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Foreword 
 
 
 
The spread of the coronavirus disease (COVID‐19) continues to impact the world including Asian Development Bank 
(ADB) member countries. Amid the pandemic, ADB continues to support  its member countries  in addressing the 
impact of COVID‐19. This year’s Annual Evaluation Review (AER) provides an update on the Independent Evaluation 
Department’s (IED) assessment of ADB’s development effectiveness based on findings and evidence from IED’s work. 
The  AER  also  provides  an  annual  update  on  the  implementation  status  of ADB Management’s  action  plans  in 
response to recommendations from IED’s corporate, thematic, and country assistance program evaluations.  
 
To address the emergency needs and adapt to restrictions on the ground especially because of the pandemic, ADB 
operations made significant adjustments to continue delivering and assessing performance and results. Results from 
the independent assessment indicated that sovereign operations were able to sustain their performance for the past 
two consecutive 3‐year periods. In the nonsovereign sector, private sector operations marginally improved in the 
last  3‐year  period,  but  private  equity  funds  continued  to  underperform.  Technical  assistance  (TA)  validations 
highlight  the need  to  strengthen TA design,  specifically  in  terms of  tightening  the  continuum of  the design and 
monitoring framework results chain.  
 
Last year’s AER noted the declining trend in the effectiveness rating for 2016–2020, which led to this year’s focus on 
analyzing  the  factors  that  influence  it. The  report  finds  that  for  sovereign operations, adequate project design, 
improved supervision, executing agency and implementing agency capacity, commitment, and monitoring were the 
key drivers of effectiveness. For nonsovereign operations, quality of project design, and supervision and monitoring 
capacity to support environment, social, health, and safety performance were key factors affecting effectiveness.  
 
This year’s AER also presents an in‐depth assessment on ADB’s engagement in fragile and conflict‐affected situations 
(FCAS) and small  island developing states  (SIDS). A  focus on FCAS and SIDS  is  timely as  the COVID‐19 pandemic 
intensifies existing drivers of conflict and  fragility  in  these environments. Further,  two ADB member countries—
Afghanistan and Myanmar—have experienced conflicts and  increased security risks  in 2021, with ADB placing  its 
assistance to these countries on temporary hold. ADB continues to respond to the need to work differently in FCAS 
and SIDS contexts. However, there is room for improving how ADB addresses context‐specific drivers of fragility and 
conflict at the country, subnational, and project  levels.  Its harmonized collaboration with development  financing 
institutions,  humanitarian  agencies,  civil  society  organizations,  and  other  development  actors will  be  crucial  in 
addressing fragility and conflict and building resilience in FCAS and SIDS environments. Finally, ADB must enhance 
its country and project monitoring systems with indicators and narratives that are tailored to drivers of fragility and 
conflict in FCAS and SIDS. To promote an inclusive and sustainable recovery from the COVID‐19 pandemic and future 
crises, addressing fragility and conflict is a high priority in the development agendas of ADB and other development 
organizations. 
 

 
 
 
 
Emmanuel Jimenez  
Director General 
Independent Evaluation 
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2022 Annual Evaluation Review  

  THE EVALUATION IN BRIEF 

The Annual Evaluation Review (AER) provides a high-level 
perspective on the performance and results of the Asian 
Development Bank (ADB), based on findings from 
Independent Evaluation Department (IED) evaluations and 
validations. This year’s AER continues to present early 
findings from the technical assistance (TA) completion 
report validations, which were launched in 2020. In addition, 
it discusses the assessments of key drivers of effectiveness in 
ADB projects, based on the evaluated and validated project 
completion reports for sovereign and nonsovereign 
operations during 2016–2020. The AER also provides an 
annual update on the implementation status of ADB’s action 
plans in response to recommendations from IED's high-level 
and country assistance program evaluations. The 2022 AER’s 
theme chapter is on ADB’s engagement in fragile and 
conflict-affected situations (FCAS) and small island 
developing states (SIDS). It seeks to shed light on how ADB 
can boost the quality and effectiveness of its engagement in 
these contexts. 

Issues and Lessons 
 

The success rate of projects in infrastructure sectors was 69% 
in 2019–2021 with a declining trend continuing since 2016–
2018. 
 

Deficiencies in project design and weak monitoring remain 
critical issues resulting in low project effectiveness for both 
sovereign and nonsovereign operations. 
 

Enhanced project design quality and the establishment and 
maintenance of a robust project performance monitoring 
system and environmental, social, health, and safety system 
improve project effectiveness. 
 

Effective implementation of institutional support and 
targeted reforms are crucial for strengthening the capacity of 
the executing and implementing agencies, which enhances 
project effectiveness. 
 

Giving equal emphasis to active conflict and to institutional 
and socioeconomic fragilities would enhance ADB’s 
engagement in FCAS and SIDS. 
 

Better donor collaboration is needed to support long-term 
capacity and governance reforms and timely humanitarian 
assistance for FCAS and SIDS. 
 

The inclusion of conflict- or fragility-sensitive narratives and 
indicators in country and project results frameworks would 
help ADB to track operations performance and results in 
FCAS and SIDS. 

Performance of ADB Operations 
 

The percentage of successful sovereign operations 
steadied at 70% in 2019–2021. Performance improved for all 
other criteria in 2019–2021 except for efficiency. The reasons 
behind the declining trend in efficiency to 70% in 2019–2021 
from 72% in 2018–2020 were: economic benefits that were 
less than envisaged, implementation delays, and cost 
overruns, all of which reduced the economic viability of 
projects. Overall effectiveness improved to 69% in 2019–
2021 from 64% in 2018–2020, which was largely brought 
about by the strong effectiveness performance of sovereign 
operations in 2021. Sovereign project performance in South 
Asia showed a slight improvement in 2019–2021, while that in 
other regions, it either declined slightly or remained the same. 
 

The success rate of projects in infrastructure sectors was 
69% in 2019–2021 with a declining trend continuing since 
2016–2018 when the sector performed at 76%. The 
performance of infrastructure sectors declined slightly from 
73% in 2017–2020 to 70% in 2018–2020 and then to 69% in 
2019–2021. The performance of non-infrastructure sectors 
also declined from 81% in 2018–2020 to 78% in 2019–2021. 
 

The proportion of successful private sector operations 
marginally improved to 55% in 2019–2021 from 53% in 
2018–2020 and 51% in 2017–2019. Overall success rating 
marginally increased with improved rating for all criteria in 
2019–2021 except for ADB investment profitability, which 
declined from 65% in 2018–2020 to 61% in 2019–2021. 
 

Country program success declined from 86% in 2016–2018 
to 68% in 2019–2021. The decline in the overall performance 
were mainly caused by the decline in effectiveness and 
persisting low sustainability of country programs. The 
significant percentage difference between the 3-year 
averages was also partly due to small sample sizes and mix of 
country programs validated. 
 

Technical assistance completion report validations 
highlight the need to strengthen TA design, specifically in 
tightening the continuum of the design and monitoring 
framework results chain. Findings from 46 validated TA 
completion reports show that TA projects often lacked a 
reasonable cause–effect relationship between the outputs 
and the outcomes and their corresponding indicators.  
 
Key Drivers of Effectiveness in ADB Projects 
 

The AER analyzed the factors that influence project 
effectiveness especially those affecting the continuous 
declining trend in the effectiveness rating during 2016–
2020. The analysis focused on identifying the key drivers 
that have led to underperformance in effectiveness during 
2016-2020. 
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Building resilience in FCAS and SIDS requires a 
multidimensional approach to addressing fragility and 
conflict risks. Economic, environmental, social, and 
institutional risks all shape fragility and conflict, and 
addressing these risks can help identify pathways from 
fragility and conflict to resilience. Adequate fiscal space and 
growth promotion will bolster the state’s capacities to 
mitigate the socioeconomic impacts of fragility and conflict 
risks, deliver public services, and improve the quality of 
living standards. The promotion of environmental resilience 
will benefit from country- and project-based responses that 
incorporate climate-resilient measures in national 
strategies and individual projects, especially in 
infrastructure. To address the severe constraints in human 
capital in FCAS and SIDS, development partners such as 
ADB need to identify how they can add value in the health, 
education, and social protection sectors. Finally, in 
addressing capacity and governance challenges, the quality 
at entry of ADB’s capacity development initiatives needs to 
improve; FCAS and SIDS need more long-term engagement 
rather than short-term one-off technical assistance, 
findings of the consultations across ADB departments 
revealed. 
 
ADB is leveraging its partnerships with other 
development and humanitarian agencies to promote 
conflict-prevention, deliver assistance in conflict-
affected areas, and produce analytic products with a 
focus on prevention, including risk and resilience 
assessments. Partnerships between humanitarian and 
development agencies have also increased and these can 
help to close gaps in financing and responses by bridging 
relief and development. For example, ADB is working with 
United Nations agencies to deliver crucial humanitarian and 
development support. However, differences between the 
fiduciary, security, and project monitoring systems of 
multilateral development banks and United Nations 
agencies need to be addressed. 
 
ADB’s country- and project-level monitoring frameworks 
and indicators are not always tailored to FCAS and SIDS 
contexts and sometimes do not fully reflect country-
specific drivers and risks of fragility and conflict. As a 
result, it is often difficult to assess whether and to what 
extent FCAS and SIDS are transitioning out of the fragility 
and/or conflict spectrum. In terms of performance, ADB 
operations in FCAS and SIDS continue to lag with those in 
other developing member countries in terms of being 
procurement ready. However, they are becoming 
increasingly design ready, which may be attributed to the 
use of project readiness financing for project preparation 
consulting services such as detailed engineering design, 
capacity building, limited project start-up support, and 
project design pilot testing. 

For sovereign operations, adequate project design, improved 
supervision, executing agency and implementing agency 
capacity, commitment, and monitoring were the key drivers 
of effectiveness. The presence of a functional project 
performance monitoring system, which is in the monitoring and 
evaluation phase, was also identified as a key factor affecting the 
effectiveness rating.  

For nonsovereign operations, quality of project design, and 
supervision and monitoring capacity to support environment, 
social, health, and safety performance were key factors 
affecting effectiveness. The review focused on the two 
subcriteria under the development results criterion: (i) 
contribution to private sector development and ADB’s strategic 
development objectives, and (ii) environment, social, health, 
and safety performance. 

Implementation of IED Recommendations 
Management acceptance of recommendations has improved 
to 95% over the 5 years since the reform process under the 
Management Action Record System began in 2017. The 
reforms resulted in better aligned recommendations and action 
plans, but further efforts are needed to narrow the gap between 
acceptance and implementation success rates. During 2017–
2021, 77% of accepted recommendations were reported as fully 
or largely implemented, compared with 73% in 2012–2016. 

A review of completed recommendations indicates that 
Management has made ongoing efforts to respond to issues 
and concerns raised by IED evaluations. In 2021, Management 
completed all recommendations from 15 evaluation studies. IED 
validated these 61 completed recommendations and assessed 
that 79% were largely implemented or better.  

ADB’s Engagement in Fragile and Conflict-
Affected Situations and Small Island Developing 
States  
ADB has long recognized the need to engage continually and 
work differently in FCAS and SIDS, but it can do better in 
addressing the context-specific drivers of fragility and 
conflict in these countries. ADB’s engagement in FCAS and 
SIDS mainly rests on the use of differentiated approaches, but 
these remain loosely defined in both strategic and operational 
terms. ADB and other multilateral development banks tend to 
place greater strategic emphasis on their response to active 
conflict in FCAS than on resolving long-term institutional 
fragilities in SIDS when implementing their FCAS-related 
approaches. ADB’s classification system for FCAS needs to 
employ a more nuanced understanding of the institutional and 
socioeconomic fragility and conflict risks developing member 
countries face, whether or not they are classified as FCAS and/or 
SIDS. While ADB’s analytical and diagnostic work for FCAS and 
SIDS is reflected in country partnership strategies, the findings 
of such knowledge work do not appear to be systematically 
incorporated into the sequencing and prioritization of grant and 
lending programs.  
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The Annual Evaluation Review (AER) provides the 
Asian Development Bank (ADB) Board of 
Directors, Management, operations staff, and 
other stakeholders with an independent 
perspective on ADB’s development effectiveness 
based on findings and evidence from the work of 
the Independent Evaluation Department (IED). 
This year’s AER has three chapters. Chapter 1 
provides an overview of the performance of ADB 
operations and presents an update on findings 
and lessons from the technical assistance 
completion report (TCR) validations that ADB 
introduced in 2020. It also discusses the 
assessments of key drivers of effectiveness in ADB 
projects, based on the evaluated and validated 
project completion reports for sovereign and 
nonsovereign operations (NSO) during 2016–
2020. Chapter 2 provides an annual update on 
the implementation status of ADB Management’s 
action plans in response to recommendations 
from IED's corporate, thematic, and country 
assistance program evaluations. Chapter 3 
presents an in-depth assessment on a selected 
theme of strategic importance from an 
evaluation perspective. This year, the theme is 
ADB’s engagement in fragile and conflict-
affected situations (FCAS) and small island 
developing states (SIDS). The chapter seeks to 
shed light on how ADB can boost the quality and 
effectiveness of its engagement in these contexts.  
 
Performance of ADB Operations 
 
The percentage of successful sovereign 
operations steadied at 70% in 2019–2021. 
Performance improved for all other criteria in 
2019–2021 except for efficiency. The reasons 
behind the declining trend in efficiency to 70% in 
2019–2021 from 72% in 2018–2020 were: 
economic benefits that were less than envisaged, 
implementation delays, and cost overruns, all of 
which reduced projects’ economic viability. 
Overall effectiveness improved to 69% in 2019–
2021 from 64% in 2018–2020, which was largely 
brought about by the strong effectiveness 
performance of sovereign operations in 2021.  
 

The success rate of projects in infrastructure 
sectors was 69% in 2019–2021 with a 
declining trend continuing since 2016–2018 
when the sector performed at 76%. 
Performance of infrastructure sector declined 
slightly from 73% in 2017–2020 to 70% in 2018–
2020 then to 69% in 2019–2021. The projects in 
the transport sector had a 69% success rate in 
2019–2021, while those in the agriculture, 
natural resources, and rural development sector 
had a success rate of 79%. In both sectors, the 
performance improved from the previous 3-year 
average. However, the energy sector success 
rating declined from 88% in 2018–2020 to 78% 
in 2019–2021. In 2019–2021, the share of energy 
sector to total infrastructure projects was 25%, a 
one-percentage point higher than the previous 3-
year period. The performance of water and other 
urban infrastructure and services also declined 
from 59% in 2018–2020 to 53% in 2019–2021. 
The performance of projects in non-infrastructure 
sectors declined, from 81% in 2018–2020 to 78% 
in 2019–2021, driven by the lower success rate in 
public sector management operations. The 
performance of projects in the finance sector 
remained the weakest among all non-
infrastructure sectors at 69% in 2019–2021.  
 
Sovereign project performance in South Asia 
showed a slight improvement in 2019–2021, 
while performance in other regions either 
declined slightly or remained the same. The 
slight upturn in the performance of sovereign 
operations in South Asia from 65% in 2018–2020 
to 67% in 2019–2021 was due to the resurgence 
of project performance in India, particularly in the 
transport and energy sectors. The performance in 
Southeast Asia remained strong in 2019–2021 at 
80%. In Central and West Asia, project 
performance remained at 66% in 2019–2021. 
Performance in the Pacific region remained at a 
low level and dipped, slightly from 53% in 2018–
2020 to 50% in 2019–2021. The performance of 
projects in East Asia was unchanged at 86% in 
2019–2021. 
 

Executive Summary 
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The proportion of successful private sector 
operations marginally improved to 55% in 
2019–2021 from 53% in 2018–2020 and 51% 
in 2017–2019. Success ratings marginally 
improved for all criteria in 2019–2021 except for 
ADB investment profitability, which declined 
from 65% in 2018–2020 to 61% in 2019–2021. 
The decline was affected by the weak 
performance of private equity funds (PEFs) and 
infrastructure projects. All 12 of the evaluated 
PEFs in 2019–2021 were rated unsatisfactory and 
37% of the 19 infrastructure projects evaluated in 
2021 were assessed less than satisfactory or 
unsatisfactory. The success rate of financial 
institution projects was 70%, higher than that for 
infrastructure projects (66%) in 2019–2021. 
Financial institution projects had a high 
satisfactory rating of 80% in 2021, up from   50% 
in 2020. ADB's interventions in three banks and a 
nonbank financial institution (NBFI) helped 
increase their lending to target segments, while 
also improving the banks’ credit quality and the 
NBFI's unique business model. The decline in 
infrastructure project performance stemmed 
from the increased share of non-energy 
transactions. Of the projects from the water and 
other urban infrastructure and services; 
education; information, communications, and 
technology; and agriculture sectors evaluated 
during 2020 and 2021, only half were assessed 
satisfactory. Southeast Asia had the highest 
percentage of successful private sector 
operations over 2012–2021, buoyed by a     100% 
success rate in 10 projects over the last 2 years, 
most of which were in the energy sector. 
 
Country program success declined from 86% 
in 2016–2018 to 68% in 2019–2021. The decline 
in the overall performance were mainly caused by 
a decline in effectiveness and persisting low 
sustainability of country programs. Declining 
effectiveness was mostly driven by a shortfall in 
the targets, particularly the nonachievement of 
institutional reforms in the sectors that 
dominated the country programs. The 
persistently low sustainability rate was due to 
inadequate routine operation and maintenance 
(O&M) funding. The significant percentage 
difference between the 3-year averages was also 
partly due to small sample sizes and the mix of 
country programs validated. 
 

Technical assistance completion report 
validations highlight the need to strengthen 
TA designs, specifically in tightening the 
continuum of the design and monitoring 
framework (DMF) results chain. While not 
representative of the TA completion report (TCR) 
population, findings from 46 validated TCRs 
showed that technical assistance (TA) projects 
often lacked a reasonable cause–effect 
relationship between the outputs and the 
outcomes and their corresponding indicators. For 
effectiveness, while most of the validated TCRs 
showed that the TA had provided knowledge 
support, the uptake of knowledge products was 
usually not measured in a robust way. DMF 
indicators that clearly capture knowledge uptake 
(e.g., through user surveys or documentation of 
knowledge use in future investments) can steer 
ADB efforts as it expands its knowledge agenda 
and scales up its role as a knowledge bank. For 
efficiency, several TCRs in the sample mentioned 
that the coronavirus disease (COVID-19) 
pandemic had resulted in TA extensions.  The use 
of virtual platforms enabled ADB to carry on with 
its operations. 
 
Key Drivers of Effectiveness in ADB Projects 
 
The AER analyzed the factors that influence 
project effectiveness, especially those 
affecting the continuous declining trend in the 
effectiveness rating during 2016–2020. For 
sovereign operations, the review used the 
definition of the effectiveness criterion in the IED 
guidelines on evaluating ADB sovereign projects. 
The analysis was based on a review of project 
validation reports produced by IED during 2016–
2020. For NSO, since there is no specific 
equivalent evaluation criterion for effectiveness, 
the review focused on two subcriteria that are 
best proxies for effectiveness performance: (i) 
contribution to private sector development and 
ADB’s strategic development objectives; and (ii) 
environment, social, health, and safety (ESHS) 
performance. These were to be found in the 
extended annual review validation reports 
produced by IED during 2016–2020. 
 
For sovereign operations, adequate project 
design, improved supervision, executing 
agency and implementing agency capacity, 
commitment, and monitoring were the key 
drivers of effectiveness. Among the four phases 
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of the project cycle, the highest occurrences of 
factors affecting the effectiveness rating fell 
under the design and preparation phase, 
followed by implementation, monitoring and 
evaluation, and project identification. During the 
design and preparation phase, factors such as the 
quality of the project design and the DMF were 
important. During the implementation phase, the 
adequacy of ADB supervision and the executing 
and implementing agency capacity were critical. 
The presence of a functional project performance 
monitoring system (PPMS), which is part of the 
monitoring and evaluation phase, was also 
identified as a key factor affecting the 
effectiveness rating. Borrower or government 
commitment, which was considered under the 
project identification phase, was also critical. The 
quantitative analysis reinforced the factors 
identified in the qualitative analysis: proxy 
variables for DMF quality associated with project 
design, adequacy of ADB supervision, executing 
or implementing agency capacity, and the 
presence of a functional PPMS had a statistically 
significant relationship with the effectiveness 
rating. Identification of the proxy variables took 
into consideration data limitations in project 
documents and databases.  
 
For NSO, the quality of the project design, and 
the supervision and monitoring capacity to 
support ESHS performance were key factors 
affecting effectiveness. The adequacy of project 
designs, such as the inclusion of established 
measurable targets and reporting mechanisms, 
was the dominant factor affecting NSO projects’ 
effectiveness in terms of their contribution to 
private sector development and ADB’s strategic 
development objectives. Capacity support to 
enable progress in compliance to be properly 
documented and better supervision and 
monitoring to improve the assessment of ESHS 
performance were also important. Given that 
ESHS report preparation falls under the 
responsibility of the companies, it is critical that 
they have strong management support and ESHS 
policies. Where these are lacking, more proactive 
interventions from ADB were needed.  
 
Issues  
 
The performance of sovereign operations in 
the infrastructure sectors declined from 76% 
in 2016–2018 to 69% in 2019–2021. 

Considering that most ADB operations are in the 
infrastructure sectors, this decline is a concern. 
Long standing issues related to addressing key 
institutional and financial sustainability and 
implementation delays impacted the success 
rates of projects in these sectors.  
 
For NSO, the performance of PEFs has 
significantly declined since 2016–2018. Of the 
12 PEFs evaluated during 2019–2021, none was 
rated successful. Most of the PEFs assessed made 
less than satisfactory contributions to economic 
development, with their economic rates of return 
below the fund’s weighted average cost of 
capital. ADB’s investment profitability from PEFs 
was unsatisfactory in all cases, given the negative 
gains from exits or fair value based on partial sale 
or offers. In addition, 67% of PEFs did not provide 
sufficient or credible evidence that ADB’s 
participation had brought either financial or non-
financial additionality to the performance of 
individual funds or to fund portfolio target 
companies. ADB’s work quality assessment was 
also low for PEFs, mainly due to ADB’s inadequate 
due diligence.  
 
Deficiencies in project design and weak 
monitoring remain critical issues and resulted 
in low project effectiveness for both sovereign 
operations and NSO. Deficiencies in project 
design, which relate to a mismatch of project 
scopes and financing plans and/or 
implementation arrangements, coupled with 
unclear targets and mechanisms to monitor them, 
were part of the main issues affecting project 
effectiveness. In NSO, the implementing capacity 
of companies or investees is critical, a factor 
which needs to be adequately assessed at the 
design stage if project effectiveness is to be 
enhanced. The weak monitoring capacity of the 
implementing agencies supervising sovereign 
projects and financial institutions in 
nonsovereign projects remains a key impediment 
to project effectiveness. These issues can be 
addressed by strengthening ADB’s assessment of 
the implementing agency’s capacity and 
institutional arrangements, as well as by ensuring 
properly established reporting mechanisms and 
measurable targets are in place. For NSO 
infrastructure projects, integrating 
environmental, social, and health targets in the 
design strengthens ESHS performance. However, 
this needs to be fully complemented by proper 
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implementation and monitoring of ESHS 
performance. These issues were a particular 
concern for NSO projects implemented by 
financial institutions. 
 
Lessons  
 
Enhanced project design quality and the 
establishment and maintenance of robust 
PPMS and ESHS systems improve project 
effectiveness. A robust assessment of the 
country, sector, and project risks and 
assumptions will enable the most appropriate 
investment modality to be selected. TA support 
can enhance the quality of project design. This 
includes an appropriate assessment of the 
capacity of the executing and implementing 
agencies to implement and monitor the projects. 
For NSO infrastructure projects, integrating 
environmental, social, and health targets in the 
design strengthens the ESHS performance, but 
this must be complemented by proper 
implementation and monitoring. In cases where 
weak capacity was identified at the outset, 
adequate technical support, embedded in the 
design, can mitigate the risks from failure to 
implement and monitor the projects through 
functional PPMS and ESHS systems.   
 
Effective implementation of institutional 
support and targeted reforms are crucial for 
strengthening the capacity of executing and 
implementing agencies, which enhances 
project effectiveness. Appropriate institutional 
support, which includes adequate knowledge 
and TA support and achievement of reform 
targets, is needed to support executing and 
implementing agencies to enhance project 
effectiveness. This is particularly important in the 
infrastructure sectors but also in country 
programs, where reform targets were crucial to 
achieving and sustaining project outcomes. 
Similarly, the review of sovereign projects 
revealed that successful institutional 
development support improved project 
effectiveness.  
 
Implementation of IED Recommendations 
 
Management acceptance of 
recommendations has improved to 95% over 
the 5 years since the reform process on 
Management Action Record System (MARS) 

began in 2017 but further efforts will be 
needed to narrow the gap between the 
acceptance and implementation success rates. 
Reforms that were part of the MARS process 
resulted in recommendations and action plans 
that were better aligned with each other. 
However, in 2017–2021, at most 77% of 
recommendations were fully or largely 
implemented, slightly better than 73% in 2012–
2016. Implementation rates of the accepted 
recommendations have been modest, and these 
were affected by: (i) insufficient time to complete 
the actions and delays, (ii) shortcomings in action 
plan designs, and (iii) external factors such as the 
ongoing COVID-19 pandemic and changes in 
government policies and institutions.  
 
A review of the completed recommendations 
indicates that Management has made 
ongoing efforts to respond to issues and 
concerns raised by IED evaluations. In 2021, 
Management completed all recommendations 
from 15 evaluation reports. IED validated these 
61 completed recommendations and assessed 
that 79% had been largely implemented or better. 
At the country level, ADB has made country 
programs more responsive and relevant by filling 
in gaps in the programs, conducting policy 
dialogue, and adjusting the modalities of 
operations and focus of investments. ADB has 
done well in strengthening due diligence and 
developing staff and client capacity in result-
based lending, policy-based lending, and use of 
credit enhancement products. ADB’s thematic 
priorities are now better aligned with Strategy 
2030. Operational plans have been developed for 
the health sector, social protection, and gender 
equality, among others. Those actions on 
recommendations that were not largely 
implemented or better were hampered by delays 
in implementation and insufficient time to 
complete them. Some of these actions were 
reassessed and/or adapted given the implications 
of the COVID-19 pandemic. ADB will need to 
continue to assess the pandemic’s impact on 
ongoing and future actions, e.g., actions on 
policy and structural reforms. 
 
Assessing ADB’s Engagement in FCAS and SIDS 
 
The selected theme of this AER is ADB’s 
engagement in FCAS and SIDS, with a focus on 
the mechanisms and instruments it uses at 
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country and project levels to help address the 
challenges faced in these countries. IED seeks 
to answer the following overarching question: 
How can ADB boost the quality and effectiveness 
of its engagement in FCAS and SIDS in order to 
deliver on the expectation that it can help 
improve livelihoods, inclusiveness, and resilience 
in these countries? Specifically, the theme 
chapter assesses the following areas of ADB’s 
engagement in FCAS and SIDS: (i) the relevance 
and responsiveness of ADB’s approach to drivers 
and risks of fragility and conflict, (ii) ADB’s efforts 
to help build resilience in FCAS and SIDS, (iii) 
ADB’s partnerships with other development 
organizations, and (iv) the performance and 
results of ADB operations in FCAS and SIDS. 
 
