FCAS varies each year depending on ADB’s country performance assessment scores, Country Policy and 

Institutional Assessment scores, and the presence of a United Nations peacekeeping missions.
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Box 1, Continuation 

Review of existing evaluation data and evidence from IED reports. The review will draw on existing evidence from 

past IED evaluations that relate to ADB’s efforts to help address challenges faced by DMCs in FCAS and SIDS 

contexts—particularly on how differentiated approaches are designed and implemented. The review will cover final 

review validations of country partnership strategies for the Pacific, Afghanistan and Myanmar, among others. It will 

also cover relevant IED project evaluations/validations and portfolio performance reports. 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

16. The chapter on management response to IED recommendations will draw from a variety of data

sources, including reviews of ADB strategy and operations documents and evaluation reports by IED to 

be conducted September–October 2021; self-assessment and validation of actions taken due for review 

period to be conducted October–December 2021; assessment and analysis of clusters of actions from the 

database of the MARS to be conducted November 2021–January 2022; and consultation with evaluation 

teams and implementing and coordinating departments to be conducted November 2021–February 

2022. 

D. RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS, SCHEDULE, AND DISSEMINATION

17. The 2022 AER will be prepared under the overall guidance of Marvin Taylor-Dormond, Director

General, IED; Nathan Subramaniam, Director, Sector and Project Division (IESP); and Joanne Asquith, 

Director, Thematic and Country Division (IETC). The team will comprise Sung Shin, Senior Evaluation 

Specialist (Team Leader); Hyun Son, Principal Evaluation Specialist (Co-Team Leader); Mitzirose Legal, 

Senior Evaluation Officer; and Irene Garganta, Evaluation Analyst. Key IED staff inputs will be provided 

by Srinivasan Venkata, Payton Deeks, Charity Gay Ramos-Galacgac, Ma. Patricia Lim, Aldous Moses 

Tirona, Sergio Villena, Renato Lumain, and Glennie Castillo. Additional research and analytical support 

will be provided by consultants (international and national) who will be recruited in accordance with 

ADB’s Procurement Policy (2017, as amended from time to time). 

18. A draft of the 2022 AER will be subject to review by two external peer reviewers representing an

evaluation unit of a peer institution and one internal commentor from ADB. 

19. The proposed timeline for the 2022 AER preparation is as follows:

Activity Schedule 

Approval and Circulation of Final Concept Paper I October 2021 

Storyline meeting 

Internal/external peer review of the draft AER 

OSM on draft report before interdepartmental circulation 

Interdepartmental circulation of draft AER 

Circulation of draft AER for HOD meeting 

HOD meeting/Technical meeting on recommendations 

II December 2021 

II January 2022 

III January 2022 

IV January 2022 

I March 2022 

II March 2022 

DG, IED Approval III March 2022 

DEC meeting on AER’s recommendations chapter III April 2022 

Board meeting IV April 2022 

AER = Annual Evaluation Review, DEC = Development Effectiveness Committee, DG = Director General, HOD 

= Head of Department, IED = Independent Evaluation Department, OSM = one-stop meeting. 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 
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SCOPE, EVALUATION QUESTIONS, AND METHODOLOGY FOR THE ASSESSMENT OF ADB’s ENGAGEMENT 

IN FRAGILE AND CONFLICT-AFFECTED SITUATIONS AND SMALL ISLAND DEVELOPING STATES 

1. Rationale. The 2022 Annual Evaluation Review (AER) will devote a chapter to explore the Asian

Development Bank’s (ADB) engagement in fragile and conflict-affected situations (FCAS) and small island 

developing states (SIDS). The theme chapter will assess ADB’s mechanisms and instruments at the country 

and project levels to help address challenges faced by DMCs in FCAS and SIDS contexts especially given 

the unprecedented and long-lasting socio-economic impacts of the coronavirus disease (COVID-19) 

pandemic on fragility and conflict risks. 

2. Addressing fragile and conflict contexts is an important development objective for governments

and development partners alike. By 2030, up to two-thirds of the world's extreme poor could live in areas 

suffering from fragility, conflict, and violence. Conflicts are also expected to result in around 80% of all 

humanitarian needs.
1
 While conflicts stoke humanitarian needs, they may also result from such needs. 

Total bilateral official development assistance to fragile contexts worldwide reached $76 billion in 2018, 

representing 2.3 times the level of foreign direct investment and two-thirds the value of remittances 

($113.5 billion) in fragile contexts. In extremely fragile contexts, official development assistance 

amounted to 11.5 times the amount of foreign direct investments and 2.5 times the amount of 

remittances.
2
 

3. The establishment of a new government in Myanmar and the withdrawal of foreign troops and

government’s collapse in Afghanistan have sparked surges of conflict and violence in these two ADB 

developing member countries (DMCs). In addition to conflict situations at the national level, the 

prevalence of violence and conflict has been also observed at the subnational level. Subnational conflicts 

are driven by experience, or perception of injustice imposed by the state or by a dominant identity group. 

Subnational conflicts usually have a regional or ethnic identity marker as the ethnicity, geographical 

location, or religion of the affected group are often easily defined. The violent situations observed in the 

Philippines’ Mindanao and Indonesia’s Aceh are examples of subnational conflicts.
3
 

4. Meanwhile, SIDS face various development challenges mainly due to their remote geography and

vulnerability to biodiversity loss, climate change increasing regularity and severity of disaster as a result 

of natural hazard. Despite high import and export costs for goods, many SIDS rely on external markets 

due to the narrow resource base. SIDS’ remoteness from international markets, susceptibility to 

exogenous economic shocks, and fragile land and marine ecosystems make them vulnerable to 

biodiversity loss and climate change given the lack of economic alternatives. SIDS also face governance 

challenges given their weak institutions.
4
 

5. Drivers and causes of fragility and conflict in Asia-Pacific and elsewhere have reached a critical

juncture with the socio-economic consequences of the COVID-19 pandemic. With its systemic shocks on 

health, education, and livelihoods, the COVID-19 crisis exacerbates existing fragilities and strains 

capacities particularly of FCAS and SIDS to cope with the pandemic’s impacts. For instance, World Bank 

estimates that an additional 26 million people in fragile contexts will fall into extreme poverty in 2020 

due to the pandemic. This number represents 43% of the worldwide projected increase in the extreme 

poor of 60 million people.
5
 In education, 384.5 million children in fragile contexts remained out of school 

(across pre-primary, primary, secondary, and tertiary levels) as of 15 July 2020, and 183 million of them 

1
  World Bank. 2021. Fragility, Conflict & Violence. https://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/fragilityconflictviolence/overview 

2
  Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development. 2020. States of Fragility 2020. Paris. 

3
  World Bank. 2016. World Bank Group Engagement in Situations of Fragility, Conflict, and Violence. Washington, D.C. 

4
 United Nations Office of the High Representative for the Least Developed Countries, Landlocked Developing Countries and Small 

Island Developing States. 2021. About Small Island Developing States. Accessed https://www.un.org/ohrlls/content/about-small-

island-developing-states 

5
 Lakner, C. et al. 2020. How much does reducing inequality matter for global poverty? Global Poverty Monitoring Technical Note, 

No. 13. World Bank Group. Washington, D.C. http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/765601591733806023/How-Much-

Does-Reducing-Inequality-Matter-for-Global-Poverty. 

http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/765601591733806023/How-Much-Does-Reducing-Inequality-Matter-for-Global-Poverty
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/765601591733806023/How-Much-Does-Reducing-Inequality-Matter-for-Global-Poverty
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were girls, according to UNESCO estimates.
6
 In terms of conflict and violence, the Armed Conflict 

Location and Event Data (ACLED) Project COVID-19 Disorder Tracker has recorded 2,251 episodes of 

political violence related to the pandemic in fragile contexts, resulting in 477 fatalities as of 1 August 

2020.
7
 Addressing fragility and conflict is therefore imperative to build back better from the COVID-19 

pandemic by strengthening resilience, restoring livelihoods, and promoting inclusion. 

6. Against this backdrop, the theme chapter will provide timely and relevant assessments on how

ADB can enhance the implementation of its tools and approaches for FCAS and SIDS. Such assessments 

are crucial as ADB moves forward with its agenda for FCAS and SIDS in an increasingly complex 

development landscape. Global trends such as climate change, increasing frequency and severity of 

disasters due to natural hazards, increasing inequality, demographic changes, new technologies, and 

remaining poverty affect the drivers of fragility and conflict in different countries. The COVID-19 

pandemic also aggravates the existing drivers of fragility and conflict. Further, the findings of the theme 

chapter will provide evidence for the forthcoming evaluation of the Independent Evaluation Department 

of the Asian Development Fund 12 and 13 scheduled for publication in 2023. 