A country is considered FCAS if it has an average 
score of 3.2 or less based on ADB’s country 
performance assessment (CPA) and the World 
Bank’s country policy and institutional 
assessment (CPIA), or the presence of United 
Nations peacekeeping forces in the past 3 years. 
Meanwhile, ADB recognizes SIDS as the collective 
group represented by the United Nations Office 
of the High Representative for the Least 
Developed Countries, Landlocked Developing 
Countries and Small Island Developing States. In 
2021, ADB classified 11 developing member 
countries (DMCs) as FCAS (including 8 SIDS 
DMCs). Meanwhile, 16 of ADB DMCs are SIDS 
(including 14 DMCs in the Pacific, and 1 DMC 
each in South Asia and Southeast Asia). 
 
The theme chapter presents findings gathered 
from consultation meetings with ADB staff from 
headquarters and resident missions; with staff 
from international financial institutions, 
including other multilateral development banks 
(MDBs) and an intergovernmental economic 
organization; portfolio analysis; document 
reviews; regression analysis of factors associated 
with countries’ transitioning out of fragile 
conditions; and a staff perception survey 
circulated to 1,593 ADB staff with a response rate 
of nearly 65%.  
 
Fragility, Conflict, and Resilience in a COVID-
19 Era 
 
The COVID-19 pandemic has added to the 
urgency of addressing drivers of fragility and 
conflict in FCAS and SIDS. Gross domestic 

product (GDP) contracted sharply in almost all 
countries in 2020 due to socioeconomic 
disruptions, political instability, and violence in 
certain FCAS DMCs. FCAS and SIDS now face 
budget deficits and ballooning debt in the wake 
of the COVID-19 pandemic. The income losses 
generated by the pandemic, combined with the 
response to the health and economic fallout, 
have led to sharp contractions in fiscal revenues 
and fiscal balances.  
  
ADB’s Approach to Fragility and Conflict 
 
ADB has shown continued commitment to 
supporting FCAS and SIDS. ADB has been 
refining its FCAS approach since 2004. Since all 
SIDS (except the Maldives and Timor-Leste) are in 
the Pacific, ADB’s Pacific approach has largely 
served as its overall strategic and operational 
guide for its work in SIDS. In 2021, ADB adopted 
an FCAS and SIDS Approach (FSA), which 
consolidates its approach to these two country 
groups. The FSA demonstrates ADB’s continued 
recognition of the need to work differently in 
FCAS and SIDS. FCAS-related issues have been on 
other MDBs’ agendas for decades.  
 
The level of explicit strategic attention by ADB 
and other MDBs to the institutional and 
socioeconomic fragilities faced by SIDS is not 
as evident as the active conflict observed in 
FCAS. While the FCAS definition covers both 
fragility and conflict, and ADB’s FSA is a joint 
approach to FCAS and SIDS, the fragilities faced 
by SIDS tend to be overshadowed by the active 
conflict experienced in FCAS. ADB’s FSA and past 
FCAS approaches identify measures for both 
FCAS and SIDS, but findings of the evaluation’s 
consultations revealed that ADB has tended to 
focus more on conflict-affected countries than on 
SIDS when implementing such approaches. 
Specifically, staff underscored the need for ADB 
to pay greater attention to the structural 
challenges that SIDS face, including their small 
economies, limited access to financing, and 
remoteness and isolation. 
 
Fragility and conflict are better viewed as a 
continuous spectrum. This evaluation found 
from its consultations with ADB departments that 
CPA scores, which form the basis for the FCAS 
classification, do not fully capture the drivers of 
fragility and conflicts faced by DMCs. The CPA 
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formula provides a useful but less than 
comprehensive approach to identifying FCAS or 
SIDS. Countries may continue facing notable 
fragility risks even if their CPA scores are above 
the 3.2 threshold in certain years. Further, ADB’s 
FCAS classification system may not be sensitive to 
the discussion and analysis of how to approach 
subnational conflicts and the spillover effects of 
conflicts in other countries, such as an influx of 
refugees.  
 
ADB’s Efforts to Help Build Resilience in FCAS 
and SIDS 
 
Approaches to building resilience in FCAS and 
SIDS are closely linked to addressing 
economic, environmental, human capital, and 
capacity constraints. Findings of the 
evaluation’s consultations with ADB operations 
staff revealed that they view capacity challenges 
as the key constraints on the development of 
FCAS and SIDS. Such challenges hamper states’ 
ability to carry out basic governance functions, 
making it more difficult for development 
organizations like ADB to operate in these 
countries. 
 
FCAS and SIDS need greater fiscal space and 
promotion of growth if they are to strengthen 
their economic resilience. An increase in the 
fiscal space (whether through raising taxes or by 
securing foreign or domestic grants or loans) will 
enable countries to mitigate the socioeconomic 
effects of conflicts and fragilities. IED found that 
a one unit rise in external debt increases the 
likelihood of a country being classified as group 
B (with access to ordinary capital resources [OCR] 
and concessional assistance) and group C (regular 
OCR) by 1.6–5.2 times, in comparison to group A 
(concessional assistance-only), which 9 of the 11 
FCAS DMCs belong to. This underscores the need 
for development organizations to adopt a 
coordinated approach to strengthen revenue 
mobilization systems in FCAS and SIDS, and to 
provide budget support anchored in the 
implementation of key reforms. Similarly, IED 
found that a one unit increase in GDP growth 
raises by 1.4–2.7 times the probability that a 
country is classified in groups B and C compared 
with a group A country classification. Both the 
pace and the pattern of growth matter in FCAS 
and SIDS, as growth enhances the state’s capacity 
to deliver public services, strengthen fiscal 

conditions, support human capital development, 
and improve the quality of living standards. 
 
To promote environmental resilience in FCAS 
and SIDS, ADB is adopting both country- and 
project-based responses. In SIDS, ADB is 
supporting DMCs to collect and analyze climate 
risk data, which will be used to inform policies 
and long-term planning across sectors; and to 
access international climate finance. TA resources 
and project readiness financing are also available 
to support project preparation, including 
integration of climate-resilient features in 
infrastructure projects. Finally, ADB is designing 
climate-resilient infrastructure by ensuring that 
project design accounts for environmental 
conditions, which can rapidly change during a 
project’s life cycle. For example, in the Pacific, 
ADB designs road projects that take account of 
the need for higher road maintenance. In some 
cases, the height of bridges is being increased or 
more culverts and ditches are being included, 
given the possibility of more rainfall. 
 
Greater donor coordination in education and 
health and social protection would be 
beneficial for long-term human capital 
development in FCAS and SIDS. Because of the 
unprecedented and long-lasting impacts of the 
pandemic on the already constrained human 
capital in these contexts, development agencies 
will need to coordinate to identify how each can 
add value to health, education, and social 
protection interventions. The chapter finds that a 
one percentage point increase in social 
expenditures leads to an increase in the likelihood 
by 1.1–1.25 times that a country is classified in 
groups B and C in comparison to group A. 
 
Governance and capacity development 
challenges are the foremost constraints facing 
FCAS and SIDS. Addressing capacity constraints 
is important for economic and environmental 
resilience and human capital development in 
FCAS and SIDS. ADB staff identified limited 
government capacity—which is especially 
pronounced in SIDS—as a major hurdle to project 
implementation, the evaluation’s consultations 
revealed. They noted that executing and 
implementing agencies in SIDS require constant 
capacity development support throughout the 
project cycle, exacerbated by high staff turnover 
in government agencies. ADB and other MDBs 
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use TA, project support, or capacity 
supplementation to address such capacity 
constraints. 
 
ADB’s Partnerships with Other Development 
Organizations in Supporting FCAS and SIDS 
 
Development organizations are placing more 
emphasis on prevention mechanisms so they 
can ensure more countries do not fall into the 
FCAS classification. For example, the 
International Monetary Fund assists member 
countries—including those not on the FCAS list—
through conflict prevention. It helps these 
countries tackle drivers of fragility before they 
lead to a crisis by helping countries establish 
inclusive policies, among others. Similarly, the 
African Development Bank’s 2019 concept note 
for developing its new FCAS strategy notes that 
an upstream approach will be taken to prevent 
the socioeconomic causes of regional insecurity 
and humanitarian crises, such as migration, 
refugees, and forced displacement. 
 
ADB’s FSA does not explicitly state that ADB 
will support conflict-prevention efforts, but 
notes that it will rely on collaboration with 
other development partners in this area. 
Nevertheless, the FSA notes that ADB is a member 
of the Fragility Conflict and Violence Working 
Group, together with six other MDBs. Established 
in 2019, this group will produce analysis with a 
focus on prevention, including risk and resilience 
assessments. 
 
Partnerships between humanitarian and 
development agencies have increased, helping 
to avoid gaps in financing and responses by 
bridging relief and development. There has 
been more emphasis on broad-based 
collaborative efforts in support of the link 
between humanitarian aid and development, 
involving a close interaction among MDBs, United 
Nations agencies, and civil society organizations. 
ADB’s implementation arrangements with United 
Nations agencies will require a harmonized 
approach covering fiduciary controls, security 
rules, project monitoring, procurement policy, 
and anticorruption provisions to ensure the 
effective and timely delivery of assistance in 
conflict-affected areas by United Nations 
agencies.  
 

ADB Performance and Results in FCAS and 
SIDS 
 
ADB’s country- and project-level results 
frameworks do not fully reflect conflict- or 
fragility-sensitive narratives and indicators. 
ADB’s 2021 FSA acknowledges that “currently 
used monitoring indicators may not fully reflect 
the country context or the effectiveness of project 
interventions in FCAS and SIDS environments, 
and the impact on evaluation at project 
completion.” However, because country 
partnership strategies and project results 
frameworks do not always include conflict- or 
fragility-sensitive indicators or narratives, it is 
difficult to assess to what extent FCAS and SIDS 
are transitioning out of the fragility and/or 
conflict spectrum.  
 
Project implementation performance in FCAS 
and SIDS tends to be below ADB-wide 
averages. Over 2013–2020, only 21% of 
sovereign infrastructure projects implemented in 
FCAS and 24% in SIDS were deemed 
procurement-ready—compared with the ADB-
wide average of 42% over the same period. 
Procurement challenges tended to be particularly 
pronounced in SIDS given the capacity 
constraints in these DMCs. Contracts in SIDS are 
often small, making it difficult to attract high 
quality contractors and consultants. The remote 
locations of SIDS impose additional costs for 
contractors. ADB has used specific flexible 
procurement approaches in FCAS and SIDS, 
including joint consultant recruitment between 
ADB and executing agencies and engaging one 
project consultant for the whole project cycle, 
from design to implementation. On a positive 
note, the share of design-ready infrastructure 
projects in FCAS and SIDS increased between 
2017 and 2020, possibly due to the use of project 
readiness financing to finance project 
preparation consulting services such as detailed 
engineering design, capacity building, limited 
project start-up support, and project design pilot-
testing. Furthermore, ADB staff also pointed out 
that, for infrastructure projects funded through 
multitranche financing facilities, the early 
tranches can prepare the infrastructure outputs 
to be implemented in succeeding tranches. 
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Overall, ADB recognizes and responds to the need 
to engage continually and work differently in 
FCAS and SIDS. Nevertheless, it can do better in 
addressing the context-specific drivers of fragility 
and conflict. Enhanced collaboration with other 
development partners and improved quality-at-
entry of ADB’s capacity development initiatives 
can help ADB build resilience in FCAS and SIDS 
through a multidimensional approach to 
addressing fragility and conflict risks. 
Partnerships between ADB and United Nations 
agencies and other humanitarian organizations 
will benefit from a harmonized approach to 
fiduciary, security, monitoring, procurement, and 
anticorruption systems. Finally, ADB’s country- 
and project-level monitoring frameworks and 
indicators are not always tailored to FCAS and 
SIDS contexts and sometimes do not reflect 
country-specific drivers and risks of fragility and 
conflict. As a result, it is difficult to assess 
whether and to what extent FCAS and SIDS are 
transitioning out of the fragility and/or conflict 
spectrum.  
 
Issues and Lessons 
 
Giving equal emphasis to active conflict and 
to institutional and socioeconomic fragilities 
would enhance ADB’s engagement in FCAS 
and SIDS. ADB should consider putting in place a 
more nuanced classification system that can 
distinguish between: (i) FCAS with active conflict, 
(ii) DMCs classified as fragile (but not because of 
active conflict), (iii) DMCs with subnational 
conflicts or fragilities, and (iv) SIDS and small 
states facing shared challenges and fragilities. 
Understanding the gradations of fragility and 
conflict would help ADB to sensitize its staff to 
various conflict and fragility drivers and risks in 
DMCs, including those countries that are not 
officially classified as FCAS or SIDS and develop 
conflict- and fragility-prevention measures. It 
would also help ADB to identify flexibilities, 
exceptions or alternative measures suited to 
specific fragile and conflict environments (such as 
those concerned with procurement, financial 
management, and reporting requirements).  
 
Better donor collaboration is needed to 
support long-term capacity and governance 
reforms and timely humanitarian assistance 
for FCAS and SIDS. Development organizations’ 
predictable and well-coordinated budget support 

and TA resources are crucial for promoting good 
governance, ensuring political buy-in, and 
building receptiveness to structural and 
institutional reforms in FCAS and SIDS—all of 
which are a prerequisite for their effective 
operational engagement in these contexts. 
Furthermore, given the difficulties of supporting 
capacity and governance reforms in FCAS and 
SIDS, an increased focus on the theory of change 
when conducting due diligence would be vital in 
designing and sequencing capacity development 
and institutional development interventions, and 
identifying preconditions to the achievement of 
expected outcomes. Strengthening the capacity 
of ADB staff in applying principles of theory of 
change would be useful in identifying and 
supporting capacity development and 
governance reforms. To help countries move 
along the fragility-to-resilience spectrum, a focus 
on the relationship between humanitarian 
assistance (as delivered mainly by United Nations 
agencies and civil society organizations) and 
development will help ADB identify and sequence 
its support before, during, and after crises. 
Sequencing and prioritizing projects in FCAS and 
SIDS would benefit greatly from robust analytical 
products such as fragility and resilience 
assessments. ADB’s work with United Nations 
agencies in implementing projects in conflict-
affected areas would be enhanced by a 
harmonized approach to fiduciary controls, 
security rules, monitoring, procurement policy, 
and anticorruption provisions.  
 
The inclusion of conflict- or fragility-sensitive 
narratives and indicators in country and 
project results frameworks would help ADB to 
track operations performance and results in 
FCAS and SIDS. Results frameworks for FCAS and 
SIDS should be capable of being used to 
determine the extent to which individual 
countries are transitioning out of fragility and 
conflict. This could be done by identifying 
indicators based on a thorough assessment of the 
drivers and risks of fragility and conflict. For 
example, if the fragility driver is weak state 
capacity or competition for natural resources 
such as land, the fragility-sensitive indicators 
could include citizens’ feedback about service 
delivery quality, citizens’ perceptions of 
improvements in state capacity, or citizens’ 
grievances about land or other resources. 
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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 of Directors, Management, operations 
staff, and other stakeholders with an independent perspective on ADB’s development effectiveness.1 The 
AER presents a synthesis of ADB’s performance and results in its operations, programs, and strategies, 
based on findings and evidence from IED evaluations and the validations of ADB’s self-evaluation reports. 
It also reviews Management actions in response to recommendations of IED evaluations.   
 
2. Since AER 2013, a chapter of the report has been allocated to a special theme. The theme for this 
year is ADB’s engagement in fragile and conflict-affected situations (FCAS) and small island developing 
states (SIDS). The report’s focus on FCAS and SIDS comes as ADB moves forward with its agenda for these 
contexts in an increasingly complex development landscape. Two of ADB’s developing member countries 
are experiencing conflicts and increased security risks. The coronavirus disease (COVID-19) pandemic is also 
aggravating existing fragility and conflict drivers and risks.  
 
3. Chapter 1 reports on the performance and results of ADB operations from 2012 to 2021, measured 
by the percentage of operations and programs assessed by IED as successful (see Appendix 1 for 
independent evaluations completed in 2021). It presents trends using 3–year moving averages, to smooth 
out annual fluctuations. It reports on the performance of sovereign operations and programs based 
primarily on the four evaluation criteria of relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, and sustainability. The 
performance of nonsovereign (NSO) operations is based on development results, additionality, investment 
profitability, and work quality. Chapter 2 reports on progress in implementing actions in response to IED 
evaluation recommendations as agreed with Management and tracked through the Management Action 
Record System (MARS). It draws on reviews of ADB strategy and operations documents, evaluation reports 
by IED, self-assessments, validations of actions taken during the review period, analysis of clusters of actions 
from the database of the MARS, and consultations with evaluation teams and implementing and 
coordinating departments.  
 
4. Chapter 3 details the assessments conducted for the special theme on FCAS and SIDS. ADB’s 
engagement in FCAS and SIDS is assessed for: (i) the relevance and responsiveness of ADB’s approach to 
drivers and risks of fragility and conflict; (ii) ADB’s efforts to help build resilience in FCAS and SIDS; (iii) 
ADB’s partnerships with other development actors, including other multilateral development banks (MDBs), 
civil society organizations, and the private sector; and (iv) the performance and results of ADB operations 
in FCAS and SIDS. It draws on an ADB staff survey, regression analysis, portfolio analysis, consultation 
meetings with various stakeholders, and document reviews. 
 
5. As in previous AERs, the 2022 review is limited to reporting on performance based on high-level 
evaluations and validated self-assessments, circulated to the Board of Directors. In reporting key findings 
and lessons, it relies on the stock of evaluation knowledge accumulated through various evaluations 
conducted by IED.  

 
6. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the theme chapter conducted virtual consultation meetings in lieu 
of evaluation missions. While this may have limited the comprehensiveness of the data collected from each 
individual interview or response, numerous and extensive interviews were conducted with a variety of 
stakeholders. The consultation meetings’ findings were supplemented by findings from portfolio analysis, 
staff survey analysis, regression analysis, and a literature review to ensure that the data collected were 
robust.  
 
7. A summary of ADB support for the region throughout the past 2 years of the COVID-19 pandemic 
appears in Box 1. 

 
1  The Annual Evaluation Review (AER) is one of 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. 
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Box 1: ADB Support in the Fight against COVID-19 (2020–2021) 
 

In 2020, the Asian Development Bank (ADB) contributed significant resources to address the impact of 
the coronavirus disease (COVID-19) pandemic. While the region’s economy is recovering from losses 
sustained in the early days of the pandemic, the health toll continued to weigh heavily on ADB developing 
member countries (DMCs). ADB responded quickly and aggressively when the crisis broke. In 2020, the bulk of 
ADB’s sovereign financing was budget support of $10.10 billion from ADB’s COVID-19 Active Response and 
Expenditure Support Program (ADB-financed only). In 2020, ADB support amounted to $13.22 billion when all 
types of support are included, together with $8.19 billion in cofinancing. Nonsovereign operations support was 
$617 million for ordinary capital resources (OCR) projects (excluding such programs as the Trade Finance 
Program, Supply Chain Finance Program, and Microfinance Risk Participation Program). ADB also financed an 
additional $25 million in sovereign operations through the Asia Pacific Vaccine Access Facility (APVAX).  
 
In 2021, the second year of the COVID-19 pandemic, COVID-19 continued to play a major role in driving 
ADB’s operations. In that year, ADB sovereign operations directly associated with COVID-19 totaled $8.06 
billion from ADB’s COVID-19 Active Response and Expenditure Support Program, including all types of support. 
ADB supported vaccination systems through APVAX for a total of $5.58 billion, mostly for the purchase of 
COVID-19 vaccine doses. This is part of an ADB-wide trend that considers a greater role for health and social 
protection. Nonsovereign operations support amounted to $242 million for OCR projects only (excluding such 
programs as the Trade Finance Program, Supply Chain Finance Program, and Microfinance Risk Participation 
Program and other forms of financing).  
 
As of 31 December 2021, the Independent Evaluation Department (IED) had not validated any self-
evaluations of COVID-19 operations. This is likely to change in 2022, as ADB has closed several operations, 
including most of its COVID-19 Policy Response Option budget support. Given the extraordinary nature of 
budget support, which was prepared under a great deal of uncertainty and without prior policy actions, ADB 
has produced a guidance note for the preparation of project completion reports. In addition to assessing the 
achievement of output and outcome targets, IED will also focus on: (i) ADB support for fiscal stimulus in a time 
of crisis, (ii) timely execution of countercyclical support, (iii) the contribution of ADB support to vulnerable 
groups, and (iv) ADB’s additionality beyond the financing.  
 
Source: Asian Development Bank Databases on Fighting COVID-19: $20 billion Package Approval and Asia Pacific Vaccine 
Access Facility (APVAX). Accessed on 31 January 2022. 
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8. Section A of this chapter covers the performance of ADB sovereign and NSO operations based 
on the percentage of projects and programs that were assessed successful by IED. To smooth out annual 
fluctuations, trends are presented as 3-year moving averages. Their performance is discussed by 
evaluation criterion, sector, region, financing modality, and country classification. This section also 
presents country performance expressed as a percentage of country programs and strategies that were 
assessed successful by IED. Section B discusses updates to the recently introduced TA completion report 
validations. Section C identifies the key drivers of effectiveness of ADB’s sovereign and NSO during 2016–
2020.  
  

Highlights 
 
Performance of Asian Development Bank (ADB) Support to Developing Member Countries, 2019–2021 
• The percentage of successful public sector operations steadied at 70% in 2019–2021. Performance improved 

for all criteria in 2019–2021 except for efficiency. Sustainability remained the lowest rated criterion. 
• The success rates of projects in the infrastructure sectors declined from 76% in 2016–2018 to 69% in 2019–

2021 (the energy sector declined from 88% in 2018–2020 to 78% in 2019–2021, while water and other 
urban infrastructure and services also declined from 59% in 2018–2020 to 53% in 2019–2021).  

• Non-infrastructure sectors saw a marked decline in their success rates, from 81% in 2018–2020 to 78% in 
2019–2021, largely due to the weaker performance of public sector management operations. The finance 
sector remained weak at 69% in 2019–2021.  

• Projects in South Asia improved from 65% in 2018–2020 to 67% in 2019–2021, while success rates in other 
regions either declined slightly or remained the same. 

• The proportion of successful private sector operations continued to improve to 55% in 2019–2021 from 53% 
in 2018–2020 and 51% in 2017–2019. Development results and ADB work quality improved steadily. ADB 
additionality also improved, albeit slightly. ADB investment profitability has been declining since 2017–2019.  

• The performance of financial institution projects (70%) has overtaken that of infrastructure projects (66%), 
while all of the 12 private equity fund (PEF) projects were rated either less than successful or unsuccessful 
for 2019–2021. The percentage of successful financial institution projects improved to 80% in 2021 from 
50% in 2020. ADB's interventions in three banks and a nonbank financial institution (NBFI) helped them 
increase their lending to target segments, while also improving the banks’ credit quality and the NBFI's 
unique business model. The decline in the performance of infrastructure projects stemmed from non-energy 
transactions evaluated during 2020 and 2021, which had only a 50% success rate. The performance of PEFs 
has been declining since 2016–2018.  

• Country program success dropped from 86% in 2016–2018 to 68% in 2019–2021, mainly because of a 
decline in effectiveness and the persisting low sustainability.  

 
Findings from Technical Assistance Completion Report Validations 
• Results chains need attention if the relevance of technical assistance (TA) is to improve. The uptake and 

results of knowledge products were not robustly measured, which affected the effectiveness of many TA 
projects. The coronavirus disease (COVID-19) pandemic caused many TA projects to be extended and their 
activities to be changed, including greater use of virtual platforms.   

 
Key Drivers of Effectiveness in ADB Projects 
• Adequate project design, improved supervision, the capacity of executing and implementing agencies, 

government commitment, and monitoring were the key drivers of effectiveness in ADB sovereign projects. 
• Quality of project design, and supervision and monitoring capacity to support environment, social, health, 

and safety (ESHS) performance were the key factors affecting the effectiveness of ADB nonsovereign projects.   
• Effective implementation and monitoring of projects depend on the capacity of the implementing agencies 

for sovereign operations and on financial institutions for nonsovereign projects. 
• Well-designed and functional project performance monitoring systems and ESHS systems provide quality 

evidence that can be used to achieve project development outcomes and results. 
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A. Performance of Sovereign Operations, Nonsovereign Operations, and 
Country Programs 

 
1. Sovereign Operations2  

 
9. This section presents the trends in the performance of sovereign operations over 2012–2021 and 
discusses the factors that affected recent performance by drawing conclusions from projects evaluated 
by IED in 2021.3 These included: (i) 98 PVRs for project completion reports (PCRs) circulated between July 
2020 and June 2021, and (ii) 3 project performance evaluation reports (PPERs).4 IED evaluated a total of 
591 sovereign operations during 2012–2021 through PVRs and PPERs.5 Linked Document A provides 
detailed sovereign project performance tables. 

 
a. Overall Performance 

 
10. The percentage of successful sovereign operations steadied at 70% in 2019–2021 (Figure 
1). The steady downward trend in overall performance since 2016–2018 was checked by the improved 
success rate of sovereign operations to 72% in 2021 from 68% in 2020. Performance also improved for 
all criteria in 2019–2021 except for efficiency (Figure 2). Projects in the non-infrastructure sectors 
experienced a marked decline in their success rate, from 81% in 2018–2020 to 78% in 2019–2021. The 
performance of infrastructure sectors declined slightly from 70% in 2018–2020 to 69% in 2019–2021 
(Figure 3 and Table 1). By region, only projects in South Asia showed an improvement (from 65% in 
2018–2020 to 67% in 2019–2021), while the performance of projects in other regions either declined 
slightly or remained the same (Figure 4).  
 

  
 

b. Performance by Evaluation Criteria 
 
11. Performance against the relevance criterion improved marginally in 2019–2021 to 83% but 
remained below the long-term average of 86% in 2012–2021. The percentage of sovereign operations 
rated relevant was consistently high from 2012–2014 until it declined precipitously in 2017–2019 (Figure 
2).6 While issues of design persist in some projects, relevance remained the highest rated evaluation 
criterion. Alignment of project objectives with country priorities and with ADB’s country and corporate 

 
2  IED. 2016. Guidelines for the Evaluation of Public Sector Operations. Manila: ADB.  
3  The trends are presented as 3-year moving averages to smooth out the annual fluctuations. 
4  PPERs are in-depth project evaluations with the assessment ratings that supersede those of the PCR and/or PVR. 
5  Of the ratings for the 591 sovereign operations assessed during 2012–2021, 93% (548) were derived from PVRs and 7% (43) 

from PPERs. 
6   AER 2020 attributed this decline to: (i) project designs that were too complex or ambitious with unrealistic design elements or 

timelines; (ii) designs that were not backed by solid pre-project diagnostics, and (iii) weakly formulated design and monitoring 
frameworks (DMFs) with no logical chain of results from the planned input and outputs to the intended project outcomes and 
long-term results (IED. 2020. Annual Evaluation Review: ADB’s Project Self-Evaluation System. Manila: ADB. para. 13). 
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strategies was critical to this strong performance, as was stronger overall quality at entry and greater 
flexibility and responsiveness of both ADB and the executing agencies to changes in implementation 
conditions, which meant relevance was maintained until project completion.    
 
12. Effectiveness had been declining since 2016–2018 but rose slightly to 69% in 2019–2021 
(Figure 2). This was largely because of the strong effectiveness performance of sovereign operations in 
2021. The percentage of projects rated highly effective or effective rose significantly from 59% in 2020 
to 79% in 2021 (the 2012–2021 average was 71%). The PVRs  that were reviewed attributed this to: (i) 
enhanced project readiness; (ii) appropriate choice of modality to deliver planned results; (iii) designs 
that were built on lessons from past experience and based on adequate pre-project analysis; (iv) sustained 
commitment of the government to the project objectives; (v) timeliness and appropriateness of responses 
to issues that emerged during implementation; and (vi) satisfactory ADB performance through its 
continued engagement and policy dialogue with the government, regular review missions, and provision 
of capacity building and analytical support.  
 
13. Efficiency continued to decline in 2019–2021 to 70%. Performance against this criterion 
peaked at 75% in 2017–2019 but has declined since, thereby reversing the overall improvement trend 
since 2012–2014 (Figure 2). Common reasons cited for this were: less than envisaged economic benefit 
streams, cost overruns, and implementation delays, all of which contributed to the reduced economic 
viability of the projects. The reduced economic benefits stream at completion resulted from either a 
reduced project scope or overoptimistic estimation at appraisal. 7 Some projects experienced significant 
delays due to poor contractor performance, weak contract administration, and prolonged government 
approval and implementation decisions.     
 
14. Sustainability of sovereign operations remained weak. Sustainability performance gradually 
improved from 2012–2014 until 2016–2018 but then dropped in 2017–2019, with slight rebounds in 
2018–2020 and 2019–2021 (Figure 2). 8 Capacity building activities were aligned with or integrated 
within the projects, and these improved the operational, financial, and institutional capacity of executing 
agencies for post-project operation and maintenance (O&M) and asset management. Government 
commitment to sector reforms was also critical in ensuring project sustainability, and this was 
strengthened through ADB’s continued dialogue and longer-term sector engagement (often facilitated 
by the use of programmatic approaches rather than conventional stand-alone operations).      
 

c. Performance by Sector 
 
15. The performance of projects in non-infrastructure sectors fell from 81% in 2018–2020 to 
78% in 2019–2021 but remained on an upward trajectory from the 2012–2014 baseline (Figure 3). 
The drop in performance was largely driven by the markedly lower success rate in projects in public sector 
management (PSM), which accounted for a third of non-infrastructure sector operations (Table 1). Only 
57% (8 out of 14) of PSM operations were rated successful in 2021, the lowest since 2012. Changes in 
government and development priorities during implementation often lay behind diminished government 
ownership of the policy actions and commitment to the programs, which eventually resulted in loan 
cancellations, prolonged approval delays, non-compliance with covenants, and/or waived policy actions. 
As an example, this occurred in four PSM operations which were evaluated in 2021 which also rated ADB 

 
7 The recalculated economic internal rate of return (EIRR) for a road project in Azerbaijan was 8.1% at completion largely due to 

less than expected traffic growth in the project road, compounded by actual costs that were significantly higher than those 
estimated. (IED. 2021. Validation Report: Road Network Development Program (Multitranche Financing Facility and Tranche 4) 
in Azerbaijan. Manila: ADB). 

8 The drop in sustainability performance in 2017-2019 was attributed to weak government commitment to reforms, budget deficits, 
uncertainty with respect to the adequacy of cost recovery mechanisms to fund post-project maintenance and operations of the 
projects. (IED. 2020. Annual Evaluation Review: ADB’s Project Self-Evaluation System. Manila: ADB. para. 16). 
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performance less than satisfactory. 9 This suggest that ADB could have salvaged the programs, either by 
canceling the loans to reduce the opportunity cost of capital or by providing alternative strategies and 
means of support. In the non-infrastructure sectors, the finance sector remained the weakest (69% 
success rating) in 2019–2021.  
 
16. The success rate of projects in infrastructure sectors dipped marginally to 69% in 2019–
2021 from 70% in 2018-2020 (Figure 3), with a decline in the performance in the energy and water 
and other urban infrastructure and services sector operations. The success rate of operations in the 
energy sector declined from 88% in 2018–2020 to 78% in 2019–2021 (Table 1). In 2019–2021, the share 
of energy sector to total infrastructure projects was 25%, a one-percentage point higher than the 
previous 3-year period. Lapses in supervision of both the EA and ADB to address implementation issues 
in a timely manner and the diminishing commitment of governments to the project objectives and to key 
sustainability measures (e.g., sufficient budgetary allotments for O&M, tariff restructuring, and 
improving the financial health of utility providers) were the main reasons for the recent decline in 
performance in this sector. 10 The success rate of operations in the water and other urban infrastructure 
and services sector rose significantly (from 36% in 2020 to 59% in 2021) but this  was not sufficient to 
improve the 3-year average, which continued to decline in 2019–2021. The less than successful 
operations in the sector suffered from significant delays that arose from weak contractor performance 
and unfamiliarity with ADB procedures. In contrast, the performance of transport sector operations, 
which accounted for over a third of infrastructure operations, rebounded to 74% in 2021 from 56% in 
2020, pulling up the 3-year average for operations in the sector to 69% in 2019–2021 from 64% in 2018–
2020. Operations in the Agriculture, natural resources, and rural development (ANR) sector also 
continued to perform strongly, with a 79% success rate in 2019–2021 (Table 1). Sound project designs 
that were responsive to country needs, informed by adequate analysis, and built on lessons from previous 
similar interventions was critical to the success of projects in these sectors.11 The appropriate choice of 
modality and strategic use of TA to promote sector reforms or to strengthen institutional capacity helped 
improve the successful achievement of intended results and to ensure the sustainability of the projects 
after completion.  
 

 
9  These operations include: (i) Punjab Development Finance Program in India - The program outcomes were not met at completion 

and sustainability was negatively impacted due to the weak government commitment; (ii) Good Governance Program in 
Bangladesh - Reforms initiated under the program were not followed through after the change in government, which also 
impacted sustainability. Weak commitment of the new government was also illustrated in substantial delays and non-compliance 
of covenants; (iii) Strengthening Economic Management Reform Program (Subprograms 1 and 2) in Kiribati - The change in 
development priorities of the government led to significant redesign of the program, resulting in policy shifts which affected 
program relevance and sustainability; and (iv) Improving Public Expenditure Quality Program (Subprogram 1) in Viet Nam - The 
change in policy context resulted in loan cancellation. The validation reports for these operations were prepared in 2021 by IED. 

10 The weak government commitment to tariff reforms, compounded by scarcity of resources to continue subsidizing the executing 
agency and the executing agency’s weak financial management capacity made an energy project in the Kyrgyz Republic less 
likely to be sustained. (IED. 2021. Validation Report: Power Sector Rehabilitation Project in the Kyrgyz republic. Manila: ADB). 

11 For example, the rural connectivity investment program in India benefited from the project implementation experience of 
previous ADB rural road projects. This was reflected in the project design and implementation arrangements. The choice of the 
MFF modality was considered appropriate since it allowed flexibility to enhance project outcomes through inclusion of 
subprojects outside the original list of projects. (IED. 2021. Validation Report: Rural Connectivity Investment Program [Tranche 
2] in India. Manila: ADB). 



Operational Performance and Key Drivers of Effectiveness in ADB Projects  9 
 

 

 
 

Table 1: Performance of Sovereign Operations by Sector, 2017–2019 to 2019–2021 
(3-year moving average) 

 

Sector 

2017–2019 2018–2020 2019–2021 
Total 
No. 

HS/S 
(%) 

Total 
No. 

HS/S 
(%) 

Total 
No. 

HS/S 
(%) 

Infrastructure 153 73 165 70 199 69 
Agriculture, natural resources, and rural 
development 30 70 34 71 38 79 
Energy 27 96 40 88 50 78 
Information and communication technology 2 50 3 33 4 25 
Transport 62 68 59 64 71 69 
Water and other urban infrastructure and services 32 69 29 59 36 53 

Non-infrastructure 63 75 62 81 80 78 
Education 16 56 16 81 21 86 
Finance 14 64 13 62 16 69  
Health 5 80 2 100 3 100 
Industry and trade 4 100 4 100 7 86 
Public sector management 24 88 27 85 33 73 

HS = highly successful, S = successful. 
Note: The project count by sector considers both the primary and secondary sector classifications, which could result in double-counting 
of projects.  
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 

 
d. Performance by Modality 

 
17. The performance of policy-based operations dropped from 84% in 2018–2020 to 71% in 
2019–2021.12 The weaker performance in the PSM sector in 2019–2021, which comprised about two-
thirds of policy-based operations, largely contributed to this (Table 2).13 Policy reforms pursued under 
these less than successful programs, which were mainly focused on improving fiscal management and 
public finance, failed to gain traction either due to the loss of government commitment or change in 
development priorities and policy context during program implementation, which in some instances have 
led to loan cancellations.14  

 
12 On average, policy-based operations account for 19% of total sovereign operations. 
13 The 2020 AER cited the greater use of single-tranche programmatic policy-based lending (PBL), use of PBL for crisis response, 

and decreased number of policy actions as the reasons for the high success rate of policy-based operations (IED. 2020. Annual 
Evaluation Review: ADB’s Project Self-Evaluation System. Manila: ADB. para. 20). 

14 For example, a change in the fiscal and macroeconomic contexts resulting from a fiscal consolidation in Viet Nam during program 
implementation contributed to reduced demand for ordinary capital resources (OCR) which led to the cancellation of the OCR 
loan component of subprogram 1 and the subsequent subprograms (IED. 2021. Validation Report: Improving Public Expenditure 
Quality Program [Subprogram 1] in Viet Nam. Manila: ADB). 
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Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department).
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Table 2: Performance of Sovereign Operations by Modality, 2017–2019 to 2019–2021 
(3-year moving average) 

Modality 

2017–2019 2018–2020 2019–2021 

Total No. 
HS/S 
(%) Total No. 

HS/S 
(%) Total No. 

HS/S 
(%) 

Investment Projects 135 70 156 68 197 70 
MFF 34 65 50 58 62 61 

MFF facility 8 62 16 59 23 64 
MFF tranches 26 75 34 56 39 57 

Stand-alone projects 73 67 84 70 110 72 
Sector loans and grants 13 85 11 91 12 92 
SDP project component 6 83 3 67 3 67 
Others 9 78 8 75 10 70 
Policy-Based Operations 34 82 25 84 34 71 
PSM 19 89 18 83 23 70 
Non-PSM 15 73 7 86 11 82 
MFF = multitranche financing facility, PSM = public sector management, SDP = sector development program, TA = 
technical assistance. 
Notes: Sector development programs are counted under both project- and policy-based operations.  
The success ratings of individual MFF tranches as well as the rating of the entire facility are considered in the calculation 
of success rates. In cases where the facility completion reports also include a rating of the last tranche, the rating of the 
facility will supersede that of the last tranche. 
Other investment projects include loan credit lines, TA loans, special assistance loans, and financial institutions 
development. 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 
 

18. The performance of investment projects improved slightly from 68% in 2018–2020 to 70% 
in 2019–2021, driven by the stronger performance of investment project operations in ANR, 
education, and transport sectors (Table 2). The success rate for investment projects had been on a 
downward trend since 2014–2016, at first driven mainly by the weakening performance of stand-alone 
projects and later by less than successful multitranche financing facility (MFF) operations (mainly earlier 
tranches that had been completed). By 2018, an increasing number of MFF investment programs had 
reached maturity or completion. In 2019–2021, a total of 62 MFF operations were evaluated by IED, of 
which 61% (38) were rated successful, an improvement from 58% in 2018–2020. A third of the successful 
MFF operations were completed facilities. This suggested that later tranches and completed facilities are 
likely be more successful than earlier tranches, perhaps because resources for preparing subsequent 
tranches were included in the first tranche, giving subsequent tranches an advantage.15 Also, increased 
familiarity with ADB procedures and strengthened implementation capacity of executing agencies over 
time also improved the likelihood of projects’ success in later tranches. The flexibility of the modality 
(which allowed project activities components to be transferred from one tranche to another) also played 
a role. However, it remains uncertain whether this improvement in MFF performance will hold in the long 
term.        
 

e. Performance by Region16  
 
19. South Asia reported an improved performance from 65% in 2018–2020 to 67% in 2019-
2021, while performance in other regions either declined slightly or remained the same. 17 In South 
Asia, 67% (52 out of 78) of sovereign operations in 2019–2021 were rated successful, up by two 
percentage points from the success rate in 2018–2020 (Figure 4). This slight upturn was propelled 
primarily by the resurgence of project performance in India (from 57% in 2018–2020 to 67% in 2019–

 
15 IED. 2019. Annual Evaluation Review: Performance and Scorecards. Manila: ADB (para. 41). 
16 The analysis in this section covers IED evaluations of sovereign operations in the five regional departments, but it excludes the 

PVR for Prevention and Control of Avian Influenza in Asia and the Pacific (Project No. 39662). 
17 South Asia accounted for 34% of 228 sovereign operations evaluated by IED in 2019–2021. 
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2021), particularly in the transport and energy sectors.18 Success rates of transport operations, which 
comprised nearly half of operations in India, also increased significantly, from 55% in 2018–2020 to 68% 
in 2019–2021. Energy sector operations rose from a 71% success rate in 2018–2020 to 86% in 2019–
2021. The use of appropriate modalities and the mix of instruments (including complementary TA, 
alignment of project designs with sector road maps and strategies, the logical formulation of DMFs, and 
a strong project focus on institutional capacity development for both project management and post-
project O&M) were the key factors driving performance in these sectors.it

19 Project success in Bangladesh 
also improved from 50% in 2018–2020 to 61% in 2019–2021, led by improved performances in the major 
sectors of operations in the country; transport, education, and energy.20     
 
20. The project success rate in East Asia remained the highest among all regions with 86% in 
2019-2021. 21 Operations in the People’s Republic of China (PRC), which accounted for over 80% of 
operations in East Asia, had a success rate of above 90%. Except for a drop in the success rate of 
operations in the energy sector (from 100% in 2018–2020 to 89% in 2019–2021), success rates in the 
ANR (91%), transport (100%), and water and other urban infrastructure and services (80%) sectors 
remained strong in 2019–2021. The use of the MFF modality was generally limited in the PRC, except for 
three investment programs in the energy sector and in rail transport.22 Nevertheless, the conventional 
stand-alone project modality delivered the intended project results. Robust project designs (in some 
instances including innovative features) coupled with strong implementation capacity and project 
ownership were also key to successful operations in the country.23  

 

 
 

 
18 Operations in India accounted for 46% of the 78 operations in South Asia that were assessed in 2019–2021 (16% of total ADB 

sovereign operations).  
19 The success of a transport project in India was brought about by the appropriate choice of modality, including the inclusion of 

an associated TA project, and a robust design that was backed by a thorough pre-project risk analysis. The coordination of the 
government with other development partners also enhanced the complementarity and cohesion of the ongoing projects in the 
state. (IED. 2021. Validation Report: Karnataka State Highway Improvement Project in India. Manila: ADB). 

20 Operations in Bangladesh accounted for 23% of the 78 operations in South Asia that were assessed in 2019–2021. 
21 East Asia accounted for 12% of 228 sovereign operations evaluated by IED in 2019-2021. The performance of EARD was largely 

determined by the performance of PRC as the Mongolian portfolio is relatively small. There was only one evaluated project in 
Mongolia against 13 in PRC in 2021.  

22 These include the (i) Gansu Heihe Rural Hydropower Development Investment Program; (ii) Guangdong Energy Efficiency and 
Environment Improvement Investment Program; and (iii) Railway Energy Efficiency and Safety Enhancement Investment Program. 

23 An energy project in Hebei was designed to include innovative features to leverage additional private investments by encouraging 
participation from similar enterprises. The executing agency also effectively coordinated the project, ensuring clear and consistent 
communication among all stakeholders. (IED. 2021. Validation Report: Hebei Energy Efficiency Improvement and Emission 
Reduction Project in the People’s Republic of China. Manila: ADB). 
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Figure 4: Performance of Sovereign Operations by Region, 2017–2021
(3-year moving average)
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21. The project success rate in Central and West Asia remained at 66% in 2019–2021. 24 
Performance improved in the major countries in the region: Pakistan (from 58% in 2018–2020 to 64% in 
2019–2021), Kazakhstan (from 67% in 2018–2020 to 75% in 2019–2021), Uzbekistan (from 70% in 
2018–2020 to 78% in 2019–2021) and Azerbaijan (from 60% in 2018–2021 to 63% in 2019–2021). The 
combined portfolio of these countries accounted for nearly two-thirds of sovereign operations in the 
region. Meanwhile, project success in the Kyrgyz Republic declined from 50% in 2018–2020 to 33% in 
2019–2021. By sector, a strengthening in performance was recorded in transport (from 64% in 2018–
2020 to 71% in 2019–2021) and water and other urban infrastructure and services (from 67% in 2018–
2020 to 70% in 2019–2021) sectors.25 In contrast, project success in the energy sector continued to 
decline, slipping from 88% in 2018–2020 to 58% in 2019–2021. The less than successful projects in 
energy continue to suffer from sustainability issues, including a lack of effective cost-recovery 
mechanisms, the weak financial positions of energy service providers, and a lack of government 
commitment to tariff reforms.26     
 
22. Performance in the Pacific dipped slightly to 50% in 2019–2021 from 53% in 2018–2020.27 
Three out of the seven (43%) operations evaluated in 2021 were rated successful. Two of the less than 
successful operations were programmatic policy-based lending (PBL) with policy actions aimed at 
improving public finance. For example, the relevance of a program in Kiribati has weakened during 
implementation due to a change in the government’s development priorities. This resulted in policy shifts 
and a redesign of subprogram 2 which also negatively affected the program’s sustainability.28    

 
23. Performance of operations in Southeast Asia declined slightly but remained strong in 2019–
2021 at 80%. 29 This was largely driven by the strong performance in Cambodia and Lao PDR, which both 
registered a 100% success rate in 2019–2021, enough to counter the decline in performance in Viet Nam 
(from 82% in 2018–2020 to 75% in 2019–2021) and Indonesia (from 75% in 2018–2020 to 67% in 2019–
2021).30 By sector, operations in ANR, which accounted for the largest share (22%) of operations in the 
region, improved from 40% in 2018–2020 to 62% in 2019–2021. Successes in education projects 
remained strong at 100%. Performance in other major sectors declined but remained strong: transport 
(from 78% in 2018–2020 to 73% in 2019–2021), energy (from 100% in 2018–2020 to 88% in 2019–
2021) and PSM (from 100% in 2018–2020 to 90% in 2019–2021). 31 ADB’s vast experience in these 
sectors, as well as its continued collaboration with other development partners, played an important role 

 
24 Central and West Asia accounted for 22% of 228 sovereign operations evaluated by IED in 2019–2021. 
25 Transport sector operations accounted for 23% of evaluated operations in Central and West Asia in 2019–-2021, of which 10 

out of 14 were rated successful, while energy accounted for 20% (of which 7 out 12 were successful) and water sector for 17% 
(of which 7 out of 10 were successful). 

26 Two energy projects in the region were rated less than likely to be sustainable. In the first, this was caused by circular debt in 
the power sector, typified by cash shortfalls across the power supply chain caused by unfavorable tariff adjustments and material 
delays in payment from power purchasers for the power procured (IED. 2021. Validation Report: Renewable Energy Development 
Sector Investment Program in Pakistan. Manila: ADB). In the second, the lack of sustainability was caused by the weak financial 
capacity of the energy service provider, combined with the lack of government commitment to tariff adjustments (IED. 2021. 
Validation Report: Power Sector Rehabilitation Project in the Kyrgyz Republic. Manila: ADB).  

27 The Pacific region accounted for 10% (22) of the 228 sovereign operations evaluated by IED in 2019–2021. 
28 IED. 2021. Validation Report: Strengthening Economic Management Reform Program (Subprograms 1 and 2) in Kiribati. Manila: 

ADB. 
29 Operations in Southeast Asia accounted for 22% of the 228 sovereign total evaluated operations by IED in 2019–2021.  
30 Viet Nam accounted for 48% and Indonesia for 12% of operations evaluated in 2019–2021, while the combined portfolio of 

Cambodia and Lao PDR accounted for 22%. 
31 In 2019–2021, 22% (13 out of the 60) of sovereign operations evaluated by IED were in the ANR sector, 19% (11) in transport, 

14% (8) in energy, 17% (10) in PSM, 12% (7) in education, and 7% (4) in water. 
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in project successes in the region. 32 These extensive partnerships helped to develop the capacity of 
executing agencies to facilitate and implement projects.33 
 

f. Performance by Country Eligibility Classification 
 
24. While the performance of sovereign operations in countries eligible for both ordinary 
capital resources (OCR) and concessional assistance improved in 2019–2021, it remained weak. The 
strong performances in India and Bangladesh, two countries that accounted for more than half of 
operations in this group, were the main driver of the improvement.34 Despite this improvement, their 
performance remained weak at 62% in 2019–2021 (Figure 5) due to efficiency and sustainability issues. 
Executing agencies’ lack of flexibility in resolving implementation issues and wavering political 
commitment and weak government ownership resulted in delays and underutilization of funds, which 
also had an impact on the achievement of intended outcomes and outputs.  Meanwhile, the weaker 
performance in Viet Nam and to a lesser extent Indonesia and Sri Lanka lowered the performance of OCR-
only countries. The performance of sovereign operations in concessional-assistance-only countries also 
dipped marginally in 2019–2021, mostly owing to weaker performances in Nepal and Kyrgyz Republic.   
 
25. The success rate of sovereign operations in FCAS classified countries improved from 56% 
in 2018–2020 to 62% in 2019–2021.35 Based on the 2021 country classification, the countries included 
Afghanistan, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Myanmar, and the eight Pacific member countries 
showing fragility (Kiribati, Republic of the Marshall Islands, the Federated States of Micronesia, Nauru, 
Papua New Guinea [PNG], Solomon Islands, Timor-Leste, and Tuvalu).36 Of the 21 operations in the FCAS 
that were assessed in 2019–2021, 13 were rated successful compared with nine out of 16 operations in 
2018–2020. The successful operations in the FCAS benefited from timely risk identification and 
management, sound designs, timely ADB response to implementation issues and changing contexts, as 
well as ADB’s continued collaboration and coordination with other development partners.37 

 
26. Operational performance in small island developing states (SIDS) declined from 56% in 
2018–2020 (10 out of 18 projects) to 52% (12 out of 23 projects) in 2019–2021. The weaker 
performance was brought about by less than successful projects in Kiribati, PNG, Tonga, and Vanuatu. 
Two of the less than successful projects in SIDS that were assessed in 2021 suffered from design 
deficiencies that could have been foreseen during the appraisal stage and could have been remedied 

 
32 The Third Education Sector Development Program was the third in a sequence of ADB-supported education sector development 

programs in Cambodia, built on the experience from earlier programs and aligned with a sector road map developed by the 
government for the education sector (IED. 2021. Validation Report: Third Education Sector Development Program in Cambodia. 
Manila: ADB). 

33 For example, through past project experience and support from ADB and other development partners, the Viet Nam Expressway 
Corporation’s capacity and expertise have been substantially developed across expressway planning, legal and regulatory 
framework, corporate finance management, business development plans, project implementation management, safeguard 
planning and implementation, expressways’ O&M, asset management, and private sector involvement, which substantially 
contributed to project success. (IED. 2021. Validation Report: Greater Mekong Subregion: Kunming–Haiphong Transport 
Corridor—Noi Bai–Lao Cai Highway Project in Viet Nam. Manila: ADB). 

34 India is classified as blend developing member country, eligible for both ordinary capital resources and concessional assistance, 
but does not avail of concessional assistance.  

35 The performance of FCAS and SIDS countries may be subject to fluctuations due to the small number of projects in these 
countries.  

36 ADB placed on hold its assistance in Afghanistan effective 15 August 2021. ADB. 2021. ADB Statement on Afghanistan. News 
release. 10 November. ADB placed on hold its assistance in Myanmar effective 1 February 2021. ADB. 2021. ADB Statement on 
New Developments in Myanmar. News release. 10 March. The inclusion of Lao People’s Democratic Republic in the 2021 FCAS 
classification changed the historical success trends reported in previous AERs.  

37 A successful PSM program in the Solomon Islands was built on ADB’s previous loans and TA projects, ensuring the consistency 
and continuation of ADB support. The government–development partner policy dialogue was strengthened with the resumption 
of the Core Economic Working Group in January 2018. This dialogue developed the themes for the reform program based on 
the analytical work of the development partners (IED. 2021. Validation Report: Improved Fiscal Sustainability Reform Program 
in the Solomon Islands. Manila: ADB). 

https://www.adb.org/news/adb-statement-afghanistan
https://www.adb.org/news/adb-statement-new-developments-myanmar
https://www.adb.org/news/adb-statement-new-developments-myanmar
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through a more thorough risk assessment.38 These design issues led to implementation inefficiencies and 
underachievement of intended outcomes.  
 

 

 
Note: The country classification follows SPD's Lending Eligibility Classification. In December 2021, Fiji was 
reclassified from regular OCR-only to OCR blend group. This analysis considered Fiji under the regular OCR-only 
group. FCAS countries include Afghanistan, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Myanmar, and eight Pacific 
DMCs (Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Federated States of Micronesia, Nauru, Papua New Guinea, Solomon Islands, 
Timor-Leste, and Tuvalu). SIDS countries consist of the eight Pacific DMCs above plus Cook Islands, Fiji, Maldives, 
Niue, Palau, Samoa, Tonga, and Vanuatu. ADB placed on hold its assistance in Afghanistan effective 15 August 
2021. ADB. 2021. ADB Statement on Afghanistan. News release. 10 November. ADB placed on hold its 
assistance in Myanmar effective 1 February 2021. ADB. 2021. ADB Statement on New Developments in 
Myanmar. News release. 10 March. 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 

 

 
2. Nonsovereign Operations39 

 
27. This section presents the trends in the performance of NSO over 2012–2021 and discusses the 
factors that affected this by drawing observations from projects evaluated by IED in 2021. The analysis 
is based on a total of 164 evaluations conducted by IED in 2012–2021, including 28 new project 
evaluations finalized in 2021 (Linked Document B). NSO were mainly in infrastructure, financial 
institutions, and in recent years, agriculture, social and other non-energy infrastructure sectors by 
providing financing through either loans, debt securities, guarantees, direct equity or private equity funds 
(PEFs).40 
 

a. Overall Performance and Evaluation Criteria 
 
28. The performance of NSO has been declining since 2015–2017 but has improved slightly 
since 2018–2020. Figure 6 presents the performance of NSO from 2012–2021 using 3-year moving 
averages. The performance dropped from a peak of 67% successful projects in 2014–2016 to 51% in 
2017–2019 and improved slightly to 53% in 2018–2020 and to 55% in 2019–2021. The following sections 
assess performance under the four main evaluation criteria: (i) development results, (ii) ADB additionality, 
(iii) ADB investment profitability, and (iv) ADB work quality. The analysis uses a four-point rating scale: 
excellent, satisfactory, less than satisfactory, and unsatisfactory. Excellent and satisfactory ratings indicate 
a satisfactory performance. Figure 7 shows the 3-year moving averages for all evaluated projects during 
2012–2021 against the four main performance criteria. 