7. Conflict and Fragility Conditions in Asia and the Pacific. In Asia and the Pacific, some of the key

emerging patterns in conflict and violence include: (i) the presence of subnational and intercommunal 

violence and conflict even in countries that are not designated as FCAS; (ii) strategies for managing 

national conflicts that in some cases have led to subnational and local violence; (iii) politicization of ethnic 

and religious identities that has frequently led to violence; (iv) rising inequality and regional disparities 

that are likely to increase violence; and (v) prevalence of gender-based violence in many countries in the 

region.
8
  

8. Between 2010 and 2020, the number of internally displaced people in Asia and the Pacific, as a

result of conflict and violence increased from more than 3.9 million to nearly 5.9 million.
9
 Such 

displacement was triggered not only by conflicts on a national scale but also by subnational conflicts 

including communal clashes and inter-group fighting. 

9. Meanwhile, social, economic, and environmental fragilities in Asia and the Pacific include narrow

economic bases, low fiscal revenues, and increased vulnerabilities to climate change and disasters as a 

result of natural hazards. For example, many Asia-Pacific economies, particularly Pacific SIDS, rely on 

travel and tourism as an engine of growth. Travel and tourism accounted for 3.0% of the Asia-Pacific 

region’s gross domestic product (GDP) in 2019.
10

 Growth of ADB’s Pacific DMCs in 2020 was expected 

to contract by 0.3% due to the pandemic’s direct impacts on tourism and trade flows.
11

 Meanwhile, tax-

to-GDP ratio in some FCAS and SIDS is below the 15% benchmark deemed as the minimum required level 

for sustainable development, e.g., 13.0% in Papua New Guinea and 8.8% in Afghanistan in 2019.
12

 

Meanwhile, more than 19 million people across Asia and the Pacific in 2019 were displaced due to 

disasters as a results of natural hazards. Of the countries with the greatest number of internally displaced 

people due to disasters in 2019, the top four are in the Asia-Pacific region: India (5.01 million), Philippines 

6
  UNESCO. 2020. COVID-19 Educational Disruption and Response. https://en.unesco.org/covid19/educationresponse. 

7
 Armed Conflict Location & Event Data Project. 2020. COVID-19 Disorder Tracker. Madison. https://acleddata.com/analysis/covid-

19-disorder-tracker/.

8
 The Asia Foundation. 2017. The State of Conflict and Violence in Asia. San Francisco. 

9
  Estimates were based on data for 12 DMCs: Afghanistan, Azerbaijan, Bangladesh, Georgia, Indonesia, India, Kyrgyz Republic, Sri 

Lanka, Pakistan, Philippines, Papua New Guinea and Thailand. Estimates provided include stock displacement or the total number 

of IDPs (“stock”) as of the end of the year. It could be understood as the total number of people living in a situation of displacement 

as of the end of the reporting year. See Internal Displacement Monitoring Centre. 2021. Global Internal Displacement Database 

Data (2020). https://www.internal-displacement.org/database/displacement-data 

10
 World Economic Forum. 2021. Travel and Tourism Competitiveness Index 2019. https://reports.weforum.org/travel-and-tourism-

competitiveness-report-2019/regional-profiles/asia/ 

11
 ADB. 2020. Tourism-Driven Economies in the Pacific to Feel Brunt of COVID-19 Pandemic — ADB. 

https://www.adb.org/news/tourism-driven-economies-pacific-feel-brunt-covid-19-pandemic-adb 

12
  ADB. 2021. Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations and Small Island Developing States Approach. Manila. 

https://en.unesco.org/covid19/educationresponse
https://acleddata.com/analysis/covid-19-disorder-tracker/
https://acleddata.com/analysis/covid-19-disorder-tracker/
https://www.internal-displacement.org/database/displacement-data
https://reports.weforum.org/travel-and-tourism-competitiveness-report-2019/regional-profiles/asia/
https://reports.weforum.org/travel-and-tourism-competitiveness-report-2019/regional-profiles/asia/
https://www.adb.org/news/tourism-driven-economies-pacific-feel-brunt-covid-19-pandemic-adb
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(4.09 million), Bangladesh (4.08 million), and People’s Republic of China (4.03 million). Weak institutions 

in SIDS exacerbate the social, economic, and environmental fragilities they face.
13

 

10. ADB’s Approach for Building Resilience in FCAS and SIDS. ADB identifies FCAS as those developing

member countries (DMCs) affected by: (i) fragility or a combination of exposure to risk and insufficient 

coping capacity of the state, system and/or communities to manage, absorb, or mitigate those risks; and 

(ii) conflict.
14

 ADB deems that FCAS by and large face economic and social insecurity, greater vulnerability

to the effects of climate change and natural hazards, weak governance and institutional capacity, and in 

some cases political instability.
15

 Meanwhile, SIDS are DMCs with specific social, economic, and 

environmental vulnerabilities, including geographic remoteness and dispersion, small populations and 

markets, narrowly based economies, low fiscal revenue, high import and export costs for goods, and 

increasing exposure to natural hazards and climate change (footnote 12).
16

 

11. As of April 2021, ADB classifies 11 member countries as FCAS, and 16 member countries are SIDS

(Figure A1.1). ADB categorizes Afghanistan and Myanmar as FCAS because of ongoing national or 

subnational conflicts and Lao PDR because of fragility. Meanwhile, eight of the 16 SIDS (the Federated 

States of Micronesia, Kiribati, the Marshall Islands, Nauru, Papua New Guinea, Solomon Islands, Timor-

Leste, and Tuvalu) are also classified as FCAS because of various dimensions and degrees of fragility. The 

eight non-FCAS SIDS are the Cook Islands, Fiji, Maldives, Niue, Palau, Samoa, Tonga, and Vanuatu. 

12. Since 2013, ADB has used the multilateral development banks’ (MDBs) harmonized classification

system for defining a member country as FCAS. This quantitative system is based on a score (less than 

3.2) of the overall rating of ADB’s country performance assessments (CPAs), 
17

averaged with the World 

Bank’s country policy and institution assessments, or the presence of a United Nations (UN) peacekeeping 

mission, to delineate FCAS. ADB, however, acknowledges the limitations of this system as it excludes 

other forms of conflict, subnational conflict or violence in otherwise peaceful countries, and the impact 

of refugees’ influx in host countries. Furthermore, many SIDS face social, economic, and environmental 

fragilities regardless of their CPA ratings. ADB is working other MDBs to develop a new harmonized 

approach for FCAS classification to reflect the regional characteristics of fragility and conflict, considering 

the distinctive characteristics of the Pacific SIDS. The new harmonized approach is expected to be 

prepared by 2022 (footnote 12).  

13
 See Internal Displacement Monitoring Centre. 2021. Global Internal Displacement Database Data (2020). https://www.internal-

displacement.org/database/displacement-data 

14
  ADB. 2013. Operational Plan for Enhancing ADB’s Effectiveness in Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations. Manila. 

15
  ADB. 2016. Mapping Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations in Asia and the Pacific: The ADB Experience. Manila.   

16
 The United Nations (UN) recognizes SIDS as a distinct group of 38 UN Member States and 20 Non-UN Members/Associate 

Members of United Nations regional commissions that face unique social, economic and environmental vulnerabilities. The three 

geographical regions in which SIDS are located are the Caribbean, the Pacific, and the Atlantic, Indian Ocean and South China 

Sea. See United Nations Office of the High Representative for the Least Developed Countries, Landlocked Developing Countries 

and Small Island Developing States. 2021. About SIDS. https://www.un.org/ohrlls/content/about-small-island-developing-states 

17
 ADB’s Country Performance Assessment Scores are used to determine ADB’s allocation mechanism of concessional resources for 

FCAS and SIDS. The theme chapter will examine trends in allocation for FCAS and SIDS relative to other concessional assistance 

DMCs. 

https://www.internal-displacement.org/database/displacement-data
https://www.internal-displacement.org/database/displacement-data
https://www.un.org/ohrlls/content/about-small-island-developing-states
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Figure A1.1: ADB’s Fragile and Conflict-affected Situations and Small Island Developing States* 

* = Lao People’s Democratic Republic (PDR) was categorized as having fragile and conflict-affected situations in the last

quarter of 2020 based on its average score from the World Bank’s Country Policy and Institutional Assessment and ADB’s

Country Performance Assessment. Lao PDR was classified as FCAS in the category of high institutional and social fragility

due to weak performance in macroeconomic and fiscal management resulting in high debt distress. It was included for

FCAS monitoring starting 2021.

Source: ADB. 2021. Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations and Small Island Developing States Approach. Manila. 

13. ADB’s initial attempts to carve out an approach for engaging in FCAS dates to 2000 with the ADB

Guidelines on Dealings with De Facto Governments. The guidelines reiterate ADB’s mandate of non-

interference in political matters of member countries and identify steps ADB should take in cases where 

a state's government is forcibly changed.
18

 ADB in 2004 identified a more explicit approach to its 

involvement in international fragile situations after it circulated its Approach to Weakly-Performing 

Developing Member Countries at the Asian Development Fund ADF IX Donor’s Meeting in Lisbon.
19

 The 

approach identified country analytical work and strategic partnerships with other development partners 

to enhance aid effectiveness in fragile situations.  

14. In 2007, ADB outlined its differentiated approach for fragile situations based on the assumption

that normal operations or business-as-usual activities may no longer be effective in countries or 

subnational territories caught in FCAS.
20

 The differentiated approach in ADB’s 2007 FCAS approach paper 

was also supported under ADB’s 2006 Medium-Term Strategy II
21

 and Strategy 2020.
22

 Under the 2007 

FCAS approach paper, ADB’s interventions in fragile situations were based on two pillars: (i) selectivity 

and focus, where ADB was to support a limited number of major reforms that promote inclusiveness and 

short-term benefits or quick wins; and (ii) strategic partnerships, where ADB was to work closely with 

other development partners and ensure harmonization, alignment, ownership, and results-based 

management.  

15. The Independent Evaluation Department’s 2010 evaluation of ADB’s 2007 FCAS approach found

that while country partnership strategies (CPS) of many FCAS were not generally selective and focused, 

approved country portfolios incorporated selectivity and focus. Further, the evaluation noted that ADB’s 

18
 ADB. 2000. ADB Guidelines on Dealings with De Facto Governments, 10. Office of the General Counsel. Manila. 

19
 ADB. 2004. ADB’s Approach to Weakly Performing Developing Member Countries: A Discussion Paper. Manila. 

20
 ADB. 2007. Achieving Development Effectiveness in Weakly Performing Countries (The Asian Development Bank’s Approach to 

Engaging with Weakly Performing Countries). Manila. 

21
 ADB. 2006. Medium Term Strategy II: 2006–2008. Manila. 

22
 ADB. 2008. Strategy 2020: The Long-Term Strategic Framework of the Asian Development Bank 2008–2020. Manila. 
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strategic partnerships were useful in enhancing aid effectiveness in fragile situations by developing 

common strategy and project management arrangements and preparing joint needs assessments and 

portfolio and procurement reviews. Issues relating to human and financial resources undermined the 

implementation of the 2007 FCAS approach as a focal point was appointed 15 months after the 

approach’s approval in April 2007. Furthermore, ADB approved only in 2009 the regional capacity 

development technical assistance (CDTA) that supported the implementation of the 2007 FCAS 

approach.
23

 The evaluation recommended that ADB enhance the implementation of the 2007 FCAS 

approach by: (i) having CPSs recognize the fragility and conflict characteristics of member countries 

including those at the subnational level; (ii) implementing an approach to fragility that is distinct from 

its approach to conflict; (iii) promoting flexibility in FCAS projects and utilizing programmatic approaches 

for long-term development; (iv) focusing more on capacity development and institution building in FCAS; 

(v) ensuring sufficient availability of financial resources for FCAS operations; and (vi) enhancing the

capacity of and incentives for ADB staff to improve the effectiveness of FCAS operations. 

16. In 2013, ADB launched its Operational Plan for Enhancing ADB’s Effectiveness in Fragile and

Conflict-Affected Situations.
24

 The operational plan encouraged mainstreaming FCAS-sensitive 

approaches in CPSs and project designs in line with international practices and recommendations of the 

2010 IED evaluation. It advocated conducting political economy analysis, and fragility and vulnerability 

assessments to inform CPSs, and the indicative country pipeline and monitoring (ICPM) report (that 

superseded the now-retired country and operations business plans [COBPs] in July 2021) of member 

countries in FCAS. At the project level, the operational plan recommended that project documents reflect 

explicit statements reflecting FCAS conditions and risks and how project design and implementation will 

address them.  

17. Nevertheless, ADB acknowledged that the 2013 FCAS operational plan, while well structured,

“was not fully implemented and experienced resource constraints” (footnote 12). Specifically, ADB 

pointed out the: (i) insufficient assessment of fragility and conflict drivers during planning and 

implementation processes; (ii) inadequate use of existing flexibilities in project design and processing in 

FCAS and SIDS; (iii) inadequate ADB technical capacity and support; (iv) large number of approvals 

required for processing and implementation; and a low uptake by ADB’s Private Sector Operations 

Department of smaller transactions and higher risks (footnote 12). Furthermore, a 2019 IED ADF XI and 

12 review in relation to FCAS, and SIDS found that while ADB adopted its 2013 FCAS operational plan, 

“there is not a fragile states focal point to offer guidance and support for operational departments, which 

contrasts with the institutional arrangements in other (multilateral development banks).”
25

 

18. ADB’s support for Pacific SIDS has been guided by its Pacific Approach, 2010–2014, Pacific

Approach, 2016–2020, and Pacific Approach, 2021–2025. The Pacific Approach, 2010–2014 aimed to 

foster connectivity, consensus, and a greater community through inclusive and environmentally 

sustainable growth, good governance, and regional cooperation and integration. It recognized the need 

for a common framework that addresses similar social, cultural, and political binding constraints to 

growth and development. It also recommended deriving regional approaches to support growth and 

development, including the need to engage in nontraditional sectors for private sector operations.
26

 The 

Pacific Approach, 2016–2020 serves as the operational framework of ADB for the Pacific region and the 

overall country partnership strategy for the 11 smaller Pacific Island countries. It outlines a three-pronged 

strategy that focuses on: (i) reducing costs of connectivity, delivery of services including energy, and 

doing business; (ii) managing economic, financial, disaster and climate change risks; and (iii) enabling 

23
 Independent Evaluation Department. 2010. Asian Development Bank's Support to Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations. Asian 

Development Bank. Manila: ADB.  

24
 ADB. 2013. Operational Plan for Enhancing ADB’s Effectiveness in Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations. Manila. 

25
 Independent Evaluation Department. 2019. Relevance and Results of Concessional Finance: Asian Development Fund XI and 12. 

Asian Development Bank. Manila: ADB. 

26
 ADB. 2009. ADB's Pacific Approach 2010–2014. Manila. 
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value creation by supporting private sector growth through legislative and financial reforms.
27

 

Meanwhile, the Pacific Approach, 2021–2025 identifies three critical development challenges in the 

region: (i) vulnerability to shocks, (ii) weak service delivery, and (iii) slow growth. It guides ADB in 

supporting a resilient Pacific through three priorities: (i) preparing for and responding to shocks, (ii) 

delivering sustainable services, and (iii) supporting inclusive growth.
28

 

19. In April 2021, ADB launched its FCAS and SIDS Approach (FSA), which aims to ensure that ADB

operations will address lagging areas and pockets of poverty and fragility in FCAS and SIDS. The FSA 

provides a framework for consistent analysis of FCAS and SIDS, promotes the use of contextual 

knowledge, encourages the adoption of innovative technologies, and combines expertise across regions, 

sectors, and themes to deliver integrated solutions. The FSA notes seeks to promote: (i) improved 

responsiveness of standard ADB processes, procedures, and practices for FCAS and SIDS differentiated 

approaches; (ii) increased ADB's institutional capacity for operations in FCAS and SIDS; and (iii) improved 

understanding of member countries contexts through the FCAS and SIDS’ lens.  

20. Between 2015 and 2021, sovereign projects in FCAS and SIDS averaged about 200 annually,

while nonsovereign projects averaged around 10 per year (Figure A1.2). By committed amount, sovereign 

projects in FCAS averaged around $6.7 billion a year and $2.8 billion per year in SIDS (Figure A1.3). 

Meanwhile, nonsovereign projects in FCAS and SIDS amount to around $532 million annually. ADB 

operations in FCAS and SIDS are financed primarily through the Asian Development Fund and 

concessional ordinary capital resources lending and provided mainly through grants (Figures A1.4 and 

A1.5).  

Figure A1.2: ADB Sovereign and Nonsovereign Projects in FCAS and SIDS, 

by Number during 2015–2021 

   Note: Number of projects covers individual count of loans, grants, TAs, guarantee, equity, direct investment and fund. 

Data for 2021 are as of Q1 2021.   

Source: SDCC 2021. FCAS Dashboard in SharePoint. Internal. 

27
 ADB. 2016. ADB's Pacific Approach 2016–2020. Manila. 

28 ADB. 2021. ADB's Pacific Approach 2021–2025. Manila.
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Figure A1.3: ADB Sovereign and Nonsovereign Projects in FCAS and SIDS, 

by Average Annual Amount ($ million) during 2015–2021 

Note: Average annual amounts were computed using data for 2015–2021. Data for 2021 are as of Q1 2021. 

Source: SDCC 2021. FCAS Dashboard in SharePoint. Internal. 