 
38 These include Port Vila Urban Development Project in Vanuatu and Pilot Border Trade and Investment Development Project in 

PNG. 
39 IED. 2014. Guidelines for the Preparation of Project Performance Evaluation Reports on Nonsovereign Operations. Manila: ADB.  
40 For simplicity, a broad sector tagging is made to classify between three broad areas: financial institutions, private equity funds 

and infrastructure.  
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Figure 5: Performance of Sovereign Operations by Country 

Classification, 2017–2021 (3-year moving average)

2017-2019 (n=163) 2018-2020 (n=177) 2019-2021 (n=228)
blend = eligible for both OCR and concessional assistance, CA = concessional assistance, DMC= 
developing member country, FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected situations, n = number of completed 
sovereign operations assessed by the Independent Evaluation Department, OCR = ordinary capital 
resources, SIDS = small island developing states, SPD = Strategy, Policy, and Partnerships Department.

https://www.adb.org/news/adb-statement-afghanistan
https://www.adb.org/news/adb-statement-new-developments-myanmar
https://www.adb.org/news/adb-statement-new-developments-myanmar
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b. Development Results41 
 

29. Performance against the development results criterion improved over the most recent two 
3-year periods. Development results dropped off from its peak of 67% satisfactory ratings in 2012–2016 
to 51% in 2017–2019 (Figure 7). In 2018–2020, it improved slightly to 53% and again to 57% in 2019–
2021. The satisfactory rates for each are shown in Figure 8.  
 

 
 

30. Nonsovereign projects’ contribution to private sector development improved over the 
most recent three 3-year periods. The satisfactory rating steadily had declined from 70% in 2012–2014 
to 54% in 2016–2018 but increased to 57% in 2017–2019 and to 63% in 2019–2021.  
 
31. Of the 19 infrastructure projects evaluated in 2021, 12 were energy projects and seven of 
these were rated satisfactory, since most met their targets, especially in providing generation 
capacity. Four energy projects covering conventional and renewable energy generation were rated less 
than satisfactory as they failed to show positive and sustainable achievements. A project with a regional 
distributed energy storage solutions operator which faced multiple challenges in raising capital and 
maintaining liquidity was rated unsatisfactory. A water supply and sanitation project and a waste 
management project, both in the PRC, were successful in increasing outputs and treatment of 
wastewater. In Myanmar, a project with a holding company diversifying into infrastructure services and 
a telecommunications project were both satisfactory. Three other infrastructure projects in education, 
agriculture, and urban sewerage fell short of their targets and were rated less than satisfactory. 

 
41 Development results are a composite of (i) contribution to private sector development (PSD) and ADB’s strategic objectives; (ii) 

economic performance; (iii) environment, social, health and safety (ESHS) performance; and (iv) business success. 
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32. Four of the five financial institution projects evaluated in 2021 had satisfactory private 
sector development ratings, while half of the four PEFs were satisfactory for private sector 
development. An equity investment in a bank in Uzbekistan has helped it increase its outreach to small 
and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) while adopting more stringent credit policies and procedures. A 
loan to a bank in Bangladesh for finance sector development exceeded the key performance targets. A 
nonbank finance company in India aiming to support micro, small and medium-sized enterprises 
(MSMEs) increased its lending. A loan to an Indian bank helped the bank increase its inclusive finance 
lending. A loan to a microfinance institution was rated less than unsatisfactory. Two regional PEFs were 
rated satisfactory; the first generated substantial multiplier effects and the second improved the strategic 
skills of its investee companies. The other two regional PEFs failed to attract significant financing or made 
limited contributions to enhance clean energy development.  
 
33. The economic performance of ADB’s NSO recovered over the past two 3-year periods. The 
satisfactory rate for this criterion peaked at 72% in 2014–2016 but fell to 51% in 2017–2019. This 
improved to 55% in 2018–2020 and continued to recover to 59% in 2019–2021. The improvement is 
anchored on the continued strong performance of infrastructure projects, which accounted for 76% of 
the satisfactory economic performance (13 out of 17 satisfactory projects). 42  Three of the five evaluated 
financial institution projects were assessed satisfactory for economic performance.43 Three of the PEFs 
were rated unsatisfactory while one was rated satisfactory. 44 The only PEF to be rated satisfactory 
invested in financial intermediaries, so a qualitative stakeholder analysis was performed to assess its 
economic performance. This found that there had been positive impacts on a range of stakeholders, 
particularly through expanded lending to MSMEs and to other underserved segments of the economy.  
 
34. The environment, social, health, and safety (ESHS) performance of nonsovereign projects 
dropped from 87% in 2013–2015 to 61% in 2019–2021. In 2021, five infrastructure projects, three 
financial transactions, and two PEFs were rated less than satisfactory for their contributions to ESHS. A 
conventional energy project did not comply on two environmental issue items concerning air quality data 
standards and the standards for iron and dissolved solids discharge cooling water temperature limits. 
The extended annual review report (XARR) for the project referred to a compliance review panel (CRP) 
finding other than the ESHS. These CRP items had been complied to prior to prepayment.  A renewable 
energy project did not provide enough data to enable IED to determine whether all ADB’s environmental 
and social requirements had been met. A waste management project’s XARR was not able to confirm 
ESHS items project compliance. Additional clarification from the client can no longer be obtained because 
ADB no longer has leverage on the client. A renewable power project provided no evidence of subproject 
screening and did not perform an initial environmental examination. The client has picked up on this 
issue and adjusted environmental and social due diligence work in their subsequent engagement with 
ADB. A fund did not provide ADB with the required annual environmental and social performance reports 
while another did not produce evidence that it had addressed or resolved issues that had been identified 
in pre- and post-investment monitoring reports. Two infrastructure projects were rated unsatisfactory for 
ESHS performance. A solar power project failed to comply with the monitoring requirements while a 
sludge facility did not fully implement the requirements of ADB’s Safeguard Policy Statement, nor its 
environmental and social management system (ESMS).    
 

 
42 For infrastructure projects, economic performance is obtained by comparing the project’s EIRR vs the project’s weighted average 

cost of capital (WACC). Three were excellent because the EIRRs were greater than the larger of 1.75 times their WACCs or 17.5%. 
In 10 projects, the EIRRs were satisfactory because their EIRR was greater than the larger of 1.2 times their WACC or 10%. Two 
were less than satisfactory because their EIRRs were lower than 10% of their WACCs but not lower than 0.8 times or 5%. One 
project did not have an EIRR calculation due to the lack of suitable data. It was rated unsatisfactory, given a substantial change 
in its business model. The investment was a commercial failure.  

43 For financial institution operations, economic performance is assessed through a qualitative stakeholder analysis. Operations that 
were assessed satisfactory generated substantial benefits for all major stakeholder groups. One transaction’s economic 
performance was not rated since the information provided was insufficient to demonstrate causal links between the project and 
its contribution to economic development.  

44 For PEFs, the fund’s gross internal rates of return are used to measure contribution to economic development. 
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35. The business success of nonsovereign projects declined from 69% in 2017–2019 to 54% in 
2019–2021. In 2021, eight of the 19 evaluated infrastructure projects were assessed excellent or 
satisfactory, two infrastructure projects were rated less than satisfactory, and nine infrastructure projects 
and three PEFs were rated unsatisfactory. 45 Of the five financial institution projects evaluated in 2021, 
four were assessed satisfactory for business success. For financial intermediary projects, evaluation of 
business success is based on the achievement of business objectives and the financial performance of the 
financial institutions in terms of their capital adequacy, profitability, asset quality, liquidity, and 
management. The lone financial institution project with a less than satisfactory business success rating 
was a microfinance institution which was unable to fulfill its envisaged business goals. 
  

c. ADB Additionality46 
 
36. ADB additionality recovered from its lowest 3-year period satisfactory rating of 54% in 
2017–2019 to 57% in 2019–2021. Twelve of the 19 infrastructure projects that were evaluated yielded 
satisfactory additionality ratings, mainly because ADB provided valuable financial additionality. ADB also 
provided nonfinancial additionality to five of these projects by helping improve ESHS standards. Two 
infrastructure projects obtained excellent additionality ratings. ADB made a major contribution to the 
growth of a PRC company in a water supply and sanitation project, in terms of both financial and 
nonfinancial additionality. More than half of the ADB financing amount was raised under the B Loan, 
which more than adequately suited the needs of lenders from outside the PRC. ADB’s ESHS policies were 
also fully adopted by the company and its subsidiaries. ADB’s additionality in a renewable project in 
Cambodia was rated excellent, it successfully provided long-term commercial bank and concessionary 
financing for solar energy development, through public–private partnership arrangements. It is doubtful 
whether the project would have gone ahead without ADB’s participation.  
 
37. Six infrastructure projects had less than satisfactory additionality ratings while one was 
rated unsatisfactory. These six projects in energy, water and other urban infrastructure and services, 
education and ICT, and agriculture did not provide financial additionality. There was no evidence that 
the nonfinancial additionalities promised were provided. The lone transaction assessed as unsatisfactory 
failed to deliver the ex-ante additionalities that were promised: (i) lowering transaction costs and 
clustering the company’s subprojects with international financing, and (ii) adopting best international 
environment and social management practices. 

 
38. Three of the five evaluated financial institution projects had satisfactory additionality 
ratings. Two financial institutions in India and Bangladesh were rated satisfactory because of ADB’s 
financial additionality in providing long-term loans. In an equity investment in a bank in Uzbekistan, ADB 
provided several additional inputs, including capacity development support and improvements in ESHS 
and governance.  Two other financial institutions were rated less than satisfactory. ADB’s debt security 
investment in a nonbank financial institution in India had little impact on its initial public offering. In a 
loan to a microfinance institution, ADB’s financial and nonfinancial additionality were both less than 
satisfactory.  
 
39. Three of the four evaluated PEFs had less than satisfactory additionality ratings. In these 
three PEFs, there was minimal evidence that ADB’s participation had brought in additional funding from 
other sources. There was little evidence that the intended nonfinancial additionalities of improvements 
in governance and ESMS standards had been achieved. For the only PEF with a satisfactory additionality 

 
45 For infrastructure projects and PEFs, business success is assessed by comparing the project’s financial internal rates of return 

(FIRRs) to their WACCs. Projects whose FIRRs are 1.25 times their WACCs or higher are rated excellent, FIRRs exceeding their 
WACCs are rated satisfactory, FIRRs greater than or equal to 0.7 their WACCs are rated less than satisfactory and FIRRS less than 
0.7 times their WACCs are rated unsatisfactory. 

46 The evaluation of ADB’s additionality was based on an assessment of how the projects would have proceeded without ADB 
support. It took account of ADB’s financial additionality in providing funding or catalyzing other funding, and non-financial 
additionality, through (i) risk mitigation; (ii) providing policy, sector, institutional or regulatory change; (iii) helping projects 
achieve higher standards; and (iv) providing knowledge, innovation, and capacity building. 
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rating, ADB’s investment had helped increase the size of the fund which was needed to allow it to operate 
at a viable commercial scale.  
 

d. Investment Profitability47 
 
40. The investment profitability of nonsovereign projects continued to decline from 65% in 
2018–2020 to 61% in 2019–2021. The success rate of ADB investment profitability decreased from 74% 
in 2016–2018. The performance on investment profitability was negatively affected by the PEFs and 
infrastructure projects evaluated in 2021. All four evaluated PEFs had unsatisfactory ratings since the net 
equity FIRRs were all negative. Seven of the 19 evaluated infrastructure projects had less than satisfactory 
or unsatisfactory ratings for ADB investment profitability. Meanwhile, all five evaluated financial 
institution transactions had a satisfactory investment profitability rating.   
 

e. ADB Work Quality48 
 
41. ADB work quality improved from 53% of projects with satisfactory ratings in 2018–2020 
to 57% in 2019–2021. In 2019–2021, ADB screening, appraisal and structuring received a 55% 
satisfactory rating while monitoring and supervision received a 70% satisfactory rating (Figure 9). In the 
19 evaluated infrastructure projects, ADB’s front-end work was rated less than satisfactory in six projects 
(because of material shortfalls in their screening, appraisal, and structuring performance) and 
unsatisfactory  in four (for failing to identify and address: (i) excessive exposure to sponsor credit, 
technology, and performance risk and foreign exchange depreciation risk, (ii) taking on an early-stage 
quasi-venture capital which was beyond ADB’s scope at the time, (iii) regulatory changes, and (iv) 
technology that was not well tested for commercial production).   
 

 
 

42. All five financial institution projects that were evaluated during 2021 had satisfactory 
ratings for front-end work quality. ADB’s due diligence and preparatory work were adequate, and the 
projects were consistent with ADB’s strategies. Before its equity investment in an Uzbekistan bank, ADB 
thoroughly analyzed the market conditions. The structure of this instrument, which had a put option and 
grantors’ support, was a first for the country, which meant that ADB introduced innovation into the 
markets. 

 

 
47 For projects involving loans, the evaluation of ADB investment profitability considers whether (i) market pricing was achieved, 

(ii) the ADB pricing model was cleared, and (iii) principal and interest payments were made as scheduled. For equity investments, 
the real net equity FIRR of ADB’s investment is compared to the minimum return requirements defined at approval. 

48 Assessment of work quality reviews ADB’s performance in: (i) screening, appraisal, and structuring; and (ii) monitoring and 
supervision. 
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Figure 9: Performance by ADB Work Quality  
(3-year moving average, 2012–2021)

Screening, Appraisal & Structuring 55%
Monitoring and Supervision 70%
Overall ADB Work Quality 57%

Note: Satisfactory rates opposite the legends are for 2019–2021.
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department).
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43. By contrast, three of the four PEFs that were evaluated had less than satisfactory ratings 

for their front-end work quality. For one, an in-depth analysis of the actual market opportunity, 
including a review of experience with Shariah-compliant infrastructure investments, should have been 
undertaken before approval. For another, an in-depth assessment of the fund manager’s expertise in 
dealing with and exiting from distressed assets should have been part of the due diligence process. For 
the third, ADB and the International Finance Corporation (IFC) identified significant commercial issues in 
the legal documents, which led to ADB committing late. The only PEF transaction that was rated 
satisfactory was appropriately structured based on the lessons from an earlier investment with the 
sponsor.  

 
44. For monitoring and supervision, ADB performed well in most of the evaluated 

infrastructure and financial institution projects. ADB kept itself sufficiently informed of project 
progress and supervision reports were generally timely with satisfactory information being supplied in 
12 out of 19 infrastructure projects and four out of five financial institution projects. Two of the four 
evaluated PEFs were assessed satisfactory for monitoring and supervision. One PEF investment was 
correctly placed on the watch list early on and was diligently supervised. ADB played a constructive role 
in overcoming the differences between the fund manager and other investors. For the other PEF, ADB 
carried out the required level of internal monitoring and supervision, and the requirements for annual 
reviews and reporting were consistently met. The two other PEFs were rated less than satisfactory. In the 
first, ADB was not informed about a proposed investment and in the second, the required annual 
environment and social monitoring reports were not provided to ADB. 

 
f. Performance by Type 

 
45. Financial institution projects outperformed infrastructure projects and had an overall 

success rate of 70% for the 2019-2021, compared with 66% for infrastructure projects. 
Infrastructure projects had an 83% success rate in 2017–2019, but this declined to 76% in 2018–2020 
and to an all-time low of 66% in 2019–2021. The decline stemmed from non-energy transactions 
evaluated during reporting years 2020 and 2021. All the projects evaluated in the three prior reporting 
years were energy projects with high satisfactory rates, 80% in 2017 and 100% in 2018.48F

49 In contrast, in 
2020 and 2021, more non-energy infrastructure projects were evaluated (12 projects). Half of the these 
were in the water and other urban infrastructure and services; education, information, communications, 
and technology; and agriculture sectors and were rated less than satisfactory or unsatisfactory for failing 
to meet their development targets. The performance of financial institution projects, by contrast, 
improved to a 70% success rate for 2019–2021 and 80% in 2021 (from 50% in 2020). ADB’s interventions 
in three banks and a nonbank financial institution (NBFI) enabled them to increase their lending to their 
target segments while helping improve the banks’ credit quality and the NBFI’s unique business model. 
All 12 PEFs evaluated during the 2019–2021 had less than satisfactory or unsuccessful ratings (Figure 
10).  
 

 

 
49  No infrastructure projects were evaluated in 2019.  
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g. Performance by Region 
 

46. Performance by region did not change significantly from that reported in the 2020 AER 
(Figure 11). Southeast Asia had the highest share of successful and highly successful projects (77%) 
buoyed by a 100% success rate in 10 projects over the last 2 years, most of which were in the energy 
sector (seven projects), followed by South Asia (64%) and Central and West Asia (65%). East Asia had a 
39% success rate, a dramatic decrease from 2017–2020. This was because of (i) a shift in nonsovereign 
investments in the PRC from large infrastructure and finance projects to projects that had smaller 
sponsors, were innovative, and were located in smaller cities. Three financial intermediation projects in 
Mongolia were also rated less than successful. Regional projects had the lowest success rate (23%). These 
were mostly private equity investments with very low success rates, especially over the last 3-year 
evaluation period when all 12 projects were rated unsatisfactory.  
 

3. Country Program Performance Evaluation 
 
47. Over 2012–2021, 48 country programs were evaluated by IED, covering 30 member 
countries and the Pacific region. During this period, IED published 11 country assistance program 
evaluations (CAPEs) and 37 country partnership strategy final review validations (CSPFRVs). 50 Of these, 
71% were assessed successful (Figure 12). In 2021, IED completed one CAPE (Bangladesh) and four 
CPSFRVs (Afghanistan, Mongolia, Timor-Leste, and Viet Nam).51 
 

 

 
CAPE = country assistance program evaluation, CPSFRV = country partnership strategy final review 
validation, n = number of evaluated and/or validated country programs. 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 

 
48. The success of country programs declined from 86% in 2016–2018 to 68% in 2019–2021.  
This was mainly caused by the decline in effectiveness and the persisting low sustainability of country 
programs (Figure 13). These two elements were particularly evident in Cambodia, the Pacific, Pakistan, 
PNG, and Timor-Leste. Declining effectiveness was mostly driven by shortfalls in achieving targets, 
particularly the non-achievement of institutional reforms in the sectors dominating the country 
programs. The persistently low sustainability rate was due to inadequate routine O&M funding.52 While 
efficiency improved, many projects were significantly delayed, often because of the need to resolve 
resettlement issues. The large percentage difference between 2016–2018 and 2019–2021 was also partly 
due to small sample sizes and the mix of country programs validated. 

 
50  In total, 51 evaluations and validations were published by IED during 2012–2021, including the CPSFRV for Pacific Approach 

(2016–2020). CPSFRVs for Bangladesh (2011–2015), Indonesia (2012–2014), and India (2009–2012) were excluded since their 
covered period overlapped with the coverage of their respective CAPEs included in this analysis.   

51 ADB placed on hold its assistance in Afghanistan effective 15 August 2021. ADB. 2021. ADB Statement on Afghanistan. News 
release. 10 November. 

52 Beginning 2020, the small expenditure financing facility is made available to ADB’s developing member countries to fund 
consulting and non-consulting services, works, and goods, including O&M to support activities not exceeding to $15 million in 
value. This is with an aim to support innovation and sustainability of ADB Projects. Sources: 2018. ADB. Policy Paper on Proposal 
for ADB’s New Products and Modalities. Manila; and 2019. ADB. Small Expenditure Financing Facility. Operations Manual. OM 
D17. Manila.  
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Figure 12: ADB Country Performance, 2012−2021 
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49. The Bangladesh CAPE and Mongolia and Viet Nam CPSFRVs assessed their country 
programs successful. During the period 2011–2020, overall progress in Bangladesh was evident, 
especially in the energy, education, and ANR sectors. Provision of technical assistance support played a 
crucial role in the successful implementation of complex programs, especially in the education program.53 
However, despite these improvements and its robust socioeconomic growth, Bangladesh is still highly 
vulnerable to natural hazards and climate change risks. There was also low effectiveness in key sectors, 
mainly due to underachievement in sector reforms or a shortfall in meeting targets. These reforms were 
crucial in attaining sustainability in the transport and PSM sectors. Mongolia’s performance during 2017–
2020 improved compared with its last assessment in 2017. 54 While the overall sustainability of the 
country program was positive, the evaluation noted that the increasing fiscal and debt management 
challenges, intensified by the pandemic, required the timely adoption of financial sector reform policies. 
The Viet Nam country program assessment for 2016–2020 had a similar assessment to that in 2016; 
however, effectiveness was at the lower end of the scale as it was impacted by significant design changes 
in projects. These were caused largely by poor initial design and by project delays, which also lowered 
efficiency. In terms of program sustainability, while this improved over the previous assessment, the 
evaluation noted that accurate targeting of TA beneficiaries was important, especially for projects whose 
ownership was cascaded to the provincial level. ADB needs to provide more capacity building support 
for provincial authorities and agencies to implement and maintain projects. Gender mainstreaming were 
generally considered in ADB projects, particularly in health projects in Bangladesh, while complementary 
efforts of ADB and other development partners in Viet Nam resulted to significant gender results. 
 
50. The Timor-Leste CPSFRV, 2016–2020 assessed the country program less than successful. 55 
This has been the case for the last 15 years.56 The economy needs to diversify. Under the 2016–2020 
country program, ADB concentrated on providing support to the transport sector, in line with the 
government’s priorities and policy on public debt. However, most operations fell short of their targets, 
with insufficient attention to climate-proofing features to focus on completing longer roads and due to 
high cost of climate-proofing. Implementation of the country program were significantly disrupted by 
political instabilities (2017–2019) and emergence of COVID-19 pandemic in 2020. These resulted in poor 
infrastructure quality, impacting the overall effectiveness and sustainability of the country program, 
coupled with lack of budget allocation for O&M. In addition, despite the country program’s strong focus 
on gender equity, projects lacked gender-related indicators. As in other countries, the program 
experienced implementation delays, but the assessment also raised concerns over cost overrun issues 
that reduced projects’ economic returns. 
 

 
53 IED. 2021. Country Assistance Program Evaluation. Bangladesh, 2011–2020. Manila: ADB.  
54 IED. 2017. Country Partnership Strategy Final Review Validation: Mongolia, 2012–2016. Manila: ADB. 
55 IED. 2021. Country Partnership Strategy Final Review Validation: Timor-Leste, 2016–2020. Manila: ADB. 
56 IED. 2011. Country Partnership Strategy Final Review Validation: Timor-Leste, 2006–2010. Manila: ADB; IED. 2015. Country 

Partnership Strategy Final Review Validation: Timor-Leste, 2011–2015. Manila: ADB. 
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51. Performance in countries with access to both concessional assistance and OCR continued 
to perform poorly (Figure 14). This low success rate was mainly driven by the performance of Mongolia 
(2012–2016), Pakistan (2002–2019), PNG (2001–2020), and Timor-Leste (2011–2020). Most of these 
countries are either categorized as fragile states (PNG and Timor-Leste) or face a challenging political 
environment (Pakistan, PNG, and Timor-Leste).57 Weak project effectiveness and sustainability continued 
to be the main concerns in these countries, exacerbated by implementation delays, which in turn lowered 
implementation efficiency. The group’s overall rating was also affected by the 2019 reclassification of 
Viet Nam as an OCR-only country. With Viet Nam’s reclassification, the evaluation stressed that ADB 
needed to continue to support Viet Nam to sustain its success. The OCR-only group contains countries 
with higher gross national income per capita and greater creditworthiness, giving them greater access 
to market-based resources. However, countries that transition from the blended finance group to OCR-
only will still need ADB capacity building support to support them to implement policy and system 
reforms. Greater knowledge sharing can help countries mobilize finance from other development 
partners. The need to improve efficiency in implementing country programs was evident in OCR-only 
countries, while for concessional-assistance-only countries, efficiency, and sustainability issues persisted.  
 

 

 
CA = concessional assistance, n = number of evaluated and/or validated country programs, OCR 
= ordinary capital resources. 
Note: Including Pacific CPSFRV 2020, overall country performance is 71%. CA-only group includes 
Afghanistan, Bhutan, Cambodia, Kyrgyz Republic, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Maldives, Myanmar, 
Nepal, Solomon Islands, and Tajikistan. OCR blend group includes Bangladesh, India, Mongolia, Pakistan, 
Papua New Guinea, Timor-Leste, and Uzbekistan. India does not avail concessional assistance. Regular OCR-
only group includes Armenia, Azerbaijan, People’s Republic of China, Fiji, Georgia, Indonesia, Kazakhstan, 
Philippines, Sri Lanka, Thailand, Turkmenistan, and Viet Nam. In December 2021, Fiji was reclassified from 
regular OCR-only to OCR blend group. This analysis considered Fiji under the regular OCR-only group. ADB 
placed on hold its assistance in Afghanistan effective 15 August 2021. ADB. 2021. ADB Statement on 
Afghanistan. News release. 10 November. ADB placed on hold its assistance in Myanmar effective 1 February 
2021. ADB. 2021. ADB Statement on New Developments in Myanmar. News release. 10 March. 
Source:  Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 
 

 
B. Findings from Technical Assistance Completion Report Validation 

Reports  
 
1. Progress 

 
52. IED started to validate technical assistance completion reports (TCRs) in 2020 in order to 
facilitate better learning and dissemination of knowledge from TA products and to improve TA 
quality-at-entry. The first findings from these validations (TCRVs) were presented in the 2021 AER.58 For 
this year’s AER, a sample of 46 purposefully sampled TCRs circulated during July 2020–June 2021 was 

 
57  Included two assessments for Pakistan (2002–2012 and 2015–2019) and PNG (2001–2014 and 2016–2020), and three 

assessments for Timor-Leste (2011–2015, 2006–2010, and 2016–2020). There was political instability in Timor-Leste during 
2017–2019 and ongoing subnational independence process in PNG.  

58 IED. 2021. 2021 Annual Evaluation Review: Supporting the Sustainable Development Goals. Manila: ADB.  
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considered.59 This relatively small number was primarily due to the slow circulation of TCRs in 2021; only 
half of the projected TCRs in the January–June 2021 program had been circulated as of end June 2021.60 
On 1 July 2021, IED began validating all eligible TCRs and the results will be reported in next year’s AER. 
 

2. Key Findings from Validations 
 
53. In assessing TCRs, IED uses three core criteria: relevance, effectiveness, and efficiency. 61 
Although it is not included in the overall rating, a qualitative assessment of the sustainability of benefits 
from the TA operations is also made. The quality of the self-assessment of the TCRs is reviewed with a 
focus on its coherence, quality of data, and the quality of lessons learned. As the TCR is a knowledge 
product, the quality of lessons learned is given the highest weight (50%). 
 
54. In terms of relevance, weak TA design failed to ensure a reasonable cause–effect 
relationship between the outcomes and the outputs, and their corresponding indicators in some 
cases. For example, in a TA in the PRC that promoted the role of the market for resource allocation, the 
DMF aimed to address a high-level development issue (a higher ranking in the Global Competitiveness 
Index), which was too ambitious and complex for the TA.62 In a TA that aimed to strengthen government 
capacity in managing development projects in Kyrgyz Republic, one output did not directly support the 
outcome and was later cancelled.63 Some TA projects had output statements that were not clearly and 
directly linked to their indicators, such as a regional TA project that assisted capital market integration in 
Southeast Asia. 64  In other TA projects, outcome statements were linked weakly to the outcome 
indicators.65 However, other TA projects which were appropriately designed, including a regional TA 
project that supported the strengthening of government and civil society partnership to improve public  
service delivery,66 and another regional TA project that supported system linkages of market settlement 
infrastructures in ASEAN+3. 67 TA projects need to directly align their outputs with their outcomes, 
including their indicators, to maintain a focus on delivering the intended development results. 
 