Figure A1.4: ADB Sovereign and Nonsovereign Projects in FCAS and SIDS,  

by Financing Source and Average Annual Amount ($ million) during 2015–2021 

    ADF = Asian Development Fund; COL = concessional ordinary capital resources lending; OCR = ordinary capital  

    resources lending; TASF = Technical Assistance Special Fund. 

    Note: Average annual amounts were computed using data for 2015–2021. Data for 2021 are as of Q1 2021. '

‘Others/Confinancing' are products funded in part or in full by other ADB-managed funds. 

    Source: SDCC 2021. FCAS Dashboard in SharePoint. Internal. 

 -

 1,000

 2,000

 3,000

 4,000

 5,000

 6,000

 7,000

 8,000

 9,000

 10,000

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

$
 m

ill
io

n

FCAS (Sovereign) SIDS (Sovereign) FCAS and SIDS (Nonsovereign)

0.29 

532 

411 

19 

1,295 

1,080 

938 

29 

1,062 

4,666 

OTHERS/ COFINANCING

TASF

OCR

ADF / COL

$ (million)

FCAS (Sovereign) SIDS (Sovereign) FCAS and SIDS (Nonsovereign)



Appendix A  15 

Figure A1.5: ADB Sovereign and Nonsovereign Projects in FCAS and SIDS, 

by Modality and Average Annual Amount ($ million) during 2015–2021 

 Note: Average annual amounts were computed using data for 2015–2021. Data for 2021 are as of Q1 2021. 

 Source: SDCC 2021. FCAS Dashboard in SharePoint. Internal. 

21. Across sectors, transport and energy represent the key sectors of ADB’s sovereign operations in

FCAS and SIDS (Figure A1.6). As for nonsovereign operations, information and communication 

technology, and energy are the two main sectors of ADB’s work in FCAS and SIDS. 

Figure A1.6: ADB Sovereign and Nonsovereign Projects in FCAS and SIDS, 

by Sector and Average Annual Amount ($ million) during 2015–2021 

Note: Average annual amounts were computed using data for 2015–2021. Data for 2021 are as of Q1 2021. 

Data for 2021 are as of Q1 2021.  

Source: SDCC 2021. FCAS Dashboard in SharePoint. Internal. 
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22. Conceptual framework. Figure A1.7 presents the evaluation’s proposed theory of change for the

assessment of ADB’s engagement in FCAS and SIDS. The proposed theory of change is aligned with the 

theory of change presented in ADB’s 2021 FSA. Given the tools and instruments ADB employs in FCAS 

and SIDS, as outlined in the 2013 FCAS operational plan and 2021 FSA, the theme chapter identifies the 

following elements of ADB’s country- and project-level engagement in FCAS and SIDS, which correspond 

to the inputs in the proposed theory of change: 

(i) Approach, which encompasses an organized set of strategic planning and businesses

processes responsive to fragilities and risks faced by FCAS and SIDS including: (i) due diligence

measures such as risk and resilience assessments and political economy analyses and

governance risk assessments that are used to inform CPSs and project designs; (ii) selection

of project instruments or modalities specific to FCAS and SIDS contexts; (iii) sequencing and

prioritization of interventions as identified in CPSs and COBPs/ICPM reports; and (iv) risk- or

fragility-responsive project design, implementation and monitoring and evaluation

processes.

(ii) Resilience-building interventions activities that ADB implements before, during or after

conflicts that promote capacity development and build resilience both within ADB and in

member countries including: (i) capacity building support for improving state functions; (ii)

adequate human, technical and financial resources especially in resident missions to support

the implementation of ADB’s FCAS and SIDS approaches; and (iii) knowledge solutions for a

better understanding of the drivers and causes of conflicts and fragilities.

(iii) Partnerships. ADB’s collaboration with state and non-state actors including development

partners, humanitarian agencies, civil society organizations, local community groups and

other stakeholders to coordinate cofinancing, capacity building support, and knowledge

solutions in FCAS and SIDS.

23. The corresponding outputs encompass: (i) risk- and fragility-based planning, implementation,

and monitoring processes for CPSs and individual projects; (ii) ADB and government staff in FCAS and 

SIDS with strengthened capacities in implementing projects in fragile and conflict settings; and (iii) 

improved collaboration between ADB and state and non-state actors in FCAS and SIDS. These outputs 

are expected to contribute to the outcome of greater use of differentiated approaches, or country-specific 

approaches, in ADB operations in FCAS and SIDS. Improved use of differentiated approaches is seen to 

enhance both ADB operations and DMC program implementation in FCAS and SIDS. Finally, the identified 

outcome is expected to contribute to improvements in resilience, inclusion, and livelihoods in FCAS and 

DMCs.
29

29
 ADB identifies these three key development results or impacts in its 2021 FSA approach. 
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Figure A1.7: Theory of Change for the Assessment of ADB’s Engagement in FCAS and SIDS 

 

 

 
Input 

Output 

Outcome 

Impact 

APPROACH 

(i) due diligence measures such as risk

and resilience assessments and political 

economy analyses that are used to 

inform CPSs and project designs; 

(ii) selection of project instruments or

modalities specific to FCAS and SIDS 

contexts; 

(iii) sequencing and prioritization of

interventions as identified in CPSs and 

COBPs; and 

(iv) risk- or fragility-responsive project

design, implementation and monitoring 

and evaluation processes.  

RESILIENCE-BUILDING ACTIVITIES 

(i) policy dialogue with state actors

and/or capacity building support 

for improving state functions; 

(ii) adequate human, technical and

financial resources especially in 

resident missions to support the 

implementation of ADB’s FCAS and 

SIDS approaches; and 

(iii) knowledge solutions for a

better understanding of the drivers 

and causes of conflicts and 

fragilities. 

PARTNERSHIPS 

ADB’s collaboration with: 

(i) governments;

(ii) development partners;

(iii) humanitarian agencies;

(iv) civil society groups**;

(v) local communities; and

(vi) other relevant stakeholders

Risk- and fragility-based planning, 

implementation, and monitoring 

processes for CPSs and individual 

projects 

ADB and government staff in FCAS and 

SIDS with strengthened capacities in 

implementing projects in fragile and 

conflict settings 

Improved collaboration between ADB 

and state and non-state actors in FCAS 

and SIDS 

Increased use of differentiated approaches in FCAS and SIDS leading to improved ADB operations and 

improved DMC implementation 

Improved livelihoods, resilience, and inclusion in FCAS and SIDS as supported by Strategy 2030’s seven 

operational priorities (OPs) particularly OPs 1, 2, 4 and 5* 

* = OP 1 (addressing remaining poverty and reducing inequalities), OP 2 (tackling climate change, building climate and disaster resilience, and enhancing environmental sustainability), OP 4 (fostering regional cooperation and

integration) and OP 5 (accelerating progress in gender equality). 

** = civil society groups include women’s groups or organizations. 

Note: The inputs—approach, resilience-building activities, and partnerships—are presented on a diminishing scale depending on the extent of activities ADB implements under each input. 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department’s AER team.
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24. Overarching evaluation question. Against the backdrop of the recently approved 2021 FSA and

based on ADB’s experience in this area, the theme chapter seeks to shed light on the following overarching 

evaluation question: How can ADB boost the quality and effectiveness of its engagement in FCAS and SIDS 

to deliver on the expectation of improving livelihoods, inclusiveness, and resilience? The theme chapter 

will explore how ADB’s engagement in FCAS and SIDS can be made relevant and effective as fragility, 

conflict and violence risks are becoming more complex especially with the socio-economic consequences 

of the COVID-19 pandemic. The theme chapter focuses on ADB’s engagement in FCAS and SIDS at the 

country and project levels, with engagement comprising of ADB’s approach, resilience-building activities, 

and partnerships as discussed in para 22. 

25. To help inform the implementation of ADB’s 2021 FSA, the theme chapter will examine ADB’s

interventions in FCAS and SIDS that worked and those that did not in the following areas: 

(i) How relevant, responsive, and adaptive are ADB’s approach to country-specific drivers of

fragility and conflicts? Specifically,

a) to what extent do due diligence measures such as political economy analyses inform CPSs

and project designs?

b) what instruments or modalities have proven useful for project implementation in FCAS

and SIDS?

c) how well does ADB sequence and prioritize its interventions as outlined in CPSs or

COBPs/ICPM reports to address drivers of fragility and conflicts?

d) how adequate are ADB’s design, implementation, and monitoring and evaluation

processes at the project level in responding to conflict risks and fragilities?

e) to what extent does ADB implement its differentiated approach in projects implemented

in regions with subnational conflicts?

(ii) To what extent does ADB build resilience in FCAS and SIDS? Specifically,

a) how well does ADB utilize opportunities to provide capacity building and governance

support in FCAS and SIDS, as well as regions with subnational conflicts?

b) how adequate are ADB’s human, technical, and financial resources to support its

operations in FCAS and SIDS across member countries?

c) how does ADB ensure strengthened knowledge solutions and analytic work in FCAS and

SIDS?