55. Almost all TA projects were aligned with the priorities and strategies of both ADB and the 
government. However, in some cases they needed to be more closely associated with planned and 
ongoing initiatives of the government and other development partners. For example, in the case of 
a TA project that supported the operational performance of the water sector in Viet Nam, it was 
discovered during implementation that two of the original TA outputs were already being financed by 

 
59 The sampling approach was developed by a technical working group (consisting of IED, PPFD and SPD) and subsequently 

supported by a statistician. The purposeful sample did not allow IED to ascertain performance of the portfolio at the corporate 
level as the margin of error was high (~12% at 95% confidence) with a small sample. Thus, starting July 2021, IED started 
validating 100% of eligible TCRs. The purposeful sampling method was described in detail in AER 2021 and in the TCRV Synthesis 
Notes. 

60 Based on the Procurement, Portfolio and Financial Management Department data culled from the Quarterly Portfolio Update for 
Sovereign Operations as of 30 June 2021.  

61 In computing the compounded overall rating, relevance, and effectiveness each weighs 35% and efficiency weighs 30%. The 
calculated overall performance rating categories are highly successful (overall weighted average greater than 2.30), successful 
(overall weighted average greater than or equal to 1.65 and less than or equal to 2.30), less than successful (overall weighted 
average greater than or equal to 0.75 and less than 1.65), unsuccessful (overall weighted average is less than 0.75). 

62 IED. 2021. Technical Assistance Completion Report Validation Report: Promoting Decisive Role of the Market in Resource 
Allocation. Manila: ADB. 

63 ADB. 2021. Technical Assistance Completion Report: Strengthening Government Capacity for Managing Development Projects. 
Manila. 

64 IED. 2021. Technical Assistance Completion Report Validation Report: Enhancing Association of Southeast Asian Nations Capital 
Market Integration. Manila: ADB. 

65 IED. 2021. Technical Assistance Completion Report Validation Report: Building Climate Change Resilience in Asia’s Critical 
Infrastructure. Manila: ADB. 

66 IED. 2021. Technical Assistance Completion Report Validation Report: Strengthening Government and Civil Society Cooperation 
in Open Government Partnership to Improve Public Services. Manila: ADB. 

67 ASEAN + 3 is the Association of Southeast Asian Nations plus the PRC, Japan, and Republic of Korea. IED. 2021. Technical 
Assistance Completion Report Validation Report: Creating a Regional Settlement Intermediary in ASEAN+3: Cross-Border 
Settlement Infrastructure Forum. Manila: ADB. 
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another development partner so they were abandoned.68 Similarly, in the case of a TA that aimed to 
enhance the institutional capacity of the Ministry of Planning in Bangladesh, the development of the 
management information system was dropped because the executing agency had already implemented 
the component under other projects before the TA began.69 More positively, Improving Road Network 
Management and Safety in Myanmar was a TA project that demonstrated good complementarity with 
other development partners and partnership with the Japan International Cooperation Agency enhanced 
the quality of TA outputs.70 Similarly, coordinated efforts and complementarities were ensured through 
development partner meetings for the TA project that supported the action plan for transport and trade 
facilitation in the Greater Mekong Region.71 
 
56. In terms of effectiveness, TA projects struggled to measure capacity building activities and 
the uptake of knowledge products. In addition to the lack of robust measurement of the results of 
capacity building activities (a finding that was also highlighted in last year’s AER and remains true for the 
TCRs in this year’s AER), several TCRVs pointed out that the uptake of knowledge products was not 
measured in a robust way. It is often difficult to track how knowledge products directly contribute to 
development outcomes. However, while ADB undertakes a significant amount of knowledge support TA, 
use or influence of the produced knowledge was not usually measured in the DMFs nor was evidence 
provided in the TCRs in terms of how the knowledge product influenced subsequent activities. A common 
observation was that DMFs simply counted the number of knowledge products and knowledge sharing 
activities. Only two TA projects contained an explicit measure of the results of the knowledge products 
in their DMF indicators: Establishment of the Pacific Region Infrastructure Facility Coordination Office 
(which used percentage of knowledge products utilized in investment designs as an indicator) and 
Integrated Disaster Risk Management Fund: Sharing Lessons, Achievements and Best Practices (which 
used percentage of participants who reported increased awareness or knowledge).  
 
57. Under the efficiency criterion, a number of TCRs requested extensions of their closing date 
in order to complete activities. This was mainly due to COVID-19 restrictions that slowed or halted 
implementation.72 Most of these TA projects used virtual means to conduct their activities and some 
delivered COVID-19-related knowledge products in response to the pandemic, e.g., Preparing Health 
Sector Assessment in Pakistan, which prepared a COVID-19 response strategy, and Strengthening 
Government and Civil Society Cooperation in Open Government Partnership to Improve Public Services 
in Indonesia, which produced two blog posts on digital innovations amid COVID-19 and on how local 
governments were obtaining vital COVID-19 data. 

 
58. Most of the TA projects were assessed likely sustainable. This meant their outputs were 
adopted and implemented by the recipient DMC, 73  or that investment or funding followed TA 
implementation.74 Those that were assessed unlikely sustainable either did not produce the expected 
outcomes or outputs, or those outputs were not adopted or taken forward by the recipient governments. 
 

 
68 IED. 2020. Technical Assistance Completion Report Validation Report: Improving Operational Performance of Water Supply 

Sector. Manila: ADB. 
69 ADB. 2020. Technical Assistance Completion Report: Enhancing the Institutional Capacity of the Implementation Monitoring and 

Evaluation Division, Ministry of Planning. Manila. 
70 ADB. 2020. Technical Assistance Completion Report: Improving Road Network Management and Safety. Manila. 
71  ADB. 2020. Technical Assistance Completion Report: Support for Implementing the Action Plan for Transport and Trade 

Facilitation in the Greater Mekong Subregion. Manila: ADB. 
72 Examples of these TCRs included: Building Climate Change Resilience in Asia’s Critical Infrastructure (regional); Facility for 

Strengthening Policy Reform and Capacity Building (PRC); Integrated Disaster Risk Management Fund: Sharing Lessons, 
Achievements, and Best Practices (regional); Scoping of Community Resilience Partnership Program (regional); Support for 
ASEAN+3 Bond Market Forum under the New Asian Bond Market Initiative Medium Term Road Map (regional); Mainstreaming 
Climate Change Mitigation into National Infrastructure (Viet Nam). 

73 Examples included: Improving Operational Performance of the Water Supply Sector (Viet Nam); and Enhancing Association of 
Southeast Asian Nations Capital Market Integration (regional). 

74 Examples included: Strengthening of Monitoring and Enforcement in the Meghna River for Dhaka’s Sustainable Water Supply 
(Bangladesh); Scoping of Community Resilience Partnership Program (regional); and Mekong Business Initiative (regional). 
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3. Emerging Lessons from Validations 
 
59. A logical continuum of the DMF results chain through a reasonable cause–effect 
relationship between the outputs and the outcomes and their corresponding indicators is essential 
in the design of proper and realistic interventions to deliver the desired development results. ADB 
Guidelines in Preparing and Using a Design and Monitoring Framework stress that the outcome indicators 
should reflect the direct and immediate benefits of the application of outputs to serve as useful tool in 
managing and delivering sustainable development results.75 Such a clear linkage will ensure that there 
will be no attribution issues in project performance reviews, and that any subsequent actions or 
interventions planned beyond the TA are clearly guided by the results delivered by the TA. As highlighted 
in the 2021 AER, timely updates of the DMF due to unforeseen events or when changes in the TA are 
processed is also important to further strengthen the continued relevance of the TA design and facilitate 
effective delivery of intended results. 
 
60. Development partner coordination in delivering a common objective leads to better results 
and more efficient use of resources. 76 Given the diverse development issues and different stakeholders 
contributing to the achievement of a shared development goal, coordination is essential to ensure more 
consistent and influential actions and to prevent additional administrative procedures related to the 
cancellation or dropping of TA project components during implementation because of duplication, or 
the needless use of time and resources that could have been used for other useful interventions. This can 
be done through regular meetings with relevant development partners and key government agencies 
during TA planning stage and during key milestone in project implementation. In addition, defining a 
clear coordination mechanism and implementation structure among different players in the TA can 
enhance complementarities and help contribute to efficient implementation. 
 
61. TA projects with robust measurement mechanisms helps ADB advance its knowledge 
agenda to address evolving client needs. Some of the applications from the TA projects were 
developing DMF indicators that capture enhanced knowledge or uptake of knowledge through user 
ratings77 or how knowledge was used in subsequent investments78 This will provide a clear measurement 
of learning achieved, further guiding ADB efforts as it scales up its role as a knowledge bank and can 
serve as basis for leveraging future interventions. The usual practice of sharing knowledge products at 
regional forums or through online platforms could be enhanced using explicit tools that measure 
increased uptake and application. 
 
62. Virtual platforms keep project teams engaged and help ensure continuity of TA 
implementation. This was a common lesson among TA projects that were affected by the COVID-19 
pandemic.

79 They demonstrated that virtual platforms can be effective in keeping project teams engaged 
and in helping ensure the continuity of TA implementation. Such platforms can enhance the delivery, 
quality, and format of virtual training activities to maximize learning for a targeted audience. 
 
63. TA projects’ sustainability is ensured when recipient DMCs take the TA results forward 
through various mechanisms. These include ensuring continued commitment through inclusion in 
strategic government priorities, provision of budgetary allocation for subsequent activities, and 
continued capacity building or awareness raising, as applicable.  

 
75 ADB. 2020. Guidelines in Preparing and Using a Design and Monitoring Framework: Sovereign Operations and Technical 

Assistance. Manila. 
76 Examples of TA projects included Improving Road Network Management and Safety in Myanmar and Support for Implementing 

the Action Plan for Transport and Trade Facilitation in the Greater Mekong Subregion. 
77  ADB. 2021. Technical Assistance Completion Report: Integrated Disaster Risk Management Fund: Sharing Lessons, 

Achievements, and Best Practices. Manila. 
78 ADB. 2020. Technical Assistance Completion Report: Establishment of the Pacific Region Infrastructure Facility Coordination 

Office. Manila. 
79 Examples of TA projects included Preparing Health Sector Assessment (Pakistan); Integrated Disaster Risk Management Fund: 

Sharing Lessons, Achievements and Best Practices (regional); Scoping Community Resilience Partnership Program (regional); and 
Building Climate Change Resilience in Asia’s Critical Infrastructure (regional). 
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C. Key Drivers of Effectiveness in ADB Projects 
 
64. A downward trend in the effectiveness rating in ADB projects was observed during 2016–
2020. This section focuses on identifying the key factors that are affecting the underperformance of the 
effectiveness criterion, as defined in the IED guidelines on evaluating ADB sovereign projects.80 For NSO, 
there are no specific evaluation criteria for effectiveness. The closest equivalent evaluation criteria were 
used to analyze the drivers of effectiveness in NSO (contribution to private sector development and ADB’s 
strategic development objectives; and ESHS performance, both of which are under the development 
results criteria). The analysis was based on the PCRs and XARRs that were published and validated or 
evaluated by IED during 2016–2020.  
 

1. Sovereign Operations, 2016–2020  
 

65. The effectiveness rating for sovereign projects declined from 74% in 2016–2018 to 64% in 
2018–2020. In analyzing this trend, this section is guided by the 2016 Guidelines for the Evaluation of 
Public Sector Operations, and by the discussion in the 2019 and 2020 Development Effectiveness Reviews 
(DEfRs).81 In addition, recent studies on factors in project performance were reviewed.82 Illustration of 
their relationships is also reflected in Figure A2 in Appendix 2. A qualitative analysis for sovereign projects 
was conducted by assessing the factors that led to low effectiveness ratings. These factors were 
categorized based on the key phases in ADB’s project cycle: (i) identification, (ii) design and preparation, 
(iii) implementation, and (iv) monitoring and evaluation.  
 

a. Methodology 
 

66. The qualitative review included a review of 284 validated or evaluated sovereign project 
documents, particularly the discussion under the effectiveness criterion, which assesses the 
project’s outcomes and outputs against the baselines and targets in the project’s design and 
monitoring framework (DMF). The qualitative analysis collated evidence from project completion 
reports (PCRs), PCR validation reports (PVRs), and other pertinent documents (including reports and 
recommendations of the president, evaluation studies, policy, and strategy reports) that explained the 
effectiveness of projects based on the IED guidelines. Based on this review, the leading 16 factors that 
negatively affected the sovereign projects’ effectiveness rating in terms of underachievement of 
outcomes or outputs were identified (Table A2, Appendix 2). The factors were grouped according to the 
four phases of project cycle.  
 
67. The quantitative analysis for sovereign projects used Probit regression to test the statistical 
significance of these 16 factors. A preliminary Probit regression analysis was performed to examine the 
determinants of project effectiveness (effective or less than effective) given a set of project- and country-
level characteristics based on the qualitative analysis. Since project effectiveness is binary, Probit models 
are an appropriate way to estimate and test these relationships empirically. In this case, the Probit model 
results were used to verify whether the factors identified from the qualitative analysis were statistically 
significant to the project effectiveness.83 The proxy variables were identified taking into consideration 
limitations on data availability from the project documents of the 284 projects and databases as well as 
the completeness of data that best represent the factors identified from the qualitative assessment. The 
framework used to conduct the qualitative review can be seen in Figure 2A and Table A2 in Appendix 2. 
Since most ADB operations are in the infrastructure sectors, an additional Probit regression was 
performed to further identify statistically significant factors during the project design and preparation 
phase within the subset of infrastructure projects. Additional Probit regression was not performed for 

 
80 IED. 2016. Guidelines for the Evaluation of Public Sector Operations. Manila: ADB.  
81 ADB. 2020. 2019 Development Effectiveness Review. Institutional Document. Manila; and ADB. 2021. 2020 Development 

Effectiveness Review. Institutional Document. Manila. 
82 D. Bulman, W. Kolkma and A. Kraay, 2016. Good Countries or Good Projects? Comparing Macro and Micro Correlates of World 

Bank and Asian Development Bank Project Performance. The Review of International Organizations. Vol. 12(3). pp. 335–363.  
83 See Linked Document C for more details. Test for multicollinearity has also been performed as reflected in Linked Document C. 
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the non-infrastructure sectors due to data limitations. The details of the quantitative assessment are 
described in Appendix 3 and Linked Document C.  
 

b. Findings 
 
68. The most frequent occurrences of the factors that negatively affect project effectiveness 
fall under the design and preparation phase of the project cycle, followed by implementation 
phase, the evaluation and monitoring phase, and the project identification phase. The factors 
affecting the low effectiveness of sovereign projects were identified based on the frequency of their 
distribution within the four phases of the project cycle. A good deal of interconnectedness was observed 
among the factors identified in PVRs and PPERs. The top five factors negatively affecting the effectiveness 
of sovereign projects (representing about 61% of all factors) were: (i) quality of project design (especially 
as it relates to weak project design for complex projects); (ii) adequacy of ADB supervision; (iii) DMF 
quality; (iv) adequacy of the project performance monitoring system (PPMS); and (v) executing and 
implementing agency capacity and commitment (Figure 15).  
 

 

 
 

 
DMF = design and monitoring framework, EA = executing agency, IA = implementing agency, M&E = monitoring and evaluation, 
PPMS = project performance monitoring system. 
Note: A total of 284 validated/evaluated sovereign projects during 2016-2020 were reviewed and the factors from the projects with 
less than effectiveness, ineffectiveness ratings and downgraded projects were identified. Overall, 194 or 68.3% of the evaluated 
sovereign projects received a Highly Effective (HE) or Effective (E) ratings. Of the 90 projects rated Less than Effective (LTE) or Ineffective 
(IE), 49 of them were downrated from the effectiveness rating provided in the PCR. Complexity here is described as projects with weak 
designs (i.e., mismatched project scope and financing plan and/or implementation arrangements, unclear mechanisms to deliver the 
outcome and output targets, or unclear activities amidst the multiplicity of overlapping operations in the sector).    
Source: ADB Independent Evaluation Department.  

 

 
69. Under project design and preparation, adequacy of project design, especially as it relates 
to complex projects, was the top ranked factor, followed by poor DMF quality. Project complexity 
is influenced by the number and complexity of project components and sub-components, the number of 
executing and implementing agencies, the geographical scope, and whether the project was a new type 
for ADB in a country (e.g., the first rail-based mass transit system or the first demand-side management 
project in the energy sector). If project complexity is not properly addressed in project design, there is 
often a mismatch between the project scope and financing plan and/or implementation arrangements, 
unclear mechanisms to deliver the outcome and output targets, and/or unclear activities amidst a 
multiplicity of overlapping operations. The quality of DMFs was identified by both the quantitative and 
the qualitative analysis. The quality of DMFs, in particular overambitious DMF targets (proxied by the 

Figure 15: Top 16 Qualitative Factors Affecting the Lower Effectiveness of Sovereign Projects  
(% of Total) 
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number of output indicators), was statistically significant at the 10% level (Table A3.2, Appendix 3).84 A 
large number of output indicators reduces the probability of a project to be rated effective. Although the 
quantitative analysis did not find a statistically significant relationship between effectiveness and project 
complexity, the number of output indicators is relevant to measuring the complexity of project design.85 
Producing a high-quality project design and DMF involves both technical and human resources from the 
government and ADB. It requires a robust diagnostic analysis and assessment of the country and the 
sector, as well as project risks and assumptions. The capacity of the government in project preparation, 
particularly in generating data that can be used for analyses and assessments, is important in preparing 
baselines and targets, as well as in ensuring that projects are measurable and manageable. Sufficient 
resources for ADB’s fact-finding activities, including bilateral and stakeholder discussions can provide 
technical support and advisory to the government at design stage. All these are crucial in preparing 
quality project design, particularly for complex projects. 

 
70. Inadequate ADB supervision was the most frequently cited factor under project 
implementation, followed by inadequate implementing agency capacity. ADB supervision is 
described as the combination of ADB’s resources, including staffing levels, continuity and 
appropriateness of skills, timeliness of supervision and communication with executing and implementing 
agencies as well as prompt responsiveness to identified issues. ADB supervision, proxied by the total 
number of project leaders or officers involved was statistically significant at the 5% level with negative 
coefficient signs, indicating that the more project leaders or officers that are involved, the lower the 
probability of an effective project rating (Table A3.2, Appendix 3). 86 A stable supervision team of ADB 
experts involved continuously in the project is therefore important to ensure effectiveness. However, 
since movement of staff is inevitable, there should at least be a robust monitoring system to document 
progress in the project to ensure a proper transition from one officer to another. The proxy variable for 
inadequate implementing agency capacity was the assessment of the capacity building and/or 
institutional development TA support or project component. Instead of the mere presence of capacity 
building and/or institutional development support, the model considered the assessment of whether they 
were successful or not. The result was that, if the capacity building and/or institutional development 
support were successful, the probability of projects being classified as effective increased by 37–46 
percentage points, on average, if other factors were held constant. The analysis was statistically 
significant at the 5% level and positive coefficient. This result highlights the importance of providing 
effective institutional and capacity support to implementing agencies as well as implementation of 
reform components of investment projects (Table A3.2, Appendix 3). Targeted support to enhance the 
capacities of executing and implementing agencies has higher likelihood of enhancing the project 
effectiveness. 
 
71. An inadequate project performance monitoring system (PPMS), which is a project 
evaluation and monitoring related factor, was one of the key factors affecting project 
effectiveness. The PPMS monitors the key project outputs and progress toward achieving project 
outcome and impact targets. It is used to assist project implementation by tracking intermediate project 
outputs and outcomes. Projects that conducted evidence-based monitoring outputs and outcomes had 
a greater likelihood of being rated effective. The adequacy of the evidence in the PPMS was proxied by 

 
84 Both the quality of DMFs and overambitious targets in DMFs are proxied by the total number of output indicators. While the 

evaluation recognizes that the total count of output indicators does not fully capture the quality of targets and indicators 
reflected in the DMF, it considers that this is the closest quantifiable data that can describe the extent to which the targets are 
set realistically. This number can provide information on the soundness of how projects are formulated which in turn can have 
an eventual impact on their effectiveness in achieving development outcomes. 

85 Project complexity is proxied by total number of output statements, since it may indicate an increase in complexity of both the 
project design and monitoring. While this variable does not fully capture the complexity of large-scale projects or projects 
involving numerous sectors and agencies, this variable can be viewed as the closest quantifiable data that can describe the 
complexity of the project’s scope. The more output statements, the more deliverables and targets are expected, and financial 
and human resources requirements. As a result, these projects require better project design and planning.  

86  While using the total number of leaders and project officers as a proxy for ADB supervision does not fully capture its quality, it 
does reflect the ADB project officer’s familiarity with the project. Also, higher numbers of leaders and project officers can imply 
a high turnover, which may impact the quality of supervision and relationships with the borrower and executing or implementing 
agency.     
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the presence of PPMS. 87  This factor was statistically significant at the 10% level with positive coefficient 
signs, indicating that the presence of a functional PPMS increased the probability of an effective project 
rating (Table A3.2, Appendix 3).  
 
72. Low government commitment and poor governance, which are related to project 
identification, are crucial in achieving project outcomes and outputs. Government commitment 
includes executing or implementing agency commitment at any stage of the project cycle, while 
governance measures the government’s stability. The borrower or implementing agency performance 
rating was used as a proxy variable for commitment and governance. This produced statistically 
significant results at the 5% level and positive coefficient signs, indicating that the more able and capable 
a borrower, implementing agency, or executing agency is, the higher the likelihood that projects will be 
rated effective (Table A3.2, Appendix 3). 88  As a proxy for governance, the World Bank’s World 
Governance Indicators on the control of corruption, yielded positive (higher index, better control of 
corruption) and statistically significant results at the 5% level (Table A3.2, Appendix 3), indicating that 
projects are likely to be more effective under greater government commitment and stable governance. 
  
73. The top five factors were similar for infrastructure and non-infrastructure projects, but they 
were ranked differently. The qualitative review of project-related documents found that it may have 
been project preparation and design that distinguished between the two. For infrastructure projects, 
inadequate supervision was the most common cause of low effectiveness of sovereign projects, followed 
by inadequate project design, poor DMF quality, and inadequate PPMS (Figure 16). For non-infrastructure 
projects, inadequate project design was the most common factor, followed by inadequate PPMS, 
inadequate supervision, and poor DMF quality. It is interesting to note that, for non-infrastructure 
projects, inadequate PPMS was the second most common factor (Figure 17). Unlike infrastructure 
projects, non-infrastructure outputs and outcomes (i.e., reforms, adoption of policies, capacity building 
and institutional development) are usually assessed by how achievements towards the targets are 
progressing, and this requires a robust monitoring system to be in place.  
 
74. Quantitative analysis of infrastructure indicated that design readiness increased the 
probability of projects being rated effective. The design variable, proxied by a design-ready 
infrastructure project according to ADB definitions, was found to be statistically significant at the 10% 
level (Table A3.2, Appendix 3).89 This reconfirms the finding of the qualitative analysis that high-quality 
design is crucial for project effectiveness. Projects that are design ready are more likely to be rated 
effective. The regression analysis also supported the finding of the qualitative analysis that supervision is 
critical, particularly at the initial stage of project implementation. Supervision was proxied by satisfactory 
performance before the project’s mid-term review and was found to be statistically significant at the 
10% level (Table A3.2, Appendix 3). 90  This finding indicates the projects that have a satisfactory 
implementation rating before the mid-term assessment are more likely to be rated effective. The borrower 
or implementing agency performance rating was used as a proxy variable for governance and this was 
found to be statistically significant at the 5% level (Table A3.2, Appendix 3). The strong relationships of 
these factors on effectiveness indicates that infrastructure projects that have been well-designed, are 

 
87 A functional PPMS is proxied by the presence of a PPMS, as described in the validation or evaluation reports as available and/or 

complied with at completion. The evaluation team recognizes the limitation of this proxy to fully describe functionality of PPMS, 
but it is the closest possible quantifiable data that can provide information on adequacy of evidence in the PPMS. 

88 The borrower and executing and implementing agency performance rating can be associated with commitment and governance, 
since it provides information on how they perform their main role and responsibilities, as well as on how the existing country 
systems and policies (i.e., procurement, safeguards) can either mitigate or raise issues during implementation. Borrower and or 
implementing agency performance generally describes the government’s contribution to the achievement of project outcome 
and outputs.  

89 ADB. 2019. Results Framework Indicator Definitions. Manila.  
90 Before August 2018, performance was generally assessed through the following indicators: (i) technical, (ii) procurement,  

(iii) disbursement, (iv) financial management, and (v) safeguards. From August 2018 to May 2020, the procurement indicator 
was replaced by contract awards. In June 2020, the technical indicator was replaced by output. The proxy variable of 
“performance before MTR” can measure the efficiency of start-up arrangements that can help the achievement of project 
outcomes and outputs.  
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Figure 17: Top 10 Qualitative Factors Affecting the Effectiveness of Sovereign  
Non-Infrastructure Projects (% of Total) 

 

supported by strong governance, and were successfully implemented in their early stages are more likely 
to be rated effective overall.   
 

 

 
 
 

 
DMF = design and monitoring framework, IA = implementing agency, M&E = monitoring and evaluation, PPMS = project performance 
monitoring system.  
Note: A total of 198 validated or evaluated sovereign infrastructure projects during 2016-2020 were reviewed and the factors from the projects 
rated less than effective or ineffective and downgraded projects were identified. Complexity was defined as: projects with weak designs (e.g., 
mismatched project scope and financing plan and/or implementation arrangements, unclear mechanisms to deliver the outcome and output 
targets, or unclear activities amid a multiplicity of overlapping operations in the sector).    
Source: ADB Independent Evaluation Department.  
 

 
 

 
 

 
DMF = design and monitoring framework, IA = implementing agency, M&E = monitoring and evaluation, PPMS = project performance 
monitoring system.  
Note: A total of 86 validated or evaluated sovereign non-infrastructure projects during 2016-2020 were reviewed and the factors from the projects 
rated less than effective or ineffective and downgraded projects were identified. Complexity was defined as: projects with weak designs (e.g., 
mismatched project scope and financing plan and/or implementation arrangements, unclear mechanisms to deliver the outcome and output 
targets, or unclear activities amid a multiplicity of overlapping operations in the sector).    
Source: ADB Independent Evaluation Department.  
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Figure 16: Top 10 Qualitative Factors Affecting the Effectiveness of  
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c. Findings on Effectiveness from Recent High-Level Evaluations 
 

75. The findings from the review of sovereign projects that were evaluated or validated during 
2016–2020 were consistent and supported the findings from recent high-level IED evaluations. A 
sector-wide  evaluation of ADB’s Support for the Agriculture, Natural Resources, and Rural Development 
Sector in 2018 recognized that sustained institutional capacity development and recognition of the 
difficult context and complexity of the sector in planning and design of projects can support project 
effectiveness. 91  Specific factors that affected project effectiveness included: poor contractor 
performance, inability to monitor and link project outputs to outcomes, and weak project ownership. 
Evaluations of ADB operations in the transport sector in 2020 and the MFF in 2019 also recognized that 
weak quality design and project readiness, as well as insufficient institutional capacity, reduced project 
effectiveness92 The CPSFRV for Viet Nam found that significant design changes caused by poor initial 
designs had reduced the overall effectiveness of ADB operations.93  
 
76. Similarly, the sector assistance program evaluation for Indonesia in 2019 identified institution 
building and human resource capacity as key determinants of project effectiveness. 94 This includes 
effective delivery of reforms that strengthen institutions in key sectors. The same issues were evident in 
the 2019 MFF evaluation and the recent country evaluation program for Bangladesh. 95  The MFF 
evaluation noted the difficulties caused by a lack of consistency in political will for reform. 
 