(iii) How well does ADB leverage its partnerships with other actors to enhance development

outcomes in FCAS and SIDS? Specifically,

a) how effectively does ADB collaborate with governments, development partners, civil

society organizations, the private sector humanitarian agencies, and other stakeholders to

coordinate projects, capacity building support and knowledge solutions and enhance

development effectiveness in FCAS and SIDS, as well as regions with subnational conflicts?

b) what instruments or mechanisms have proven effective in coordinating the work of various

stakeholders in FCAS and SIDS, e.g., provision of cofinancing, enhanced harmonized

classification system for FCAS and SIDS, common strategic frameworks, harmonized

procurement processes, or common project monitoring and evaluation systems?

(iv) How effective have ADB operations been in addressing FCAS and supporting SIDS? Specifically,

a) what improvements in resilience (through improved governance and capacity

development), inclusion (through reductions in poverty and inequality), and livelihoods

(through greater employment opportunities) have ADB contributed to in FCAS and SIDS?

26. Evaluation scope, methods, and instruments. The theme chapter will adopt a micro-level analysis

method—that is, it will focus on ADB’s engagement at the country and project levels in FCAS and SIDS. 

Since ADB released in April 2021 its latest FCAS and SIDS approach, the theme chapter will not focus on 
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evaluating ADB’s bank-wide strategic approach. Rather, it will assess elements of ADB’s country- and 

project-level engagements in FCAS and SIDS as laid out in the 2013 FCAS operational plan and 2021 FSA 

approach. This will also ensure continuity from the previous IED FCAS evaluation that assessed the 2007 

FCAS approach. The theme chapter will draw on the following methodologies of data collection and 

analysis. The findings of these methodologies will be interpreted using existing ADB publications on 

fragility and conflict assessments. This will allow for a comprehensive understanding of the context in 

which ADB projects are implemented including the social, economic, and political factors that drive conflict 

and fragility and how they interplay.
3043

 

27. Portfolio and data analysis. The analysis will cover assessments of data and trends pertaining ADB’s

operations in FCAS and SIDS during 2013–2020 across various typologies such as sectors, themes, 

financing instrument, staffing and human resources, and others. ADB’s official annual list of DMCs as FCAS 

over 2013–2020 will be used for the portfolio analysis.
3144

ADB interventions in regions with subnational 

conflicts in non-FCAS DMCs will be used as illustrations of whether and how ADB works in such regions. 

The assessment will juxtapose data on ADB lending operations with country-level data on conflict, disaster, 

and other fragility- and conflict-related data to be derived from the databases of ACLED and Internal 

Displacement Monitoring Centre, among others. The portfolio and data analysis will help shed light on 

how ADB engages in FCAS and SIDS during different periods of conflict or fragility risks. 

28. Structured analyses of country-level strategies and portfolio. The analyses will focus on how well

conflict and fragility assessments are integrated into CPSs and COBPs/ICPM of selected FCAS and SIDS. The 

analyses will examine how ADB conducts conflict- and fragility-risk assessments and whether and how the 

findings of such assessments are incorporated into CPSs and COBPs/ICPM. The analyses will also cover how 

ADB sequences its projects and selects instruments depending on the conflict and fragility diagnoses. 

Finally, the analyses will involve a review of the results frameworks of selected CPSs in FCAS and SIDS to 

understand how ADB reports on conflict- and fragility-related indicators. 

29. Systematic project reviews. The reviews will cover selected projects implemented in FCAS and SIDS

during 2013–2020 both ongoing and completed to understand ADB’s differentiated approaches at the 

project level—including but not limited to project design, procurement and ADB staff supervision.  The 

reviews will also identify factors that lead to successful (and unsuccessful) projects in FCAS and SIDS as 

well as regions with subnational conflicts in non-FCAS DMCs. 

30. Staff survey. The survey will be circulated to all ADB staff to reach staff who have previously worked

in FCAS and SIDS contexts in order to understand their perception on ADB’s approach to FCAS and SIDS. 

The survey will also gather data on approaches that worked and those that did not in addressing FCAS and 

SIDS, as well as potential lessons on how ADB can improve its support for FCAS and SIDS moving forward. 

31. Comparative analysis of approaches of MDBs on FCAS and SIDS. The analysis will examine the FCAS

and SIDS approaches or strategies of the World Bank, Inter-American Development Bank, African 

Development Bank, and Islamic Development Bank. The analysis will examine: (a) the key components of 

MDBs’ FCAS and SIDS approaches particularly their differentiated approaches; (b) issues and challenges 

MBDs face in implementing their FCAS and SIDS approaches; and (c) ways MDBs can enhance the 

implementation of their FCAS and SIDS approaches. 

32. Structured interviews. Structured interviews will be conducted with: (i) ADB staff in headquarters

and resident missions; (ii) staff of development partners including World Bank, Inter-American 

Development Bank, African Development Bank, Islamic Development Bank, and relevant United Nations 

agencies, among others; (iii) officials from partner governments in selected FCAS and SIDS; and (iv) 

30  
Existing ADB publications on FCAS and SIDS will be obtained from the Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department’s 

internal resource center on FCAS and SIDS in SharePoint.  

31
 The list of ADB DMCs as FCAS varies each year depending on ADB’s country performance assessment scores, Country Policy and 

Institutional Assessment scores, and the presence of a United Nations peacekeeping missions.
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representatives of civil society organizations and community-based organizations in in selected FCAS and 

SIDS. Questions will revolve around the design, implementation and monitoring of strategies and projects 

in FCAS and SIDS, factors that determine the success of interventions implemented in FCAS and SIDS, and 

potential recommendations that can help ADB improve its support for FCAS and SIDS. 

33. Review of regional and country fragility- and conflict-related literature. The review will explore

drivers of conflict and fragility in Asia and the Pacific at the regional level and selected FCAS and SIDS 

DMCs at the country level. The review will help determine how ADB’s engagement in FCAS and SIDS are 

characterized by various drivers of conflict and fragility. 

34. Review of existing evaluation data and evidence from IED reports. The review will draw on existing

evidence from past IED evaluations that relate to ADB’s efforts to help address challenges faced by DMCs 

in FCAS and SIDS contexts—particularly on how differentiated approaches are designed and implemented. 

The review will cover final review validations of country partnership strategies for the Pacific, Afghanistan 

and Myanmar, among others. It will also cover relevant IED project evaluations/validations and portfolio 

performance reports. 

35. Theme chapter’s proposed structure. The theme chapter will comprise six sections. The first section

will provide a background on the drivers of conflict and fragility in Asia and the Pacific. In particular, the 

section will examine how the COVID-19 pandemic has exacerbated the drivers of conflict and fragility in 

ADB’s FCAS and SIDS DMCs. The section will also provide a brief discussion of ADB’s FCAS and SIDS 

approach since the 2000s. 

36. The second section will examine how relevant, responsive, and adaptive ADB’s approaches are to

country-specific drivers of fragility and conflicts. The second section will examine the adequacy of ADB’s 

due diligence measures, project modalities, sequencing of interventions, and project design, 

implementation, and M&E processes in FCAS and SIDS. The section will examine how these measures and 

instruments help identify sources and drivers of fragility and conflicts, and how CPSs and projects are 

designed to address such sources and drivers. The section will also draw on IED evaluations pertinent to 

FCAS and SIDS such as CPS final review validations for the Pacific Approach, Afghanistan, and Myanmar, 

among others. 

37. The third section will assess how ADB builds capacity and resilience in FCAS and SIDS. The section

will discuss how ADB contributes to addressing governance and capacity constraints in FCAS and SIDS. It 

will also assess the policies and incentives ADB employs to ensure adequate human, technical and financial 

resources for its operations in FCAS and SIDS. The section will also examine ADB’s knowledge and analytic 

work to understand the drivers of conflict and fragility in FCAS and SIDS and how they can be addressed. 

38. The fourth section will assess how well ADB leverages it partnerships with other stakeholders to

enhance development outcomes in FCAS and SIDS. The section will discuss the mechanisms available to 

facilitate coordination between ADB and other development partners including the private sector and civil 

society organizations in FCAS and SIDS. It will also explore the importance of cofinancing in supporting 

ADB operations in FCAS and SIDS. 

39. The fifth section will explore the development outcomes ADB has contributed to in FCAS and SIDS.

Through portfolio analysis and document reviews, the section will examine improvements in resilience 

(through improved governance and capacity development), inclusion (through reductions in poverty and 

inequality), and livelihoods (through greater employment opportunities) in FCAS and SIDS. The section will 

also assess how effective completed and ongoing ADB operations are in FCAS and SIDS between 2013 

(following the adoption of the 2013 FCAS operational plan) and 2021. The section will draw on IED project 

evaluations/validations and portfolio performance reports. The sixth and final section will present the 

chapter’s lessons, issues, and recommendations. 