77. The importance of experienced contractors was highlighted in the energy evaluation in 2020, 
which found that the sector’s high effectiveness rating was driven by results from turn-key projects 
executed by experienced contractors.96 The evaluation also added that if there were few safeguard issues, 
this strengthened project effectiveness. For example, although ADB’s energy projects in Pakistan were 
sensitive in terms of environmental safeguards, both national and ADB safeguard policies were complied 
with.97 In fragile states, such as Timor-Leste, the effectiveness of ADB operations was often low due to 
inadequate O&M and the weak climate-proofing of infrastructure projects.98  

 
2. Nonsovereign Operations, 2016–2020  

 
78. For nonsovereign operations, there were no specific evaluation criteria on effectiveness. 
The closest equivalent evaluation criteria for NSO transactions were: (i) contribution to private sector 
development and ADB’s strategic development objectives; and (ii) ESHS performance, both of which are 
under the development results criteria. 99  As with sovereign projects, safeguard performance was 
considered in assessing the effectiveness of nonsovereign projects.100 In 2020, IED published a synthesis 

 
91   IED. 2018. ADB’s Sector Wide-Evaluation: Support for the Agriculture, Natural Resources, and Rural Development Sector. Manila: 

ADB. 
92   IED. 2020. Sector-Wide Evaluation: ADB Support for Transport 2010–2018. Manila: ADB and IED. 2019. Corporate Evaluation: 

ADB's Multitranche Financing Facility, 2005–2018: Performance and Results Delivered. Manila: ADB. The transport sector 
evaluation noted that less complex projects tend to be more effective, while overly complex MFFs made implementation 
progress difficult. Nonetheless, as demand for more complex and multisectoral projects increases, adequate technical expertise 
and resources throughout the project cycle are needed. For MFF evaluation, see also AER 2019.  

93   IED. 2021. Country Partnership Strategy Final Review Validation: Viet Nam, 2016–2020. Manila: ADB.  
94   IED. 2019. Sector Assistance Program Evaluation: ADB Support to the Indonesia Finance Sector. Manila: ADB. 
95   IED. 2021. Country Assistance Program Evaluation: Bangladesh, 2011–2020. Manila: ADB. 
96   IED. 2020. Sector-wide Evaluation: Energy Policy and Program, 2016–2020. Manila: ADB.  
97   IED. 2019. Sector Assistance Program Evaluation: Pakistan Power Sector. Manila: ADB.  
98   IED. 2022. Country Partnership Strategy Final Review Validation: Timor-Leste, 2016–2020. Manila: ADB. 
99   IED. 2014. Guidelines for the Preparation of Project Performance Evaluation Reports on Nonsovereign Operations. Manila: ADB.  

The other sub-criteria under the development result criteria are economic performance and business success. Economic 
performance, measured by EIRR or economic return, is equivalent to the efficiency rating for sovereign projects, while business 
success measured by FIRR or real financial return on invested capital is equivalent to the sustainability rating for sovereign 
projects.  

100 IED notes that well prepared projects, in which significant resources (i.e., project preparatory technical assistance projects) to 
prepare environment and social assessments were provided, contributed to effective implementation of the 2009 Safeguard 
Policy Statement, however, deficiencies were observed in ADB’s supervision and results. See IED. 2020. Corporate Evaluation: 
Effectiveness of the Safeguard Policy Statement. Manila: ADB. 
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note on Safeguard Assessments of Nonsovereign Projects101 which gathered lessons and observations 
from ADB’s safeguard work for NSO projects validated by IED in 2018–2019. The note focused on: (i) 
ADB’s safeguard work quality at screening, appraisal, structuring, supervision, and monitoring; and (ii) 
ESHS performance and the project’s compliance with both ADB’s Safeguard Policy Statement (SPS) and 
country systems.102  
 

a. Methodology 
 
79. For NSO, given the limited number of evaluated and validated XARRs, only a qualitative 
analysis of the 76 nonsovereign projects validated during 2016–2020 was conducted. The 
“contribution to private sector development and ADB’s strategic development objectives” subcriteria 
assesses achievement of targets defined in the project’s design and monitoring framework (DMF) as well 
as the project’s contribution to the project company, investee company, or financial institution and to 
other targeted development objectives. 103 The analysis delved into the internal and external factors 
affecting the projects’ achievement of the targets described in their DMFs and their contributions to 
improving the fund or company, as well as the industry and regulations governing them. Similarly, for 
ESHS performance, the review assessed internal and external factors affecting ADB’s work quality and 
ESHS performance.104 Details of the qualitative assessment are in Appendix 4. 
 

b. Findings 
 

80. The adequacy of project design was the dominant factor affecting NSO project 
effectiveness in supporting private sector development and ADB’s strategic development 
objectives. The qualitative assessment found that sufficient technical and knowledge support need to 
be provided at the outset, particularly in establishing measurable targets and reporting mechanisms.105 
Other factors included: (i) company or fund-level capacity and governance; (ii) supportive government 
policies; (iii) collaboration between ADB’s sovereign and NSO; (iv) adequacy of the assessment of market 
conditions during implementation; and (v) ADB’s technical assistance and knowledge support (Figure 
A4.1, Appendix 4). 
 
81. A regulatory and business environment that is conducive for private sector development 
enhances the effectiveness of NSO projects. Government policies that support private sector 
development and the growth of the companies and industries prioritized by ADB were major drivers of 
project effectiveness in NSO projects. Stronger collaboration between ADB’s sovereign and NSO can 
maximize ADB’s leverage in supporting sector and institutional reforms and private sector development. 
This was consistent with IED's evaluation of ADB’s support for public–private partnerships, which found 

 
101 See IED. 2020. Synthesis Note No. 1. Safeguard Assessment of Nonsovereign Projects. Manila.  
102 ESHS performance in the discussion that follows means ESHS performance subcriteria, which was reviewed as one of the 

equivalent evaluation criteria for effectiveness.  
103 Achievement of the targets described in a project’s DMF is only one of the areas assessed. Linked Document C lists all the other 

areas being considered in assessing the “contribution to PSD and ADB’s strategic development objective” sub-criteria. 
104 The synthesis note highlighted three main findings. First, ADB’s work quality was well-focused during project preparation, 

providing sufficient documents and technical support to financial institutions in reducing their overall exposure to potential 
safeguards-related risks. Assessment of financial institutions’ capacity was also adequately assessed. Second, further 
improvements in ADB’s work quality at supervision and monitoring are needed as there was only limited evidence that 
demonstrated that ADB feedback to financial institutions on quality of their environmental and social management systems 
(ESMS) and/or annual environmental performance reports (AEPRs) were sufficiently provided during implementation. This 
resulted in insufficient documentation on subprojects’ ESMSs, including on progress that had been made. The lack of guidance 
notes or detailed templates to prepare these documents, including annual reports, was also observed. Lastly, weak 
documentation and reporting of ESHS performance can negatively impact the assessment of ESHS performance, as there is no 
evidence that can support a satisfactory rating. Reporting deficiencies can be a result of a financial institution’s shortcomings 
in hiring and retaining dedicated staff with adequate backgrounds, skills, and training on environmental aspects to oversee the 
ESMS implementation and AEPRs. A clear identification of the financial institution’s project portfolio and industry sectors with 
ADB financing would help in this regard. 

105 In 2021, ex-ante development impact framework was piloted by ADB’s Private Sector Operations Department. This aims to 
enhance the focus of the nonsovereign deals on contribution to private sector development as well as strengthen monitoring 
of private sector development linked results.  
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that positive outcomes can be achieved through a combination of upstream and downstream 
interventions.106    

 
82. ADB’s technical and knowledge support throughout the project cycle is crucial in ensuring 
that projects’ “contributions to private sector development and ADB’s strategic development 
objectives” are maximized. Such support can address risks arising from weak project design, as well as 
weak company or fund-level capacity and governance, both of which affect the project’s contribution to 
private sector development and ADB’s strategic development objectives. Most nonsovereign projects with 
positive ratings were designed to improve the business practices and governance of the project, investee, 
financial institution, or fund, or to influence the regulatory framework. Effectiveness was also 
strengthened if the DMF contained new technologies or new products, as well as socioeconomic targets. 
While the capacity and governance of companies or funds are external to ADB, they can be strengthened 
by the provision of additional capacity and technical support in the design and monitoring of these 
projects. 
 
83. Capacity support to document progress in ESHS compliance and better supervision and 
monitoring improve the assessment on ESHS performance. Well-documented ESHS progress and 
annual reports, as well as the capacity to generate them, are important. Given that report preparation is 
the responsibility of the companies, strong management support and ESHS policies need to be in place 
or supported by ADB.   

 
84. Project design that integrates environmental, social, and health targets strengthens ESHS 
performance. Many nonsovereign projects in the energy and transport sectors had environmental 
targets, while investments in the finance sector had inclusion targets (e.g., lending to SMEs). Investments 
in infrastructure sectors usually have targets on employment generation. These targets, when properly 
implemented and monitored, improve the assessment of ESHS performance. 

 
85. For nonsovereign projects implemented by financial institutions, more support in 
monitoring and documenting ESHS performance is required. Since ADB has no direct oversight of 
the subprojects that the financial institutions will implement, it needs to conduct strong due diligence 
and a careful review of the financial institution’s business activities and its capacity to manage ESHS.  This 
needs to happen at the project design stage. Effective ADB supervision and monitoring is vital to assist 
companies to provide more documentation on ESHS performance (a factor in the financial institution 
projects that were rated excellent or satisfactory for ESHS performance). The distribution of factors was 
similar to those for nonsovereign projects in general, but in those financial institution projects rated 
unsatisfactory or less than satisfactory for ESHS performance, 88% had issues related to lack of 
documentation resulting from a weak reporting system (Figure A4.2, Appendix 4).  

 
D. Issues and Lessons 
 

1. Issues 
 

86. The performance of ADB sovereign operations in the infrastructure sectors declined from 
76% in 2016–2018 to 70% in 2018–2020 and again to 69% in 2019–2021. Since these operations 
account for about 70% of the ADB portfolio, this is a concern. Long-standing issues such as the need to 
address key institutional and financial sustainability measures and implementation delays were behind 
the decline. Within the infrastructure sector, there was a decline in the success rate of the energy sector 
and continuing low success rate in the water and other urban services sector.  
 

 
106  IED. 2020. Thematic Evaluation: ADB’s Support for Public-Private Partnerships, 2009–2019. ADB: Manila. The ex-ante 

development impact framework initiated in 2021 aims to assess all NSO projects against risks to development results dimension, 
which incorporates sector factors. This will help define and monitor risks associated with the regulatory and business 
environment in which the project will be operating. 
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87. Private equity fund (PEF) performance has significantly declined since 2016–2018. Of the 
12 private equity funds evaluated during 2019–2021, none was rated successful. Most of the PEFs 
assessed made less than satisfactory contributions to economic development, with economic rates of 
return below the weighted average cost of capital. ADB’s investment profitability from PEFs was 
unsatisfactory in all cases, due to negative gains from exits or fair value based on partial sale or offers. In 
addition, 67% of PEFs did not provide sufficient or credible evidence that ADB’s participation had brought 
either financial or non-financial additionality to the performance of individual funds or to the companies 
they had invested in. ADB’s assessed work quality was low for PEFs, mainly because of inadequate due 
diligence. 

 
88. Deficiencies in project design and weak monitoring remain critical issues and these caused 
lower project effectiveness for both sovereign and nonsovereign operations. Deficiencies in project 
designs, mismatches between project scopes and financing plans and/or implementation arrangements, 
and unclear targets and mechanisms to monitor them reduced project effectiveness. In NSO, the 
implementing capacity of the implementing companies or investees needs to be adequately assessed at 
the design stage and this was not always done. The weak monitoring capacity of the implementation 
agencies supervising sovereign operations and financial institutions for nonsovereign projects also 
impeded project effectiveness.  These issues can be addressed by more realistic assessments of the 
implementing agency’s capacity and institutional arrangement as well as by properly established 
reporting mechanisms and measurable targets. For NSO, if infrastructure projects integrate 
environmental, social, and health targets in the design, this strengthens ESHS performance. However, 
weak implementation and monitoring of ESHS performance weakens it. This was found to be a particular 
concern for NSO projects implemented by financial institutions. 
 

2. Lessons 
 
89. Stronger project designs and the establishment and maintenance of robust project 
performance monitoring systems (PPMS) and ESHS systems improve projects’ effectiveness. A 
robust assessment of the risks and assumptions enables ADB to identify appropriate investment 
modalities. TA support can enhance the quality of project design. This should include an appropriate 
assessment of the executing and/or implementing agency’s capacity to implement and monitor the 
projects. When weak capacity is identified at the outset, adequate technical support, embedded in the 
design, can mitigate the risks from failure to implement and monitor the projects through a functional 
PPMS and ESHS system. 
 
90. Effective implementation of institutional support and targeted reforms are crucial for 
strengthening the executing and/or implementing agency’s capacity, which enhances project 
effectiveness. Appropriate institutional support is needed if reform targets are to be achieved. This is 
particularly important in the infrastructure sectors and is evident in country programs, where reform 
targets were crucial in achieving and sustaining project outcomes. Similarly, the review of sovereign 
projects revealed that successful institutional development support improved project effectiveness. 
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91. The Management Action Record System (MARS) is a key element of ADB’s commitment to 
accountability and learning. 107  MARS supports accountability by tracking Management’s actions in 
response to IED evaluation recommendations. It informs the Development Effectiveness Committee (DEC) 
and the Board of Directors on the extent to which Management has adopted and implemented IED 
recommendations endorsed by the DEC. It also supports learning as the implementation of 
recommendations can be used to improve understanding of the issues identified in evaluation reports. 
IED annually validates Management self-assessments of due actions on recommendations, and this is 
reported in the AER report. 108 
 
92. In 2017, IED and Management began improving the MARS process by:  
(i) enhancing transparency and precision in formulating recommendations and action plans, as well as 
by ensuring strong alignment between them; and (ii) establishing focal points in both Management and 
IED to facilitate systematic engagement. 109  Analysis of MARS data was conducted to compare 
performance before and after the 2017 reforms. Efforts to improve the usability of the MARS is also in 
process and the system will migrate to the SharePoint platform in first quarter of 2022. 
 
A. Acceptance and Implementation of Accepted Recommendations, 

2012–2021 
 
93. Full acceptance in 2017–2021 averaged 95%, a significant increase from 2012–2016 when 
the figure was 70% (Figure 18).110 This exceeded IED’s target of an average acceptance rate of 85% by 
2024. The significant reduction of partly accepted recommendations, from 8% in 2012–2016 to 3% in 
2017–2021 reflects the greater clarity and common interpretation of most recommendations (Linked 
Document D). 
 
94. Management fully accepted all 27 recommendations generated by five high-level 
evaluations endorsed by the DEC in 2021. Sixteen of these were generated by corporate and thematic 

 
107 MARS is IED’s online tool for monitoring the implementation progress and results of Management actions on IED 

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

108 In this chapter, discussions on Management acceptance are in calendar years (i.e., January to December), while those on action 
design and implementation of recommendations are in reporting years (i.e., 2021 is from 1 October 2020 to 30 September 
2021). 

109 IED. 2021. Annual Evaluation Review: Supporting the Sustainable Development Goals. Manila: ADB. Paragraph 211 and footnote 
141. 

110 The MARS process reforms include technical meetings and/or discussions before finalizing recommendations and action plans 
that have become key quality assurance steps in drafting recommendations and their corresponding action plans. 

Highlights 

 
• Management acceptance of recommendations has improved to 95% since reforms to the Management 

Action Record System (MARS) began in 2017. 
• Implementation of accepted recommendations from 2017–2021 has been modest, with 77% of 

recommendations rated fully or largely implemented.  
• The clarity of recommendations and the alignment between recommendation and actions increase the 

likelihood they will be implemented successfully.  
• There is strong evidence that recent MARS reforms have resulted in better aligned recommendations and 

action plans. Future reforms should focus on narrowing the gap between the acceptance and 
implementation success rates. 

• The long-term impacts of Management actions need to be assessed, along with the implications of the 
current coronavirus disease (COVID-19) pandemic to the implementation of actions on recommendations.  

• MARS will migrate to the SharePoint platform in the first quarter of 2022 to improve its usability and 
accessibility for real-time updating. 

https://lnadbg1.adb.org/oed001p.nsf/ManagementActionRecord?OpenForm&reportID=3891B6ABE18F9F5D48257A760022C989
https://lnadbg1.adb.org/oed001p.nsf/ManagementActionRecord?OpenForm&reportID=3891B6ABE18F9F5D48257A760022C989
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evaluations (on climate change, and on the One ADB approach), and the AER report. The rest are from a 
CAPE Bangladesh and a regional evaluation for the Greater Mekong Subregion Program. 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 
95. However, success in implementing recommendations has been modest, despite the MARS 
process reform in 2017. Of the validated actions, 77% of recommendations that Management accepted 
during 2017–2021 were fully or largely implemented, four-percentage points higher than in 2012–2016 
(Figure 19). IED noted that Management has agreed with most recommendations, although some of 
their responses, and correspondingly proposed actions, suggest reservations.111 While there has been a 
limited rise in performance, IED further noted that fully implemented recommendations jumped by 10 
percentage points, from 26% to 36%, highlighting the improved clarity and actionability of the 
recommendations (Linked Document D). 
 
B. Action Plan Design and Implementation of Recommendations Due in 

2021 
 

1. Assessment of Recommendations Due in 2021 
 
96. In 2021, 57 recommendations from 23 evaluation reports became due for validation. Of 
these, 70% (40 of 57) were accepted after the start of the MARS process reforms in 2017. IED validations 
showed that 83% of these 40 recommendations were rated largely implemented or better (Linked 
Document D).  
 
97. Of the 57 recommendations due in 2021, 48 (84%) were successfully implemented. 
Validation results showed that 22 (38%) of the recommendations were fully implemented, 26 (46%) 
largely implemented, 8 (14%) partly implemented, and one (2%) not implemented (Linked Document D). 

 

98. The validation concurred with 34 of the 57 Management self-assessment ratings. Of these, 
15 adjusted fully implemented ratings to largely implemented and 5 from largely implemented to 
partly implemented (Table 3). Seven of the downgrades were from the corporate evaluations on the 
Asian Development Fund (ADF) 11 and 12, the MFF, PBL, results-based lending (RBL), social protection 
strategy, and water policy and related operations; eight from thematic and sector evaluations on climate 
change and SME support, agriculture and natural resources, and transport; five from country-specific 
evaluations in Indonesia, Nepal, and the PRC; and one from the 2020 AER. The adjustments were made 
because of: (i) targets that were not fully met or completed by the due date or were continuing with no 
clear completion date; (ii) external factors such as the COVID-19 pandemic and government policies and 

 
111  While Management acceptance of recommendations soared to 95% with reforms to the MARS process in 2017, greater clarity 

on what areas in the recommendation Management agree or disagree with, could help strengthen action plan formulation and 
narrow the gap between the acceptance and implementation success rates. 
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institutions; 112  and (iii) insufficient analytical work to link policy actions, outputs, and outcomes, 
including data on results. IED upgraded the ratings of two recommendations from the Azerbaijan CAPE 
from largely to fully implemented because the actions taken covered all the targeted areas Management 
committed to in the action plan.  

 
Table 3. Comparison of Self-Assessment and Validation Ratings  

 

Ratings Validation 
FI LI PI NI Total 

Se
lf

-
A

ss
es

sm
en

t FI 20 15   35 
LI 2 11 5  18 
PI or ON   3 1 4 
NI      
Total 22 26 8 1 57 

FI = fully implemented, LI = largely implemented, NI = not implemented, ON = ongoing, PI = partly implemented. 
Note: The green shade represents ratings where there was concurrence, blue represents upgraded ratings, and 
orange represents downgrades  
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 

 
99. The rate of partly implemented actions on recommendations due in 2021 were lower than 
the long-term average rate over 2012–2021. Eight actions (14%) were validated as partly implemented, 
including five that were the result of IED adjustments. The reasons for the adjustments were: (i) targets 
not fully met or completed by the due date; (ii) continuing work with no clear completion date; (iii) 
shortcomings in the action design: and (iv) insufficient analytical work to link policy actions, outputs, and 
outcomes, including data on results. IED retained the self-assessment ratings for three recommendations 
from the Azerbaijan CAPE, and the evaluation of the MFF and the Social Protection Strategy evaluation 
as they lacked key complementary sub-actions (e.g., implementation of a country demand assessment 
for social protection in selected countries and a gradual expansion of policy dialogue) as well as time to 
meet targets. One action self-assessed by Management as ongoing was validated as not implemented by 
the due date. Based on its self-assessment rating (ongoing), Management may have underestimated the 
completion time of the identified action targets.  
 

2. Action Plan Design and Implementation 
 

100. Five years since the MARS reforms began, the quality of the action plans validated in 
reporting year 2021 was similar to those from reviews in 2019 and 2020. 113 With 81% assessed 
largely relevant or better and 81% largely specific or better, the action plans were essentially consistent 
with IED’s recommendations and Management’s responses. 114Majority of the action plans have been 
translated into better performance, as can be seen by the 84% implementation success rate (Figure 20 
and Linked Document D). IED validations however noted that the implementation of generally relevant 
and specific action plans can still be affected by: (i) dispersed and unsystematic implementation of actions 
across ADB; (ii) optimistic or unrealistic time frames to complete the actions; and (iii) limited or patchy 
data to show that targets and outputs had been delivered. Management needs to find ways to strengthen 
the implementation of action plans. 
 
101. The results of IED’s review of the 11 action plans that were found to be partly or not 
relevant indicate that either the identified action plan targets are misaligned or that they only 
partly addressed the objectives set by the recommendation and the Management response. The 
11 action plans that were found to be partly or not specific reveal that these either misinterpreted the 

 
112 Other external factors such as changed political ownership and disasters (i.e., pandemic) have led to longer than expected 

implementation timelines, especially for policy and structural reforms. 
113 IED. 2020. Annual Evaluation Review. Manila: ADB and IED. 2021. Annual Evaluation Review. Manila: ADB. 
114 Relevance is the extent of alignment of the action plan with the gist of the IED recommendation and Management response. 

Specificity refers to the extent to which the action plan showed clear and adequate targets, outputs, and indicators. 
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objectives of the recommendation (leading to action targets that were less than optimal) or they did not 
specify quantifiable targets linked to the objectives set by the recommendation and the Management 
response. There were instances where action plans were assessed to be partly or not relevant or specific, 
but nevertheless the recommendations were later implemented successfully. IED validations noted that, 
while the main actions may have been poorly designed at the outset, the successful implementation of 
specific component sub-actions directly contributed to the success of the recommendation.  
 

 

Figure 20: Comparison Between Action Plan Design and Implementation  
(% of Actions Implemented, n=57) 

 
 

 

 

 
 



40 2022 Annual Evaluation Review: Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations and Small Island Developing States 
 

 

 

C. Results of Recommendations Completed in 2021 at the Report-level  
 
102. From October 2020 to September 2021, Management actions on all the accepted 
recommendations in 15 evaluation studies were completed.115 These came from: three country program 
evaluations, one impact evaluation, seven corporate evaluations, and four thematic evaluations. IED 
reviewed the progress reports, self-assessments, and validations of the completed recommendations to 
assess the emerging results and lessons of their implementation (See Appendix 5).  
 
103. From these evaluations, Management accepted a total of 61 recommendations116 (Figure 
21 and Table A5.1, Appendix 5) and rated 92% of the actions as largely implemented or better. IED 
validations confirmed that 79% had been largely implemented or better, and the remainder had been 
partly implemented as more work and time were needed to fulfill the action plans. Management did well 
on implementing the recommendations contained in evaluations of country programs, country-specific 
evaluations, and thematic evaluations but less well in implementing actions based on recommendations 
in corporate evaluations, particularly in response to those in the evaluations of social protection, the MFF, 
ADF X and XI operations, and credit enhancement products. 

 
104. Of the 61 recommendations, most of the actions concerned with building ADB and client 
capacity (e.g., in social protection, disaster risk management, and FCAS) were fully or largely 
implemented. There was weaker implementation of actions related to aligning operations with Strategy 
2030, engaging in policy dialogue, building knowledge, incorporating social protection in country 
partnership strategies (CPS), aligning the MFF modality with Strategy 2030, building an evidence base 
for social protection in the region, and improving the SME knowledge base in ADB. Many of these 
recommendations generated actions that are ongoing, and results are likely to be more evident in 2022 
(Figure A5.1, Appendix 5). By their acceptance year, recommendations completed in 2021 that had been 
accepted since the MARS process reforms in 2017 resulted in more fully implemented actions (44%) than 
those prior to 2017 (30%), while there were noticeably fewer partly implemented actions than prior to 
the reforms (Figure A5.2, Appendix 5). 
 
105. Overall, Management’s efforts in responding to issues and concerns raised in IED 
evaluations have been positive, although there is scope for further improvements through more 
engagement. IED recommendations are crafted to build on lessons from the previous and related 
evaluations and ADB has taken steps to address most of these. ADB Management has done well in 
implementing recommendations to build capacity within ADB and among its clients. Staffing to support 
gender mainstreaming was increased by adding gender staff positions and by training 126 ADB staff to 
support the integration of gender work into projects. The RBL staff guidance was revised to strengthen 
the quality of due diligence on fraud and corruption-related issues and to strengthen credible and 
independent verification processes. Staff capacity to support SMEs was improved through knowledge 
sharing events and meetings of the Finance Sector Group117 as well as through blog posts and policy 
briefs in the context of the COVID-19 pandemic. IED commended some actions supporting social 
protection although they were not fully implemented. For example, ADB tried to strengthen the 
connection between social protection and ADB’s core areas of investment through the Social Protection 
Operational Plan, supported policy dialogue on social protection during non-crisis years, and included 
social protection in CPSs. However, in some instances, even with Management’s acceptance of the 
recommendations, the validations noted that the resulting action plans did not reflect the full intent of 
these recommendations. Action plans are also affected by dependence on country demand or the 
government’s willingness to take on issues promoted by ADB. Longer timelines were needed before 

 
115  An evaluation report and all its recommendations are included in the reviewed sample if the last of that report’s 

recommendation(s) was/were validated in 2021. 
116 Sixty were fully accepted while a recommendation was partly accepted.  
117 The Finance Sector Group is one of ADB's sector and thematic groups composed of ADB experts. The groups pool sector 

knowledge, including best practices and technologies, to realize ADB's goals and provide strategic operational support. 
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changes would be seen in areas such as public sector reform and social protection. The COVID-19 
pandemic also contributed to some actions being delayed.  
 

1. ADB Achievements in Completed Country Program and Country-Specific 
Assessments 

 
106. Following the recommendations from several country program evaluations, ADB has made 
country programs more responsive and relevant by filling in gaps in the programs, holding more 
policy dialogue, and adjusting the modalities of operations. In Azerbaijan, developing human capital 
and water resources management were added to the CPS and country operations business plan (COBP), 
and ADB was able to secure approval to issue bonds in local currency to adapt to the recent policy 
limitations imposed by the government. In the PRC, ADB is continuing private sector finance through the 
stronger presence of the Private Sector Operations Department (PSOD) in the PRC resident mission. Its 
involvement in country strategy formulation and closer coordination with the East Asia Department 
(EARD) resulted in joint projects with hybrid teams, as in the Climate Resilient and Smart Urban Water 
Infrastructure Project approved in 2020. In Tajikistan, a country diagnostic study to improve the business 
and investment climate was prepared and supported by dialogue with the government on power sector 
restructuring, TA projects on improving the investment climate and public–private partnerships (PPPs), 
and the approval of two PBL projects. The CPS 2021–2025 prioritizes improving the investment climate 
through better governance. In Nepal, an impact evaluation study on cost-sharing of water supply services 
recommended further examination of cost-sharing community-managed systems in other countries, 
more attention to understanding the geohydrological setting in the small towns where water supply 
systems will be installed and conducting similar impact evaluations to guide future programs and projects 
for replication. The following have largely been implemented: the South Asia Urban Development and 
Water Division carried out several knowledge events to disseminate the model as best practice; a rigorous 
technical due diligence system has been used in all urban and water supply projects; and several impact 
evaluations were conducted between 2018 to 2020. However, the validations noted that actions could 
have been more specific to this model (cost-sharing of water supply in small towns), as the 
recommendations suggested.  
 