Appendix A  21 

40. Limitations. The theme chapter will adopt a micro-level analysis, focusing on assessing ADB’s

country- and project-level engagements in FCAS and SIDS. Assessments of FCAS strategies and approaches 

at the corporate level will be to a minimum since ADB has just released its new FSA in 2021. To add value, 

the theme chapter’s assessment of country- and project-level engagements in FCAS and SIDS will provide 

lessons and recommendations to improve the implementation of the 2021 FSA.  

41. Due to the ongoing threat of the COVID-19 pandemic, no field missions will be conducted. In lieu

of country and field missions, the evaluation team will conduct virtual consultation meetings. The 

evaluation team will also duly coordinate with respective ADB departments in assessing ADB operations in 

Afghanistan and Myanmar, where there are ongoing conflicts amid the Taliban take-over in Afghanistan 

and a new government leadership in Myanmar. 

42. Evaluation timeline for theme chapter. The evaluation will be conducted between August 2021

and March 2022. A guide schedule for implementation of the theme chapter is presented in Table A1.1. 

Table A1.1: Evaluation Timeline for the Theme Chapter 

Activity Schedule 

Literature review  IV August 2021 – III September 2021 

Surveys (ADB staff) I – III October 2021 

Desk review and portfolio analysis III September 2021 – IV October 2021 

Virtual consultation meetings  IV October – II November 2021 

Chapter preparation III November 2021 – I January 2022 

Revision/Finalization I February 2022 – III Feb 2022 

Note: The timeline for the theme chapter is in line with the timeline for the entire Annual Evaluation Review as cited in para 16 of 

the main text. 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department.  
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FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYZING THE DRIVERS OF EFFECTIVENESS IN ADB PROJECTS 

1. Objective.  The proportion of sovereign projects assessed successful declined to 70% in 2018–2020,

from 72% in 2017–2019 which the success rate has been declining for two consecutive 3-year periods 

since 2016–2018. The performance was essentially unchanged for relevance and sustainability while 

efficiency declined slightly but remained relatively high and maintained a significant long-term improving 

trend. However, of the sovereign projects, the effectiveness rating declined by around 15% from 2016–

2017 to 2019–2020. Considering this trend, the objectives of analyzing the drivers of effectiveness in ADB 

projects are to: (i) identify key drivers of effectiveness from the recent evaluations/validations and sector 

assessments; (ii) analyze the importance of the effectiveness drivers based on the framework and 

methodology as outlined below; (iii) assess the influence of country, sector, and thematic factors on project 

effectiveness; and (iv) recommend improvements to ADB’s business processes to enhance project and 

sector level effectiveness. 

2. Portfolio Analysis. The projects under consideration are those with project completion reports

published in the period July 2015–June 2020 (AER reporting year 2016–2020), which were 

validated/evaluated. Projects with extended annual review reports and validation reports (XARRs/XVRs) will 

also be considered for the same period. Overall, of the sovereign projects, the effectiveness rating declined 

by 15% from 2016–2017 to 2019–2020 as shown in Figure B1. There was a marked difference in the 

effectiveness rating of projects by region with East Asia maintaining a level of effectiveness of over 90% 

consistently for each year in the evaluation period (Figure B2) much higher than the other four regions. 

The top five sectors in terms of their ratings of effectiveness from highest to lowest were energy (ENE), 

public sector management (PSM), transport (TRA),  finance (FIN), and water and urban services (WUS) in 

2019–2020 (Figure B3a).  The other sectors are ranked based on effectiveness from highest to lowest in 

2019–2020: (i) health (HLT); (ii) agriculture and natural resources (ANR); (iii) education (EDU); and (iv) 

information and communications technology (ICT) (Figure B3b). In terms of mode of financing, the ratings 

of effectiveness for the sovereign projects were reasonably stable over the five-year period with sector 

programs/projects and projects. 

 Figure B1: Effectiveness Rating (2016–2020)  Figure B2: Effectiveness Rating by Region (2016–2020)

Figure B3b: Effectiveness Rating by Other Sectors 

(2016–2020) 

Figure B3a: Effectiveness Rating by Other 
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n = number of IED reports. 

ANR = agriculture and natural resources, EDU = education, ENE = energy, FIN = finance, HLT = health, ICT = information and 

communications technology, IND = Industry and Trade, PSM = public sector management, TRA = transport, WUS = water and other 

urban services.  

Source: ADB Independent Evaluation Department. 

3. For nonsovereign projects, effectiveness as measured by the contribution to Private Sector

Development (PSD), declined from 62% in 2016 by 19% to 2018 and picked up in 2019 and 2020 to be 

11% higher than in 2016 (Figure B4). Within these projects, the non-financial institution projects started 

the period performing worse than the financial institution projects, but the situation had reversed since 

2017–2018 (Figure B5). 

FI = financial institution, n = number of IED reports, PSD = private sector development.    

Source: ADB Independent Evaluation Department. 

4. ADB definition of effectiveness. Trends on the effectiveness ratings of these sovereign projects are

based on the 2016 Guidelines for the Evaluation of Public Sector Operations.
1

 The assessment is mainly

based on whether the project’s intended outcomes and outputs were achieved. The assessment also 

considers results of the implementation of safeguard-related plans and gender action plans. For 

nonsovereign projects, effectiveness is assessed based on how well the investment contributes towards 

Private Sector Development (PSD) and ADB strategic development objectives. This assessment is under the 

development results criteria following the 2014 Guidelines for the Preparation of Project Performance 

Evaluation Reports on Nonsovereign Operations.
2

5. Literature Review on Factors Affecting Project Performance. Recent relevant studies suggest that 

both country and project characteristics influence project performance. In 2015, a comparative evaluation 

of ADB and the World Bank sovereign project operations performance found that almost 20% of the 

variation in project-level performance could be explained by country-level factors.
3
 The remaining 80% of 

the total variation in project performance was found to be due to micro-level factors within projects that 

comprised the following stages of the project cycle: (i) identification; (ii) project design/ preparation; and 

(iii) implementation stages. 
4
 
5

1   
IED. 2016. Guidelines for the Evaluation of Public Sector Operations. Manila: ADB. 

2
  IED. 2014. Guidelines for the Preparation of Project Performance Evaluation Reports on Nonsovereign Operations. Manila: ADB. 

3  
These country-level factors were: (i) real gross domestic product per capita growth; (ii) the World Bank’s Country Policy and 

Institutional Assessment (CPIA) rating; and the (iii) Freedom House scores on civil liberties and political rights. 

4
D. Bulman, W. Kolkma and A. Kraay, 2015. Good countries or good projects? comparing macro and micro correlates of World Bank

and Asian Development Bank project performance. Policy Research working paper; no. WPS 7245. 

5
 For ADB: (i) sovereign project performance is measured by ‘success’ that has four components; (a) relevance, (b) effectiveness, (c) 

efficiency, and (d) sustainability, and (ii) nonsovereign projects measure performance by development results that consider; (a) 

contribution to private sector development (PSD) and other ADB strategic development objectives, (ii) business success, (iii) 

contribution to economic development (economic sustainability), and (iv) environment, social, health, and safety (ESHS) 

performance. 
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6. The same statistical analysis approach was adopted for the 2018 AER theme chapter on the 

quality of project design and preparation for efficiency and sustainability. The study explored a range of 

(explanatory) variables related to: (i) country characteristics often assessed when projects are identified; 

(ii) project preparation and design; and (iii) implementation, and then regressed them against the three

dependent variables of project delay, efficiency rating and sustainability.
6
 The results showed that project-

level factors across these three key stages of the project cycle have multiple effects not only on project 

success, but also on efficiency and sustainability. ADB’s Annual Development Effectiveness Reviews 

regularly proposes new reforms that are relevant to these stages of the project cycle to improve 

effectiveness as well as relevance, efficiency, and sustainability.
7
 These reforms have included measures to 

improve project design including readiness, implementation, and supporting business processes as well as 

knowledge solutions and developing differentiated by country needs and capacity. 

7. Another empirical study by Diallo et. al. (2012) analyzed the factors of success in World Bank 

projects and the relationships between them.
8
 The study identified five critical success factors: (i) 

monitoring; (ii) coordination; (iii) design; (iv) training; and (v) institutional environment. It found 

statistically significant positive relationship between each of these factors and project success, with design 

and monitoring as the two most prominent success factors. 

8. Framework for Analysis. ADB’s country, sector, and thematic assessments seek to help improve 

project performance and effectiveness. Situational factors such as political and economic stability, 

corruption, commitment, and capacity are assessed as part of ADB’s country and sector strategies. 

Borrower commitment, capacity and other more micro-level factors also influence the following stages of 

the project cycle: (i) identification; (ii) project design/ preparation; and (iii) implementation stages. These 

three stages of the project cycle, along with evaluation and monitoring, were confirmed by the literature 

review to influence ADB’s project success, efficiency, and sustainability and would also have potential 

impacts on effectiveness. Reforms to ADB’s business processes after 2008 for improved project economic 

efficiency, implementation efficiency, and sustainability would also influence effectiveness. 

9. Approach to Analyzing Drivers of Effectiveness in ADB Projects. The proposed analytical work 

includes three components: (i) retrospective qualitative analysis of factors affecting the effectiveness of 

the selected sovereign and nonsovereign operations; (ii) retrospective quantitative analysis of effectiveness 

factors, and (iii) distillation of lessons from recent IED evaluations (country, sector and thematic) as 

relevant. 

10. The qualitative analysis component would start by utilizing the initial set of qualitative factors

identified below (para. 11) that are considered to influence project level effectiveness based on the 

literature review and an analysis of the stated reasons for poor effectiveness (or high effectiveness) given 

in a 25% sample of evaluation/ validation documents. Each of the projects would then be analyzed in more 

detail (and at the same time the relevant factors refined as necessary), and the important factors
9 
for each 

project categorized and counted. The qualitative factors influencing effectiveness would be drawn from 

the project evaluation/validation reports’ discussions on the extent the projects’ achievement of the desired 

outcomes and outputs. These factors will be further investigated along with other factors influencing 

effectiveness, as described in the literatures (paragraphs 5–8). Results from the qualitative exercise will 

inform the quantitative analysis by assisting in the selection of potential independent variables.
10

 

6
  IED. 2018. 2018 Annual Evaluation Review. The Quality of Project Design and Preparation for Efficiency and Sustainability. Chapter 

3. Manila: ADB.

7
  For example, ADB. 2021. 2020 Development Effectiveness Review. April. 

8
 Amadou Diallo, Lavagnon A. Ika, and Denis Thuiller. 2012. Critical Success Factors for World Bank Projects: An Empirical 

Investigation. International Journal of Project Management 30 (2012) 105–116. 

9
 Each project may have more than one stated reason for reduced effectiveness. 

10
 IED. 2018. 2018 Annual Evaluation Review. The Quality of Project Design and Preparation for Efficiency and Sustainability. Chapter 

3. Manila: ADB. and D. Bulman, W. Kolkma and A. Kraay, 2015. Good countries or good projects? comparing macro and micro

correlates of World Bank and Asian Development Bank project performance. Policy Research working paper; no. WPS 7245.
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11. The factors affecting effectiveness for sovereign operations identified to date include: (i)

identification factors such as inadequate assessment of; (a) borrower commitment, (b) political stability, 

(c) integrity of governance, and (d) previous experience of executing agencies (EAs)/implementing agencies

(IAs) with ADB, (ii) design and preparation factors such as; (a) project complexity (numerous components 

and/or EAs/ IAs, geographical challenges), (b) inadequate DMF and indicators, (c) inadequate preparation 

resources,
11

 (d) inadequate resources and elapsed time to ensure design-readiness, and (e) inadequate 

planned capacity building/ TA for project implementation to enhance implementation performance and 

outcome sustainability, (iii) implementation factors such as; (a) insufficient supervision (constraints on 

supervision resources/frequency of missions), (b) no midterm review mission, (c) constraints of 

Multitranche Financing Facility’s  (MFF) 10 year duration, (d) insufficient involvement of the original ADB 

Team Leader for preparation in implementation, and (e) frequent key personnel changes on government 

or ADB side, and (iv) overall factors; (a) less than satisfactory or unsatisfactory rating for borrower 

performance, and (b) less than satisfactory or unsatisfactory rating for ADB performance. For nonsovereign 

operations, the relevant version of the latter factor is expressed as ‘Overall ADB work quality’ with the 

following components: (i) screening, appraisal, and structuring; and (ii) monitoring and supervision. 

12. The frequency of these factors would be identified, counted and compared for each sovereign

and nonsovereign project as follows: (i) overall, (ii) by sector, (iii) by region; (iv) by modality; and (v) divided 

in two time periods.
12

  To understand to what extent the projects approved in these two periods may have 

varied in design complexity, if at all, a comparison of the mean values of selected variables (e.g. number 

of components; geographic location such as urban, rural, and other; and safeguards categorization) would 

also be undertaken. An examination of trends in effectiveness by year of project approval would also be 

undertaken. 

13. This qualitative approach would make efficient use of the information contained in the

PCRs/PVRs/XVRs. However, the approach depends on whether the individual effectiveness factors identified 

in evaluation/ validation documents have been correctly attributed by the authors of these documents to 

explain fundamental shortcomings in effectiveness. 

14. To complement the qualitative analysis, a quantitative, statistical regression analysis is also

proposed to be undertaken for sovereign projects. A series of independent variables relevant to project 

identification, design and preparation, and implementation would be regressed along with the control 

variables, against the dependent variable of the rating of ‘effectiveness’ to identify which of these variables 

are shown to have a statistical significance in explaining the variation in the effectiveness rating of for 

sovereign projects. The quantitative analysis would commence after a final list of project-specific variables 

are extracted from the evaluation/validation documents and RRPs (qualitative analysis). The quantitative 

approach is not proposed for nonsovereign projects because the sample is quite small at 76 operations 

and the relevant variables would be likely quite different to that for sovereign projects.
13

 

15. The results of recently completed Country Assistance Program Evaluations for Bangladesh, and

interim results where available from ongoing country partnership strategy final review validations (i.e., 

Afghanistan, Kazakhstan, Mongolia, Timor-Leste, and Viet Nam) will also be reviewed to triangulate the 

findings from the qualitative and quantitative analyses. Where relevant, the findings of 2020’s evaluations 

of the 2009 Safeguard Policy Statement and ADB’s Support for Public Private Partnerships would also be 

incorporated.  The results of the recent evaluations of modalities MFF, policy-based lending (PBL), results-

based lending (RBL), credit enhancement product (CEP) and private equity financing (PEF) that were 

featured in the 2020 AER’s Chapter 2B would be drawn on where most relevant in discussing the analysis 

of project-level effectiveness factors. Similarly, the results of recent sector-wide evaluations (ANR, ENE, and 

11
 For example, no Transaction Technical Assistance (TRTA) formerly known as Project Preparation Technical Assistance (PPTA). 

12
 In the period when the Mid Term Review of Strategy 2020 was being prepared. 

13
 The processing time from concept to approval is generally much shorter than for sovereign projects as is the time to first 

disbursement. Furthermore, the financial and non-financial institutions ADB’s lends to are likely to generally show strong 

commitment and capacity. 
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TRA) that were featured in the 2021 AER’s Chapter 2 would be referred to when discussing the project 

level analysis results. There are also recent evaluations of the energy sector in Pakistan and of the finance 

sector in Indonesia that would provide insights. 

16. The timeline for the 2022 AER Chapter 2B is presented below.

Table B1.2: Evaluation Timeline for Chapter 2B 

Activity Schedule 

Analytical work 

-Extraction of variables for qualitative and quantitative analysis September 2021 – October 2021 

-Synthesis of country, sector, and thematic evaluations September 2021 –October 2021 

-Qualitative and quantitative analysis of effectiveness October 2021 – November 2021 

Draft Chapter 2B preparation November 2021 – December 2021 

Revision/Finalization January 2022 – February 2022 



Appendix C    27 

MANAGEMENT FOLLOW-UP ON INDEPENDENT EVALUATION DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATIONS 

Table C1.1: Approved Evaluation Reports with Recommendations in the MARS, CY 2021 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, CY = calendar year, MARS = Management Action Record System, NA = not yet available. 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

Table C1.2: Evaluations with Actions Due in RY 2021 

No. Report title 

Approval 

Date 

Number of 

Actions 

Due ICD 

1 SES on Water Policy and Related Operations 19-Oct-10 1 SDCC 

2 SES on ADB Social Protection Strategy 2001 26-Oct-12 7 SDCC 

3 Thematic Evaluation Study on ADB’s Support for Inclusive Growth 04-Mar-14 1 SPD 

4 Real-Time Evaluation of ADB’s Initiatives to Support Access to Climate Finance 06-May-14 2 SDCC 

5 CAPE Tajikistan: Responding to the Changing Development Conditions 05-Aug-14 1 CWRD 

6 CAPE People's Republic of China 20-Aug-15 4 EARD 

7 

Corporate Evaluation Study on Asian Development Fund X and XI Operations: 