2. ADB Achievements in Corporate Evaluations 
 
107. ADB has largely implemented or better the management action plans for 66% of the 
corporate evaluation recommendations. Although this is lower than the overall rate for evaluations 
completed in 2021, ADB has done well in strengthening due diligence and developing staff and client 
capacity in RBL, PBL, and the use of credit enhancement products (CEPs). Since 2018, at least 203 staff 
have been trained on ADB’s financial products, including the latest policy developments on CEPs. Eight 
RBL-specific stand-alone and integrated knowledge sharing events were conducted in 2017–2020 and 
the RBL staff guidance was updated to include directions on anticorruption and integrity, control of fraud 
and corruption, design, and operating environment risks, and monitoring of project-affected persons. 
For PBL, ADB has strengthened the review process and incorporated changes in the updated Operations 
Manual and staff instructions and updated the DMF guidelines to cover conventional PBL projects.  
 
108. Several recommendations concerned the need to expand financing options and to 
establish partnerships with other development agencies and ADB has largely implemented these. 
In social protection, ADB actively participates as a member of the Social Protection Inter-Agency 
Cooperation Board chaired by the International Labour Organization (ILO) and the World Bank and has 
formed new partnerships with organizations working on disability inclusion. To strengthen PBL, ADB now 
offers a contingent disaster financing option under PBL to respond to disasters. For concessional-
assistance-only countries, allocations have been integrated in their performance-based allocation process 
and included as an additional country allocation for disaster risk reduction purposes. The scope of 
Contingent Disaster Financing under PBL was also expanded to include health-related emergencies and 
the DMC’s declaration of a state of emergency. 
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109. Several Management actions were rated partly implemented because they are still 
ongoing. For example, the CPS and COBP templates have been updated to ensure an optimal mix of ADB 
products and modalities and to facilitate greater use of PBL. However, as this started only in 2018, the 
validation noted that more evidence is needed to confirm whether there are PBL projects in other sectors 
aside from public sector management. Likewise, the MFF Enhancement Action Plan integrates the 
evaluation’s recommended changes to ensure that: MFFs are aligned with Strategy 2030, incorporated 
lessons from prior tranches, and reduced transaction costs. However, all these changes require Board of 
Directors’ approval which has been delayed until 2022.  

 
3. ADB Achievements in Completed Thematic Evaluations 
 

110. ADB has done better in implementing the management action plans for thematic 
evaluation recommendations and 93% of these were rated largely implemented or better. These 
actions covered better alignment of ADB’s thematic priorities with Strategy 2030 and resulted in the 
preparation of operational plans for the health sector, social protection, and the Strategy 2030 
Operational Plan for Accelerating Progress in Gender Equality, among others. Improvements have also 
been made in CPSs and their guidance documents. For example, recent CPSs have had a growing focus 
on social protection. ADB has also sharpened country and sector programs and improved results on 
strategic priorities for FCAS by incorporating more systematic conflict sensitivity at the CPS and project 
level, simplifying processes, allocating more TA projects and grant resources, and improving knowledge 
products and services.  
 
111. To support inclusive growth, ADB made progress through improvements in the corporate 
results framework, CPS guidelines, use of sex-disaggregated data, and a new Inclusive Business 
Action Plan. Inclusive growth diagnostics in CPSs were strengthened through staff guidelines and a new 
inclusive and sustainable growth assessment. These documents bring together previously separate 
assessments into one holistic view of the country’s development status and challenges. Revised guidelines 
on inclusive economic growth are used during country portfolio reviews.  
 
112. ADB actions have also facilitated knowledge work and sharing across departments and 
with external partners. Examples include continued research on social protection with a focus on 
addressing country-level social protection knowledge gaps through a series of social protection index 
updates, the next of which will include a chapter on implications of the COVID-19 pandemic. ADB has 
set and achieved targets for regular updates of country gender assessments, drafting a regional gender 
strategy, integrating a country gender strategy into CPSs, and identifying sovereign and nonsovereign 
projects with gender-inclusive design. To increase collaboration and information sharing between 
operations departments on SMEs, an SME financing policy brief in 2020 was followed by a series of SME 
financing webinars, an SME credit guarantee scheme policy brief in 2021, and policy briefs on SME 
financing and SME credit insurance in 2021.  

 
D. MARS in SharePoint: Features and Next Steps 

 
113. The MARS program will be migrated to the SharePoint platform during the first quarter of 
2022. It will maintain most of the features of the current Lotus Domino-based MARS and will be 
compatible with all modern browsers and ADB applications (Table 4). 118  
 
 
 

 
118 The SharePoint MARS will need to comply with Information Technology and security protocols, should there be any tailoring 

and modifications to the system in the future. Since SharePoint is integrated with ADB’s Office 365 platform, the Information 
Technology Department’s assistance and approval is needed should there be future major enhancements. 
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Table 4: Strengths and Weaknesses of the SharePoint MARS 
 

Advantages Details 
Cross-browser 
compatibility 

The Lotus Domino MARS was designed in 2006 when Internet Explorer was ADB’s standard. 
This limited its functionality when MARS was accessed through Chrome, Microsoft Edge, 
Firefox, and Safari. The SharePoint MARS can be used across all modern browsers, including 
those on mobile devices. 

Enhanced collaborative 
functionality 

The SharePoint MARS will allow users to collaborate through comments and tagging of staff 
on various aspects of the recommendations and action plans, as with other Microsoft Office 
applications.   

Integrated with Office 365 
Enterprise 

SharePoint is part of the Office 365 Enterprise suite which allows it to interact directly with 
other Microsoft applications, including Power BI (reports), Power Automate (workflows), and 
Outlook (e-mail). 

Enhanced version history 
functionality 

The SharePoint MARS will track all changes to a report or recommendation, allowing users to 
view previous versions or to restore a previous version if needed. 

Microsoft support As it is part of the Office 365 Enterprise suite, SharePoint is supported by Microsoft with regular 
updates and enhancements. Lotus Domino is scheduled to be phased out by ADB in the next 
few years. 

Disadvantages Details 
Limited opportunity to 
customize the user 
Interface 

Tailoring of the user interface in SharePoint takes more time and effort compared to Lotus 
Domino. 

Limited control over 
deployment of certain 
functionalities 

Major enhancements will require approval of the Information Technology Department (ITD), 
and this will take time. By contrast, under the Lotus Domino MARS, IED has full control. Since 
SharePoint is integrated with ADB’s Office 365 platform, ITD assistance will be needed for 
future major enhancements. 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, IED = Independent Evaluation Department, MARS = Management Action Record System. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

 
114. In 2022, action plans will be formulated and completed recommendations validated. Action 
plans will be finalized for the evaluations of ADB’s response to climate change, the Greater Mekong 
Subregion Program, and One ADB during the first quarter. In 2022, 30 actions on recommendations (15 
evaluation reports) are due for completion and validation, but this may change when action plans of the 
reports approved in 2021 are finalized. 
 
115. The current process of constructive engagement between IED and Management has been 
mainstreamed. To close the wide gap between the acceptance and implementation rates, Management, 
in consultation with IED, will need to focus on reforms that enhance the formulation and implementation 
of action plans.  
 
E. Summary 
 
116. The MARS reform process resulted in better aligned recommendations and action plans, 
but further efforts are needed to narrow the gap between acceptance and implementation success 
rates. In the 5 years since the reforms began, the systematic engagement between IED and Management 
and staff has improved the acceptance rate of recommendations from an average of 70% to 95%. 
However, this has not been mirrored by a significant improvement in the implementation of actions on 
recommendations, with 77% of accepted recommendations rated as fully implemented or largely 
implemented, which is moderately above the 2012–2016 average. IED validations of the 57 actions on 
recommendations due in 2021 affirm that the alignment of recommendations and action plans and 
measurable actions have resulted in better implementation. As in previous years, most fully implemented 
and largely implemented recommendations had good action designs. Both the quality and execution of 
the plans and implementation results can still be improved through stronger Management and IED 
engagement, which has been productive and should be sustained. 
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117. At the country level, ADB has made country programs more responsive and relevant by 
filling in gaps in the programs, holding policy dialogue, and adjusting the modalities of operations 
and focus of investments. However, the effects of these changes will have to be revisited in the coming 
years to validate whether they have resulted in better success rates for country programs. Thematic 
evaluations have contributed to better alignment of ADB’s thematic priorities with Strategy 2030 through 
preparation of operational plans for the health sector, social protection, and gender equality; 
improvements in the corporate results framework and CPS guidelines; formulation of an Inclusive 
Business Action Plan, and facilitation of knowledge sharing within ADB and with external partners. 
Corporate evaluations had the lowest implementation rate for recommendations (66%) and were 
hampered by delays. 
 
118. The SharePoint MARS will replace the current MARS program during the first quarter of 
2022. The migration will enhance the usability and accessibility of the system for real-time updating. 
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A. Evaluation Objectives and Methodology 
 
119. This chapter examines ADB’s engagement in FCAS and in SIDS. It assesses ADB’s mechanisms 
and instruments at country and project levels to help address the challenges faced by these countries. 
The chapter identifies the following elements of ADB’s country- and project-level engagement in FCAS 
and SIDS: 
 
(i) Approach. ADB uses an organized set of strategic planning and business processes that are 

responsive to the fragilities and risks faced by FCAS and SIDS, including: (a) due diligence 
measures such as risk and resilience assessments and political economy analyses and governance 
risk assessments (GRAs) that are used to inform country partnership strategies (CPSs) and project 
designs; (b) selection of project instruments or modalities specific to FCAS and SIDS contexts;  
(c) sequencing and prioritization of interventions as identified in CPSs and COBPs, indicative 
country pipeline and monitoring (ICPM) reports; and (d) risk- or fragility-responsive project 
design, implementation and monitoring and evaluation processes.  

(ii) Resilience-building interventions. These are activities that ADB implements before, during or 
after crises that promote capacity development and build resilience both within ADB and in 
member countries, including: (a) capacity building support for improving how the state 
functions; (b) adequate human, technical and financial resources, especially in resident missions, 
to support the implementation of ADB’s FCAS and SIDS approaches; and (c) 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, the private 
sector, and other stakeholders to coordinate cofinancing, capacity building support, and 
knowledge solutions in FCAS and SIDS. 

Highlights 
 
• The Asian Development Bank (ADB) recognizes the need for it to engage continually and work differently in fragile and conflict-

affected situations (FCAS) and in small island developing states (SIDS), but it can do better in addressing context-specific drivers 
of fragility and conflict. ADB’s engagement in FCAS and SIDS mainly rests on the use of differentiated approaches, but these are 
loosely defined in both strategic and operational terms. ADB and other multilateral development banks (MDBs) tend to place 
greater strategic emphasis on active conflict in FCAS than on long-term institutional fragilities in SIDS when implementing their 
FCAS-related approaches. ADB’s FCAS classification system focuses on a binary categorization of countries rather than a nuanced 
understanding of institutional and socioeconomic fragility and of the conflict risks that many developing member countries 
(DMCs) face, regardless of whether or not they are classified as FCAS and/or SIDS.  

• Building resilience in FCAS and SIDS requires a multidimensional approach to addressing fragility and conflict risks. Economic, 
environmental, social, and institutional risks shape fragility and conflict; and addressing these risks can help identify pathways 
from fragility and conflict to resilience. Adequate fiscal space and growth promotion are important for strengthening economic 
resilience in FCAS and SIDS. Promoting environmental resilience in FCAS and SIDS, meanwhile, benefits from country- and project-
based responses. To address the severe human capital constraints in FCAS and SIDS, development partners like ADB need to 
identify how they can add value in the health, education, and social protection sectors. In addressing capacity and governance 
challenges, FCAS and SIDS need more long-term engagement rather than short-term, one-off technical assistance.  

• ADB is leveraging its partnerships with development and humanitarian agencies to promote conflict prevention and the delivery 
of assistance in conflict-affected areas. On conflict prevention, ADB seeks to work with other development partners and civil 
society organizations to produce analytical products with a focus on prevention, including risk and resilience assessments. 
Partnerships between humanitarian and development agencies have also increased and these are helping to avoid gaps in 
financing and response by bridging relief and development. For example, ADB is working with United Nations agencies to deliver 
crucial humanitarian and development support. However, differences between the fiduciary, security, and project monitoring 
systems of MDBs and United Nations agencies have led to implementation challenges. 

• ADB’s country- and project-level monitoring frameworks and indicators are not always tailored to FCAS and SIDS contexts as they 
are likely to use indicators that do not fully reflect country-specific drivers and risks of fragility and conflict. As a result, it is difficult 
to assess whether and to what extent FCAS and SIDS are transitioning out of their fragility and/or conflict. In terms of performance, 
ADB operations in FCAS and SIDS have continued to lag with those in other DMCs in terms of their procurement readiness. 
However, they are becoming increasingly design-ready, which may be attributed to the use of project readiness financing for 
project preparation consulting services covering detailed engineering design, capacity building, limited project start-up support, 
and project design pilot-testing.  
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120. The theme chapter seeks to answer the following overarching question: How can ADB 
boost the quality and effectiveness of its engagement in FCAS and SIDS in order to deliver on the 
expectation that it can improve livelihoods, inclusiveness, and resilience in these countries? 
Specifically, the following areas of ADB’s engagement in FCAS and SIDS are assessed: (i) the relevance 
and responsiveness of ADB’s approaches to drivers and risks of fragility and conflicts; (ii) ADB’s efforts to 
help build resilience in FCAS and SIDS; (iii) ADB’s partnerships with other development organizations; 
and (iv) the performance and results of ADB operations in FCAS and SIDS. 
 
121. The theme chapter draws on an ADB staff survey, regression analysis, portfolio analysis, 
consultation meetings with various stakeholders, and document reviews. It presents the findings 
gathered from virtual consultation meetings with selected ADB staff from all operations departments, 
including staff from seven resident missions and the Pacific Subregional Office and Pacific Liaison and 
Coordination Office;119 Office of Public–Private Partnerships (OPPP); Procurement, Portfolio, and Financial 
Management Department (PPFD); PSOD; and Strategy, Policy, and Partnerships Department (SPD). The 
evaluation team met with representatives from ADB’s FCAS unit and six sector and thematic groups 
housed in the Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department (SDCC).120 The team also held 
consultation meetings with counterparts at the African Development Bank (AfDB), the Inter-American 
Development Bank (IDB), the International Finance Corporation (IFC), the Islamic Development Bank 
(IsDB), the World Bank, the International Monetary Fund (IMF), the Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development (OECD), and the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP). 
 
122. The evaluation team conducted a comparative analysis of the approaches of various international 
financing institutions to FCAS and SIDS. It conducted a portfolio and data analysis covering projects with 
a focus on FCAS and SIDS that were committed during 2013–2020. Appendix 7 presents the results of 
the portfolio analysis. The team also reviewed literature and documents from within and outside ADB. 
 
123. An online survey was sent to 1,593 ADB staff to understand staff’s perception on ADB’s 
engagement in FCAS and SIDS. The survey had a response rate of 64.6% and statistical testing was 
applied to the results of the staff survey analysis.121 Appendix 8 presents the methodology and results of 
the statistical analysis. 

 
124. The evaluation team conducted econometric analysis to analyze key factors that explain DMCs’ 
transition in ADB’s country grouping and FCAS classification.122 An understanding of these factors can 
help ADB and other development partners refine their approaches and support for FCAS and SIDS. ADB’s 
country grouping includes: group A (concessional assistance only), group B (OCR and concessional 
assistance), and group C (OCR-only) countries.123 ADB’s DMC classification system is intrinsically linked 
with its FCAS classification system as 9 of the 11 FCAS DMCs identified in 2021 were classified under 
group A. Using country group A as the reference point, the analysis identified factors that are associated 
with DMCs progressing to groups B and C and out of fragile conditions (Appendix 9). Appendix 6 

 
119  The evaluation team held consultation meetings with staff from the resident missions in Afghanistan, Armenia, Lao People's 

Democratic Republic, Myanmar, Nepal, PNG, and Timor-Leste. The team also met with the Pacific Subregional Office, which 
oversees ADB programs in the Cook Islands, Fiji, Kiribati, Niue, Samoa, Tonga, and Tuvalu. 

120  The team met with the thematic groups on climate change and disaster risk management, gender equity, governance and social 
development, and sector groups on energy and transport. 

121  The evaluation team applied chi-square statistical analysis to determine whether there was a statistically significant difference 
in the responses of ADB staff across departments; between ADB staff stationed in headquarters or resident missions; between 
staff with and without previous FCAS or SIDS experience; staff categories; and sectoral expertise. 

122  The logistic model via maximum likelihood estimation was selected because of its ease of use and straightforward interpretation 
of the model coefficients. A binary and multinomial logistic regression analysis was used in investigating ADB's fragile and 
country classification contexts. 

123 The classification is determined by gross national income per capita (using the Atlas method) and creditworthiness. Group A 
countries are DMCs lacking creditworthiness. Group B countries have limited creditworthiness. Group C countries have adequate 
creditworthiness and per capita incomes exceeding the operational cut-off of the World Bank’s International Development 
Association. 



48 2022 Annual Evaluation Review: Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations and Small Island Developing States 
 

 

 

discusses the detailed methodology of the staff survey analysis, regression analysis, and other 
methodologies applied in this chapter. 

 
125. The theme chapter does not evaluate ADB’s FCAS and SIDS Approach (FSA), which was officially 
launched in June 2021. Rather, it assesses elements of ADB’s country- and project-level engagements in 
FCAS and SIDS to identify issues and lessons to improve the implementation of the FSA. 
 
B. Fragility, Conflict, and Resilience in a COVID-19 Era 
 
126. Millions in Asia and the Pacific remain in situations characterized by fragility and conflict. 
Despite decades of economic growth and decreasing poverty levels, the region faces fragility and conflict 
drivers that include weak governance, the public’s limited trust in state institutions, unequal access to 
services, competition for scarce resources, issues of justice and security, and the marginalization of certain 
groups. These are exacerbated by climate change, demographic change, migration, and political or civil 
unrest.  
 
127. ADB identifies its DMCs that are vulnerable to fragility and conflict drivers into two groups:  
(i) fragile and conflict-affected situations, and (ii) small island developing states. Regarding FCAS, 
ADB has adopted the OECD’s definition of fragility as a combination of exposure to risk and the 
insufficient coping capacity of the state, system and/or communities to manage, absorb, or mitigate 
those risks.124 ADB recognizes SIDS as the collective group represented by the United Nations under the 
Office of the High Representative for the Least Developed Countries, Landlocked Developing Countries 
and Small Island Developing States. SIDS face shared 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, increasing exposure to natural 
hazards and climate change, exogenous shock, and political instability.125 As of 2021, ADB classified 11 
DMCs as FCAS. Eight of these were also classified as SIDS. Sixteen ADB DMCs were SIDS, including the 
eight FCAS SIDS (Figure 22). 
 
128. ADB considers a DMC to be FCAS if it has an average score of 3.2 or less based on ADB’s 
country performance assessment (CPA) and the World Bank’s country policy and institutional 
assessment (CPIA), or if United Nations peacekeeping forces are present in the country in the 
previous 3 years. ADB’s CPA and World Bank’s CPIA measure the quality of policy and institutions (and 
specific manifestations of fragility) and rate countries against a set of 16 criteria grouped into four 
clusters: economic management, structural policies, policies for social inclusion and equity, and public 
sector management and institutions.126 

 
129. Since 2004, ADB has emphasized the importance of continued engagement in fragile 
contexts, while acknowledging that it needs a special approach for working in these contexts. 127 
In 2004, ADB launched its Approach to Weakly Performing Developing Member Countries, which served 
as the starting point for enhancing its engagement and aid effectiveness in what were then called 
“weakly performing countries” and “fragile states.” ADB circulated an approach paper during the ninth 
donors’ meeting of the ADF. This paper (i) put forward initial indicators and factors for the weak 
performance of fragile states, (ii) identified country analytical work and partnerships with other donors 
as important foundations for enhancing assistance efforts, and (iii) noted ADB’s commitment to 
continuing to refine its approach to identifying and defining weak performance.128 The ADF IX donors’ 

 
124  OECD. 2020. States of Fragility 2020. Paris. 
125  ADB. 2021. Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations and Small Island Developing States Approach. Manila. 
126  ADB. 2021. Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations and Small Island Developing States Approach. Manila. 
127  IED. 2010. Asian Development Bank's Support to Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations. Manila: ADB. 
128  ADB. 2004. ADB’s Approach to Weakly Performing Developing Member Countries. Information Paper for ADF IX Negotiations. 

Manila. 
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report in 2004 confirmed that ADB needed to continue its engagement in fragile states and to 
operationalize a distinct approach to these states.  
 

 
                        

 
 

   
ADB = Asian Development Bank, FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected situations, SIDS = small island developing states. 
Notes: Federated States of Micronesia, Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Nauru, Papua New Guinea, Solomon Islands, Timor-Leste, and Tuvalu 
were classified as both FCAS and SIDS as of 2021. 
Lao People’s Democratic Republic was categorized as FCAS in the last quarter of 2020 based on its average score from the World 
Bank’s country policy and institutional assessment and the ADB country performance assessment. Its macroeconomic and fiscal 
management is weak, 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. 

 
 
130. ADB’s Approach to Engaging with Weakly Performing Countries was published in 2007. 129 
Under this approach, ADB's assistance in fragile situations is to be based on two pillars: (i) selectivity and 
focus, and (ii) strategic partnerships with other development organizations. The terminology was revised 
from “weakly performing countries” and “fragile states” to "fragile situations” or “fragile and conflict-
affected situations” in order to reflect the development challenges faced by a DMC and the 
corresponding operational risks that may diminish the effectiveness of ADB’s assistance.130 

 
131. In 2013, ADB adopted an Operational Plan for Enhancing ADB’s Effectiveness in Fragile and 
Conflict-Affected Situations. 131 This built upon the World Development Report 2011132 and a New Deal 
for Engagement in Fragile States,133 which urged development agencies to focus on enhancing state 
capacity in FCAS contexts. To mainstream fragility- and conflict-sensitive approaches in ADB’s country 
strategies and operations, the operational plan recommended that ADB (i) use specific tools to analyze 
drivers of fragility and conflict; (ii) strengthen the human and financial resources it devotes to FCAS, 
adopt differentiated business processes for FCAS operations, and develop a more appropriate risk analysis 
framework; (iii) develop an institutional strengthening framework for FCAS DMCs; and (iv) refine its 
approach to identifying FCAS. 

 

 
129 The 2007 approach identified the following DMCs as weakly performing countries: Afghanistan, Cambodia, Lao PDR, Nepal, 

PNG, Solomon Islands, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan. 
130  ADB. 2007. Achieving Development Effectiveness in Weakly Performing Countries: The Asian Development Bank’s Approach to 

Engaging with Weakly Performing Countries. Manila. 
131  ADB. 2013. Operational Plan for Enhancing ADB’s Effectiveness in Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations. Manila. 
132  World Bank. 2011. World Development Report 2011: Conflict, Security and Development. Washington, DC. 
133  International Dialogue on Peacebuilding and State building. New Deal for Engagement in Fragile States. Retrieved. 

https://www.pbsbdialogue.org/media/filer_public/07/69/07692de0-3557-494e-918e-18df00e9ef73/the_new_deal.pdf  

Figure 22: ADB’s Vulnerable Country Groups: FCAS and SIDS, 2021a 
 

https://www.pbsbdialogue.org/media/filer_public/07/69/07692de0-3557-494e-918e-18df00e9ef73/the_new_deal.pdf
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132. Since 2005, ADB’s support for SIDS has been mainly guided by its Pacific Approach. 134 
Except for the Maldives and Timor-Leste,135 all SIDS are in the Pacific. The Pacific Strategy, 2005–2009 
sought to respond to the priorities of the Pacific’s poor, as expressed through ADB’s participatory poverty 
assessments (which were based on opportunities to earn cash income and access to basic social 
services). 136  The Pacific Approach, 2010–2014 recognized the need for a common framework that 
addressed similar social, cultural, and political binding constraints on growth and development, including 
the need to engage in nontraditional sectors for private sector operations.137 The Pacific Approach, 2016–
2020 served as ADB’s operational framework for the Pacific as well as the overall CPS for the 11 smaller 
Pacific island countries (PIC-11). It outlined a three-pronged strategy: (i) reducing connectivity costs, and 
increasing service delivery, including energy; (ii) managing economic, financial, and vulnerability to 
natural hazards and climate risks; disaster and climate change risks; and (iii) enabling value creation by 
supporting private sector growth through legislative and financial reforms. 138  Finally, the Pacific 
Approach, 2021–2025 identified three critical development challenges: (i) vulnerability to shocks, (ii) 
weak service delivery, and (iii) slow growth. It proposed three priorities for ADB: (i) preparing for and 
responding to shocks, (ii) delivering sustainable services, and (iii) supporting inclusive growth.139 
 
133. In June 2021, ADB adopted the FSA, which provides a framework for consistent analysis of 
both FCAS and SIDS; promotes the use of contextual knowledge; encourages the adoption of 
innovative technologies; and combines expertise across regions, sectors, and themes so ADB can 
deliver integrated solutions. The FSA 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 lens of FCAS and SIDS.140 Through the FSA, ADB seeks to institutionalize 
the differentiated approaches. 
 
134. The COVID-19 pandemic has made it even more urgent for ADB and other development 
organizations to address the drivers of fragility and conflict in FCAS and SIDS. The Pacific’s 
geographical remoteness enabled it to shut its borders immediately when the pandemic broke out,141 
but COVID-19 has proved to be another barrier standing in the way of vulnerable populations in FCAS 
and SIDS participating in and benefiting from economic growth and development. It has eroded gains in 
economic growth: in 2020, average gross domestic product (GDP) in FCAS contracted by 2.6% and in 
SIDS by 6.2%, while GDP for the Asia and Pacific region as a whole contracted by 3.8% (Table A7.8 in 
Appendix 7). This pandemic-induced economic contraction comes after years of growth as FCAS GDP 
grew on average by 3.2% and SIDS by 2.9% between 2016 and 2019, compared with the region’s GDP 
growth of 4.3% over the same period (Table A7.8 in Appendix 7). 142 The World Bank forecasts that, by 
2022, the GDP of countries around the world affected by fragility, conflict and violence will likely be 8.3% 
below pre-pandemic projections. Decades of gains in poverty reduction are at risk of being reversed; the 
World Bank estimates that an additional 20 million people living in extreme poverty due to the pandemic 
will live in countries affected by fragility, conflict, and violence.143  
 
135. While FCAS actually fared better than the regional average in 2020, economies in SIDS were 
hit hard by the pandemic in 2021. Travel bans and mobility restrictions have hit tourism-dependent 
SIDS such as the Cook Islands, Fiji, Niue, Palau, and Vanuatu, very hard as tourism almost completely 

 
134  The Pacific Approach covers the 11 small Pacific Island countries namely Cook Islands, Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Federated States 

of Micronesia, Nauru, Palau, Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tonga, Tuvalu, and Vanuatu. ADB prepares separate CPSs for Fiji and 
PNG. The current Pacific Approach 2021-2025 covers PIC-12, i.e., PIC-11 and Niue, which joined ADB in 2019. 