Opportunity Amid Growing Challenges 
24-Sep-15

2 SPD 

8 

Thematic Evaluation Study of Asian Development Bank Support for Gender and 

Development (2005–2015) 
02-May-17

2 SDCC 

9 

Corporate Evaluation Study on Boosting ADB's Mobilization Capacity: The Role of 

Credit Enhancement Products 
06-Jun-17

3 SPD 

10 

Corporate Evaluation Study on Results-Based Lending at the Asian Development 

Bank: An Early Assessment 
13-Nov-17

1 SPD 

11 

Impact of Cost-Shared Water Supply Services on Household Welfare in Small Towns: 

Ex-Post Impact Evaluation of a Project in Nepal 
29-May-18

3 

SDCC, 

ERCD 

12 

Corporate Evaluation Study on Policy-Based Lending, 2008–2017: Performance, 

Results, and Issues of Design 
07-Jun-18

3 SPD 

13 

Thematic Evaluation on Support for Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises, 2005–

2017: Business Environment, Access to Finance, Value Chains, and Women in 

Business 

13-Aug-18

2 SDCC 

14 

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

Rural Development 
02-Nov-18

2 SDCC 

15 CAPE Azerbaijan, 2011–2017 12-Dec-18 4 AZRM 

16 

Corporate Evaluation Study on Relevance and Results of Concessional Finance: Asian 

Development Fund XI and 12 
04-Sep-19

2 SPD 

17 CAPE Indonesia 2005–2018 07-Oct-19 4 IRM 

18 SAPE on ADB Support to the Indonesia Finance Sector (2005–2018) 
30-Oct-19

2 

SERD, 

PSOD 

19 

Corporate Evaluation Study on ADB's Multitranche Financing Facility, 2005–2018: 

Performance and Results Delivered 
25-Oct-19

3 SPD 

20 Sector-wide Evaluation: ADB Support for Transport, 2010–2018 27-Feb-20 4 SDCC 

21 2020 Annual Evaluation Review: ADB’s Project Level Self-Evaluation System 26-Mar-20 2 SPD 

22 

Knowledge Solutions for Development: An Evaluation of ADB’s Readiness for 

Strategy 2030 
10-Jul-20

1 SDCC 

23 Sector-wide Evaluation: ADB Energy Policy and Program, 2009–2019 04-Aug-20 2 SDCC 

Total 58 

Evaluation Report Accepted 

Partly 

Accepted Total 

Acceptance 

Rate (%) 

2021 Annual Evaluation Review: Supporting the Sustainable 

Development Goals 5 0 5 100 

Country Assistance Program Evaluation Bangladesh 2011–2020 5 0 5 100 

Thematic Evaluation: ADB Support for Action on Climate Change, 

2011–2019 6 0 6 100 

Evaluation of ADB Support for the Greater Mekong Subregion 

Program, 2012–2020 NA NA NA NA 

Evaluation of One ADB Approach NA NA NA NA 

Total 16 0 16 100 
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ADB = Asian Development Bank, AZRM = Azerbaijan Resident Mission, CAPE = country assistance program evaluation, CWRD = Central and West Asia 

Department, EARD = East Asia Department, ERCD = Economic Research and Regional Cooperation Department, ICD = implementing and coordinating 

department, INRM = India resident mission, IRM = Indonesia Resident Mission, PSOD = Private Sector Operations Department, RY = reporting year, SDCC 

= Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department, SERD = Southeast Asia Department, SPD = Strategy, Policy and Partnerships Department. 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

Table C1.3: Evaluations Reports with All Actions on Accepted Recommendations Completed, RY 2021 

Evaluation AR (%) 

Total No. 

Accepted 

Rec. 

IED Validation Rating (as of August 

2021) 

FI LI PI NI % of FI/LI 

CAPE Tajikistan: Responding to the Changing 

Development Conditions 20 1 0 0 0 0 0 

CAPE People's Republic of China  83 5 0 0 1 0 0 

CAPE Azerbaijan, 2011–2017 

100 5 0 1 0 0 20 

Corporate Evaluation Study on ADB's Multitranche 

Financing Facility, 2005-2018: Performance and 

Results Delivered 100 4 0 0 1 0 0 

Corporate Evaluation Study on Asian Development 

Fund X and XI Operations: Opportunity Amid 

Growing Challenges 100 4 0 0 2 0 0 

Corporate Evaluation Study on Boosting ADB's 

Mobilization Capacity: The Role of Credit 

Enhancement Products 100 5 0 0 2 0 0 

Corporate Evaluation Study on Policy-Based 

Lending, 2008-2017: Performance, Results, and 

Issues of Design 86 6 2 0 1 0 33 

Corporate Evaluation Study on Results-Based 

Lending at the Asian Development Bank: An Early 

Assessment 75 3 2 0 0 0 67 

Impact of Cost-Shared Water Supply Services on 

Household Welfare in Small Towns: Ex-Post 

Impact Evaluation of a Project in Nepal 100 3 0 0 0 0 0 

SES on Water Policy and Related Operations 

100 3 0 2 0 0 67 

SES on ADB Social Protection Strategy 2001 

100 7 1 0 0 0 14 

Thematic Evaluation Study of Asian Development 

Bank Support for Gender and Development 

(2005–2015) 100 4 2 0 0 0 50 

Thematic Evaluation on Support for Small and 

Medium-Sized Enterprises, 2005-2017: Business 

Environment, Access to Finance, Value Chains, 

and Women in Business 100 4 0 1 1 0 25 

Thematic Evaluation Study on ADB’s Support for 

Inclusive Growth 80 4 1 2 0 0 75 

Real-Time Evaluation of ADB’s Initiatives to 

Support Access to Climate Finance 100 3 0 1 0 0 33 

Total Recommendations 90 61 8 7 8 0 25 

AR = acceptance rate, CAPE = country assistance program evaluation, FI = fully implemented, IED = Independent Evaluation Department, 

LI = largely implemented, NI = not implemented, PI = partly implemented, Rec=recommendation, RY = reporting year.  

Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 



Appendix D   29 

Table D1: List of Completed and Expected to be Completed IED Reports in 2021 

Evaluation Report Title Board Circulation 

Date 

Corporate 

Evaluation 

Real-Time Evaluation of ADB’s Response to the COVID-19 

Pandemic: First Interim Note to the Board 

3 Feb 2021 

Corporate 

Evaluation 

Real-Time Evaluation of ADB’s Response to the COVID-19 

Pandemic: Second Interim Note to the Board 

4 June2021 

Corporate 

Evaluation 

Real-Time Evaluation of ADB’s Response to the COVID-19 

Pandemic: Third Interim Note to the Board 

Ongoing 

Corporate 

Evaluation 

One ADB Ongoing 

CAPE Country Assistance Program Evaluation for Bangladesh 10 May 2021 

CPSFRV Validation of Mongolia Country Partnership Strategy Final 

Review, 2017–2020 

7 Apr 2021 

CPSFRV Validation of Viet Nam Country Partnership Strategy Final 

Review 

20 Sep 2021 

CPSFRV Validation of Timor-Leste Country Partnership Strategy Final 

Review, 2016–2020 

Ongoing 

CPSFRV Validation of Afghanistan Country Partnership Strategy Final 

Review, Mid-2015 to Mid-2020 

Ongoing 

CPSFRV Validation of Kazakhstan Country Partnership Strategy Final 

Review 

Ongoing 

Regional Program 

Evaluation 

ADB Support for the Greater Mekong Subregion Program, 

2012–2020 

Ongoing 

PPER Uzbekistan: Land Improvement Project 17 Feb 2021 

PPER Armenia: North-South Road Corridor Investment Program, 

Tranche 1 

21 July 2021 

PPER Tajikistan: Khatlon Province Flood Risk Management Ongoing 

PPER People’s Republic of China: Integrated Ecosystem and Water 

Resources Management in the Baiyangdian Basin Project 

Ongoing 

PPER Georgia: Regional Power Transmission Enhancement Project Ongoing 

PPER Georgia: Credo Microfinance Org (Financial Inclusion for Micro 

and Small Business Growth) 

Ongoing 

PPER Georgia: Finca Bank Georgia (Financial Inclusion for Micro and 

Small Business Growth) 

Ongoing 

PPER Georgia: TBC Bank (Financial Inclusion for Micro and Small 

Business Growth) 

Ongoing 

PPER Regional: Asia Climate Partners L.P and Asia Climate Partners 

GP 

Ongoing 

TPER Regional: Promoting Energy Efficiency in the Pacific 8 Jul 2021 

TPER ADB’s One-health Interventions Ongoing 

Note: Excluding validation reports and the Annual Evaluation Review. 

AER = Annual Evaluation Review, CAPE = country assistance program evaluation, CPSFRV = country partnership strategy 

final review validation, IED = Independent Evaluation Department, PPER = project performance evaluation report, TPER = 

technical assistance performance evaluation report. 

Sources: Independent Evaluation Department; and IED Management Dashboard (as of 30 September 2021 for ongoing 

evaluations). 