135  In October 2019, ADB operations in Timor-Leste was transferred to the Southeast Asia Department from the Pacific Department. 
136  ADB. 2004. Responding to the Priorities of the Poor: A Pacific Strategy for the Asian Development Bank 2005-2009. Manila. 
137  ADB. 2009. ADB's Pacific Approach 2010–2014. Manila. 
138  ADB. 2016. ADB's Pacific Approach 2016–2020. Manila. 
139  ADB. 2021. ADB's Pacific Approach 2021–2025. Manila. 
140  ADB. 2021. Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations and Small Island Developing States Approach. Manila. 
141  ADB. 2020. Pacific Economic Monitor. December. Manila. 
142  Tables A7.7 to Table A7.12 in Appendix 7 present trends in various development indicators in FCAS and SIDS. 
143  World Bank. 2021. Global Economic Prospects. Washington, DC. 
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disappeared. 144 The growth contraction in the FCAS group in 2020 was driven by: (i) disruptions in 
Afghanistan145 caused by the COVID-19 crisis, political instability, and continued violence, all of which 
led to reductions in remittances, trade, and revenue;146 and (ii) Myanmar’s147 economic slowdown due 
to pandemic-induced demand and supply shocks in its manufacturing and travel and tourism 
industries.148 
 
136. FCAS and SIDS DMCs have experienced notable contractions in their fiscal balances as a 
result of the pandemic. The average fiscal balance of FCAS as a percentage of GDP declined from 2.0% 
to 0.9% in 2020.149 SIDS DMCs recorded a negative fiscal balance in 2020: –1.7% of their GDP, down 
from a surplus of 2.1% in 2019. SIDS fared particularly badly because their economies tend to rely on a 
single product, service, or export commodity (Figures 23 and 24). The Maldives and Palau, which rely on 
tourism, recorded double-digit negative fiscal balances in 2020. The COVID-related relief and stimulus 
financing in FCAS and SIDS has tended to come from increases in government borrowing. According to 
the IMF, seven FCAS and eight SIDS were at high risk of debt distress as of June 2021.150 As a group, 
FCAS DMCs’ central government debt rose from 19.2% of their GDP in 2019 to 21.2% in 2020. Meanwhile 
SIDS DMCs’ central government debt as a group sharply increased from 35.1% to 45.7% over the same 
period (Table A7.10 in Appendix 7). 
 
137. The impact of the COVID-19 pandemic is expected to aggravate existing drivers of conflict 
and fragility in FCAS and SIDS. These include volatile political and security situations, low institutional 
capacity, macroeconomic instability, and a weak enabling climate for the private sector. These drivers 
will also result in significantly higher risks and costs of engagement for development agencies like ADB. 
The low administrative capacity and political volatility in FCAS and SIDS limit investment opportunities 
and complicate engagement. In addition, two FCAS DMCs—Afghanistan and Myanmar—are 
experiencing conflicts and increased security risks. This prompted ADB to place on hold its assistance to 
Afghanistan effective 15 August 2021 and to Myanmar effective 1 February 2021 while continuously 
monitoring the situation and immediately ensuring the safety of its country teams in these two DMCs. 
 
C. Assessment of ADB’s Engagement in FCAS and SIDS 
 

1. Relevance and Responsiveness of ADB’s Approaches to Fragility and Conflict Drivers 
 
138. ADB has shown commitment to supporting FCAS and SIDS. 151 The adoption of the FSA in 
2021 demonstrates ADB’s continued recognition of the need to work differently in FCAS and SIDS. When 
other DMCs graduate from ADB assistance, support to FCAS and SIDS will assume a greater priority in 
ADB’s portfolios. As IED’s 2019 evaluation of the ADF 11 and 12 noted: “finding ways to further adapt 
ADB’s business processes to meet the needs of and improve development effectiveness in its smallest 

 
144 ADB. 2020. Pacific Economic Monitor. December. Manila. 
145 ADB placed on hold its assistance in Afghanistan effective 15 August 2021. ADB. 2021. ADB Statement on Afghanistan. News 

release. 10 November. 
146 ADB. 2020. Afghanistan's Economy to Rebound in 2021 Despite Challenges. Manila. 
147 ADB placed on hold its assistance in Myanmar effective 1 February 2021. ADB. 2021. ADB Statement on New Developments in 

Myanmar. News release. 10 March. 
148  ADB. 2020. Asian Development Outlook (ADO) 2020 Update: Wellness in Worrying Times. Manila. 
149  ADB defines fiscal balance as the difference between central government revenues and expenditures. The difference is computed 

as a share of GDP at current prices. See ADB Data Library. Retrieved https://data.adb.org/dataset/central-government-fiscal-
balance-asia-and-pacific-asian-development-outlook  

150  The seven FCAS DMCs are: Afghanistan, Kiribati, Lao PDR, Marshall Islands, Micronesia, Papua New Guinea, and Tuvalu. The 
eight SIDS DMCs are Kiribati, Maldives, Marshall Islands, Micronesia, Papua New Guinea, Samoa, Tonga, and Tuvalu. 

151  ADB’s Pacific Strategy for 2005–2009 and 2010–2014 covers all 14 Pacific DMCs, while ADB’s Pacific Approach for 2016–2020 
covers 11 smaller Pacific Island countries (PIC-11) including the Cook Islands, Kiribati, the Marshall Islands, the Federated States 
of Micronesia, Nauru, Palau, Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tonga, Tuvalu, and Vanuatu. The Pacific Approach, 2021–2025 covers 
PIC-12, which includes Niue. 

https://www.adb.org/news/adb-statement-afghanistan
https://data.adb.org/dataset/central-government-fiscal-balance-asia-and-pacific-asian-development-outlook
https://data.adb.org/dataset/central-government-fiscal-balance-asia-and-pacific-asian-development-outlook
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DMCs and those most affected by fragility, conflict, and violence is perhaps the largest challenge for ADF 
in future.”152  
 

 

 
 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, DMC = developing member country, FCAS = fragile and conflict-
affected situations, GDP = gross domestic product, SIDS = small island developing states. 
a Fiscal balance is the difference between central government revenues and expenditures. The 
difference is computed as the share of GDP at current prices. 
Source: Asian Development Bank Basic Statistics (2014–2021).  
 

 

 

 
152  IED. 2019. Relevance and Results of Concessional Finance: Asian Development Fund XI and 12. Manila: ADB. 
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139. FCAS-related issues, which may vary across regions, have been on the agendas of other 
MDBs for decades but their approaches have only been formalized recently. AfDB is currently 
working on a new FCAS strategy that will be published in 2022, replacing its earlier Addressing Fragility 
and Building Resilience in Africa, 2014–2019. The World Bank published its first FCAS-related strategy in 
2020: the World Bank Group Strategy for Fragility, Conflict, and Violence (FCV), 2020–2025. IsDB 
published its first high-level Fragility and Resilience Policy in 2019. The IMF is producing its first FCAS-
related strategy.  
 
140. The level of explicit strategic attention by ADB and other MDBs to the institutional and 
socioeconomic fragilities faced by SIDS is less evident than their focus on active conflict in FCAS. 
ADB’s FSA is a joint approach to FCAS and SIDS, by contrast the World Bank has adopted separate 
approaches for the two groups. While ADB’s FSA and past FCAS approaches identify measures for both 
FCAS and SIDS, findings of the evaluation’s consultations revealed that ADB has tended to focus more 
on conflict-affected countries than on SIDS when implementing such approaches. Specifically, staff 
underscored the need for greater attention to be paid to the structural challenges that SIDS face, 
including their small economies, limited access to financing, and remoteness and isolation. In other 
MDBs, a broader definition of fragility is being adopted. For example, according to the World Bank’s FCV 
Strategy, 2020–2025, fragility is “not limited to the drivers of conflict but encompasses multiple and 
intersectional risks that weaken systems and threaten lives.” The World Bank strategy references the 
impacts of climate change, disasters triggered by natural hazard, and natural resource degradation as 
factors that can stress economic, social, and political systems. It explicitly refers to the 12 Pacific islands 
in which the nexus between these factors is most pronounced. 

 
141. The magnitude of ADB support has by and large kept pace with conflict intensity in FCAS 
DMCs and with persistent poverty in SIDS DMCs. Between 2013 and 2020, the total number of 
internally displaced persons due to conflict and violence in FCAS DMCs increased on average by 34% 
annually (Figure 25).153 Over the same period, ADB commitments in these countries increased by 18% 
annually. The number of poor people in SIDS increased by 5% on average each year during 2013–2020 
(Figure 26). Over the same period, average ADB commitments in SIDS DMCs rose annually by 60%.154 
 

 
 

 
153  The total number of internally displaced people due to conflict and violence is used as a proxy for conflict intensity. 
154  Tables A7.1, A7.2a, and A7.2b present ADB’s FCAS and SIDS portfolios by total commitments and by the type of operation and 

sector during 2013–2020. 
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142. Despite ADB’s continued strategic and operational commitment to FCAS and SIDS, it has 
not been able to fully implement its previous FCAS and SIDS approaches. ADB Management’s 
assessment of the drivers and risks of fragility and conflict in FCAS and SIDS during its planning and 
implementation processes has been inadequate. The procedures for project design, processing and 
monitoring in these countries are too inflexible, and ADB’s technical capacity and support for FCAS and 
SIDS remains inadequate.155 IED’s 2010 evaluation of ADB’s 2007 FCAS approach found that the CPSs for 
many FCAS were not selective or focused. The evaluation also noted a shortfall in human and financial 
resources; for example, a focal point was not appointed until 15 months after approval of the approach 
in April 2007. ADB approved the regional capacity development TA that supported the implementation 
of the 2007 FCAS approach only in 2009.156 IED’s validation of the Pacific Approach, 2016–2020 final 
review found that the strategy did not emphasize linkages to the individual country strategies or priorities 
of the PIC-11, which is inconsistent with the differentiated approach recommended for FCAS.157  

 
143. The differentiated approach, which is ADB’s guiding principle for its FCAS and SIDS 
support, is loosely defined in both strategic and operational terms. The FSA defines differentiated 
approaches as: “based on understanding the causes and drivers of fragility and conflict, and the 
multidimensional aspects of risk and resilience factors in the specific FCAS and SIDS contexts.” However, 
more clarity is needed on what makes differentiated approaches distinct from ADB’s business-as-usual 
strategies. Strategy 2030’s differentiated support for FCAS focuses on institutional development and 
governance reforms, essential infrastructure and social services, and targeted social assistance by building 
resilience, addressing the underlying causes of conflicts, and promoting reconciliation and 
reconstruction. For SIDS, Strategy 2030’s differentiated approaches will focus on climate change 
adaptation, environmental sustainability, and disaster risk management as well as on improved 
connectivity and institutional strengthening.158  

 
144. Other MDBs have identified a more specific set of elements. For example, World Bank’s FCV 
Strategy, 2020–2025 articulates its differentiated approach around four pillars: preventing violent 
conflict and interpersonal violence by addressing the drivers of fragility and immediate- to long-term 
risks; remaining engaged during conflict and crisis situations; helping countries transition out of fragility; 
and mitigating the spillovers of FCAS. According to this strategy, in each country the World Bank will 
produce risk and resilience assessments that feed into strategic country diagnostics as well as country 

 
155 ADB. 2021. Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations and Small Island Developing States Approach. Manila. 
156 IED. 2010. Asian Development Bank's Support to Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations. Manila: ADB. 
157 IED. 2020. Validation Report: Pacific Approach Country Partnership Strategy Final Review, 2016–2020. Manila: ADB. 
158 ADB. 2021. Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations and Small Island Developing States Approach. Manila. p. 18 (Box 2). 



Assessing ADB’s Engagement in Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations and Small Island Developing States  55 
 

 

portfolios and individual projects. This tailored approach is designed to take into account differentiation 
in the drivers of fragility and conflict across local levels (e.g., land or water disputes), subnational levels 
(e.g., territories that are lagging behind), or at the national levels (e.g., elite capture and official 
corruption). Drivers of fragility and conflict may also have cross-border or regional and global dimensions 
(e.g., climate change). Similarly, AfDB’s Strategy for Addressing Fragility and Building Resilience in Africa, 
2014–2019 identified a context-differentiated operational framework for addressing fragility. This 
framework discussed what AfDB would do before, during, and after crises in fragile situations. It 
identified context-specific entry points for AfDB’s engagement so it could be responsive to the specificity 
of each fragile situation and have the greatest impact.  
 
145. The operationalization of a differentiated approach for FCAS and SIDS has involved 
significant innovation and adaptation among MDBs, including ADB, over time. The key operational 
aspects of MDBs’ differentiated approach encompass knowledge and analytical products, capacity 
building support, financial allocations, and business process and procedure flexibilities (Box 2). 
 
146. Sound diagnostic and analytical work is the key driver for differentiated approaches in 
FCAS and SIDS. ADB already has fragility and resilience assessments (FRAs), GRAs (which encompass 
country procurement assessments), political economy analyses, and community consultations.159 While 
ADB staff indicated that it was not clear to them what a differentiated approach means in practice, most 
highlighted the importance of analytical work for implementing such approaches, according to findings 
of the evaluation’s consultations with ADB. Based on the staff survey, implementing risk-based strategic 
planning and business processes at the country and project levels is the best way to support a 
differentiated approach, according to 45.9% of the respondents (Table A8.8 in Appendix 8). These risk-
based approaches include strengthening analysis to inform the preparation of CPSs, reviewing safeguard 
procedures, putting in place more flexible procurement arrangements, and streamlining the processing 
of nonsovereign projects. About 32% of ADB staff considered that using context-appropriate project 
preparation, design, and implementation procedures (e.g., project design processes incorporating 
findings of FRAs) was the best way to support differentiated approaches for FCAS and SIDS. In the Pacific 
Department, 45% of staff reported that context-appropriate project procedures should be the priority 
for implementing differentiated approaches. The statistical analysis showed that the responses of staff 
who had previous experience working in FCAS and SIDS and those who had no experience were 
statistically significantly different at the 1% level. This may be due to different understandings of what 
differentiated approaches are and how they are implemented. Staff with previous work experience in 
FCAS and SIDS were more likely to identify measures that support the implementation of differentiated 
approaches on the ground. 
 
147. While staff agreed that robust analysis of fragility and conflict drivers is needed for CPSs, 
the concise CPS templates do not leave space for well-grounded analysis and evidence. The 
evaluation’s consultations revealed that CPSs, especially those for FCAS and SIDS, needed a range of FCAS 
analyses, stronger diagnostics, and a deeper understanding of contexts. They pointed to a conflict 
between the desire for shorter documentation and cost-efficient processes and the need for well-
grounded analysis and evidence. Under the 2016 CPS guidelines, the average length of a CPS was reduced 
to 60 pages, including only three linked documents, one of which is inclusive and sustainable growth 
assessment (ISGA). While shorter documents have made CPS processing more efficient, the 2021 CPS 
Review noted that the amount of time to prepare the required assessments dropped dramatically under 
the 2016 CPS reforms, because the previous process had upwards of 20 required sector and thematic 
assessments, whereas these individual sector assessments were consolidated into ISGA. The preparation 
of the ISGA currently takes on average 5.3 weeks. This is significantly shorter than the 54 weeks it took 
staff to produce the poverty, gender and other sector and thematic assessments that were previously 
required. Although operations staff are expected to continue conducting FRAs and incorporating their 
findings into CPSs, they are not mandatory linked documents in the CPS.  

 
159 ADB’s diagnostic work sometimes includes more detailed Country and Sector or Agency Procurement Risk Assessment Reports 

(in addition to GRAs) as was the case for Afghanistan. 
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148. ADB’s FRAs are key diagnostic tools for FCAS and SIDS, but further work is needed to 
elaborate their content and focus. ADB staff acknowledged that the pilot FRAs ADB had produced for 
PNG, Fiji, and Kiribati required more comprehensive assessments to consider political economy and 

Box 2: How Development Agencies Operationalize Differentiated Approaches for FCAS and SIDS 
 
Analytical products. All multilateral development banks (MDBs) undertake some form of assessment of drivers of fragility and 
conflict in their member countries. The Islamic Development Bank (IsDB) undertakes fragility and resilience risk analyses, which 
it describes as an early warning system designed to highlight risks, assess drivers, and guide a development strategy that 
addresses the potential sources of fragility. The World Bank is looking to develop a methodology for its risk and resilience 
assessments that will enable it to analyze drivers of fragility, conflict, and violence and sources of resilience in a consistent way 
and to include operational recommendations that can be integrated into country programming. In 2018, the African 
Development Bank (AfDB) launched a new tool to diagnose fragility in its member countries called the country resilience and 
fragility assessments (CRFAs). These are intended to ensure quantitative rigor in the measurement of countries’ coping capacities 
and the fragility pressures they face. The Asian Development Bank (ADB), as part of the implementation of its FCAS and SIDS 
Approach (FSA), undertakes fragility and resilience assessments that form part of the diagnostic analysis done before the 
preparation of country partnership strategies (CPSs) in FCAS and SIDS. Since 2019, ADB has carried out fragility and risk 
assessments to inform CPS preparations for Afghanistan*, Papua New Guinea, Timor-Leste, Myanmar*, Kiribati, and Fiji. 
However, some of these cover only specific sector or themes instead of country-wide assessments.  
 
Capacity building support. MDBs provide capacity building support to governments in FCAS and SIDS as well as to their staff 
working in these contexts. The International Monetary Fund (IMF) provides capacity development in fragile states. However, 
after a period of growth, the IMF’s capacity support has plateaued, reflecting concerns about countries with low absorptive 
capacity. The World Bank recognizes the importance of capacity building support for the sustainability of public service delivery 
in FCAS and SIDS settings. For example, in the Solomon Islands, World-Bank-backed workshops on financial management 
enabled project accountants to raise issues both in relation to their specific projects and about their communications within the 
World Bank. AfDB has supported structured capacity building programs for its own operations staff as well as for representatives 
of client country administrations and regional economic communities. ADB is also seeking to ensure capacity enhancement in 
FCAS and SIDS by providing staff training, repurposing vacant staff positions, and redeploying staff in these contexts. It also 
provides technical assistance to ADB member countries for training, capacity building, enhancement, and supplementation. 

 
Overall financial support. The level and types of support that MDBs provide for FCAS and SIDS has steadily increased. IsDB’s 
Fragile Financing Facility is a quick-disbursing financing mechanism that makes grants and concessional financing available to 
support prevention, transition, recovery, and resilience. Other IsDB facilities for fragile states include the Solidarity Fund for 
Development, the Lives and Livelihoods Fund, and the Transform Fund. AfDB’s Transition Support Facility (TSF) is an operationally 
autonomous entity designed to complement AfDB’s performance-based allocation of resources (which tends to be insufficient 
for the needs and legitimate demands of FCAS countries). So far, TSF resources have been utilized to consolidate peace, build 
resilient institutions, stabilize economies, improve the lives of vulnerable populations, and lay the foundations for sustainable 
inclusive growth. The World Bank has provided increased and diversified financial support for FCAS situations over time, 
including debt relief, the Crisis Response Window, the Global Concessional Financing Facility for middle-income countries 
impacted by refugee crises, the Refugee Sub-Window, exceptional allocations, multidonor trust funds, and, more recently, a 
fragility, conflict, and violence envelope. For SIDS, the World Bank recognizes the importance of the Global Risk Financing Facility, 
which provides grants to test, pilot, and scale up financing instruments that help developing countries better manage the 
financial impact of shocks and other crises. In ADB, increased resource availability for countries classified as FCAS and SIDS is 
available to countries with access to the Asian Development Fund, which provides grants to ADB's lower-income developing 
member countries determined by a performance-based allocation formula.  
 
Operational flexibilities. MDBs have introduced innovations at the operational level to support doing business in FCAS. For 
example, AfDB has signed a fiduciary principles agreement with United Nations agencies to foster closer operational 
collaboration and to support what is termed” specialized procurement.” The World Bank seeks to ensure that its policies, 
processes, and practices are streamlined and flexible with a view to enabling enhanced engagement in humanitarian crises and 
forced displacement situations, and engagement on approaches to dealing with security and military actors within its mandate 
and comparative advantage. For example, at a practical level, non-standard procedures can be triggered, e.g., safeguard 
concerns can be deferred until implementation or procurement can be undertaken by World Bank rather than, as would normally 
be the case, by the government. Meanwhile, ADB is currently revamping its procurement guidelines for FCAS launched in 2018, 
the implementation of which depends on the unique characteristics of FCAS DMCs. In 2018, ADB introduced a strategic 
procurement planning exercise that is undertaken during project processing to identify gaps in executing and implementing 
agencies’ capacity, the strength of the supply chain, the capacity of consultants and contractors, and institutional weakness to 
leverage procurement flexibilities. ADB’s procurement policy also allows for use of Alternative Procurement Arrangements (APAs) 
whereby ADB financing can be implemented using the procurement policies & procedures of an executing agency or another 
development partner. APAs help in time and cost efficiency and can be used in FCAS and SIDS contexts. 
 
* = ADB has put on hold its preparations for new country partnership strategies for Afghanistan and Myanmar after it placed 
on hold its assistance to these countries effective 15 August 2021 and 1 February 2021, respectively. 
Sources: AfDB. 2014. Addressing Fragility and Building Resilience in Africa 2014–2019. Abidjan; World Bank. 2020. World Bank 
Group Strategy for Fragility, Conflict, and Violence 2020–2025. Washington, DC; and IsDB. Fragility and Resilience Policy. Jeddah.  
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governance issues, findings of the evaluation’s consultations revealed.160 To address this issue, ADB is 
implementing a regional TA to develop a framework for FRAs in Pacific FCAS and SIDS.161 Further, civil 
society organizations also contribute to preparing FRAs. This evaluation’s consultations with ADB also 
found that ADB had yet to create a template for its FRAs. Producing FRAs needs extensive consultation 
with various stakeholders, including community groups, civil society, and the private sector. These 
stakeholders are also identified in AfDB and World Bank’s FCV strategies. Staff also pointed out that FRAs 
linked to CPSs would necessitate DMC governments’ buy-in or approval. They may contain confidential 
and sensitive information and be unsuitable for public disclosure or even to sharing with other ADB staff 
working in FCAS or SIDS contexts. ADB and other MDBs do not disclose the full content of FRAs, which 
are made to inform and support understanding of the DMCs’ contexts at national, regional, and local 
levels either for the CPS, sector, or project level. 
 
149. As part of the FSA implementation, ADB envisages that FRAs should inform CPS and 
country programming preparations. The FRAs will be incorporated into the CPS preparation, and the 
resulting risk-based country programming (as reflected in COBPs and ICPM reports) should yield a 
portfolio that is risk-based, inclusive, and responsive. ADB has so far undertaken FRAs to inform CPS 
preparations for Afghanistan162 and PNG and their findings are reflected in the CPSs for those countries. 
However, it is not clear how ADB will utilize FRA findings to determine the sequencing and prioritization 
of the ADB country portfolio. Will FRAs be used as a form of screening tool to determine any potential 
shifts in the sequencing and prioritization of projects in conflict-sensitive areas or sectors? Will they affect 
the timing of projects in response to foreseen escalation or de-escalation of conflict? Will they be used 
to develop contingency plans in the event of a possible escalation of conflicts and/or fragilities? This 
evaluation found from its consultations with ADB that flexibilities espoused by the differentiated 
approach should not be thought of only in terms of design and implementation procedures, but also 
with regard to the types of projects ADB can support. 
 
150. Staff generally found that CPSs lacked flexibility in responding to changing needs and 
circumstances in DMCs, including FCAS and SIDS. The CPS template that was introduced in January 
2019 for FCAS and SIDS includes a section on differentiated approaches. However, it is too early in the 
cycle to assess its usefulness. For example, the Fiji CPS, 2019–2023 notes that its differentiated approach 
focuses on resilience through infrastructure and fiscal measures. The differentiated approach in the PNG 
CPS, 2021–2025 seeks to build resilience against economic shocks and disasters triggered by natural 
hazards, including climate risks and gender disparities. The Afghanistan CPS, 2017–2021 was informed 
by the Enhanced Project Delivery Approach (EPDA) paper, which was developed in 2016 and identified a 
set of concrete, tailored and sequenced operational measures on procurement, project readiness, 
disbursement, portfolio management, and security risk management.163 However, the staff survey results 
in the ADB-wide Country Partnership Strategy and Results Framework Review released in January 2021 
noted that the CPS “lacks flexibility to respond to countries’ changing needs” and that “multiple 
governments pointed out the need for some flexibility in the CPS to allow for changes in country 
conditions or government priorities during the CPS period.”164 The review concluded that the operational 
challenges facing ADB include applying differentiated approaches to certain types of countries—e.g., 
FCAS, SIDS, and upper middle-income countries—and that greater guidance is needed on differentiated 
approaches.  

 
160 The FRAs for Fiji and Kiribati were produced in 2013 as pilot assessments of one urban settlement in each DMC, while the FRA 

for PNG produced in 2019 had a wider scope. See ADB. 2013. Pilot Fragility Assessment of an Informal Urban Settlement in Fiji. 
Manila; and ADB. 2013. Engagement in Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations: Pilot Fragility Assessment of an Informal Urban 
Settlement in Kiribati. Manila. 

161  ADB. 2018. Technical Assistance Towards Effective and Sustainable Delivery of Development Results in Fragile Situations in the 
Pacific. Manila. 

162 In line with the ADB’s approach to Afghanistan’s operations and program, all work related to CPS for Afghanistan has been put 
on hold. 

163 A revised enhanced project delivery approach (REPDA) was prepared in 2021 prior to ADB putting its operations in Afghanistan 
on hold. 

164 ADB. 2021. Country Partnership Strategy and Results Framework Review. Manila. 
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151. Nevertheless, the revised CPS results framework launched following the 2021 review now 
allows for periodic progress reporting. Moreover, components of the CPS results framework can be 
revised at the midterm update, which enables country teams to reflect changes in ADB’s strategic 
priorities or country portfolios during the implementation of a CPS.165 Furthermore, the Pacific Approach, 
2021–2025 lists a series of key differentiated approaches to make climate actions comprehensive rather 
than project-based;166 bring capacity support to the foreground and introduce supplementation;167 and 
introduce procurement and operational innovations that are relevant to SIDS and FCAS. Findings of the 
evaluation’s consultation with ADB revealed that these initiatives under the Pacific Approach, 2021–2025 
are already underway. The emphasis is on fine-tuning the implementation of these initiatives and 
providing resident missions and country teams with the authority to adapt promptly to country contexts 
and specific project circumstances. 

 
152. Active engagement of operations departments in the preparation of diagnostic work for 
FCAS and SIDS will make it more likely that their findings and recommendations are taken up. 
While ADB’s FSA and previous approaches and plans for FCAS and SIDS aimed to improve development 
outcomes, they have yet to have a strong operational impact. ADB staff are generally uncertain about 
the practical or operational utility of the staff instructions for FSA implementation that are currently being 
developed by SDCC, noting that previous staff instructions tended to provide vague rather than specific 
guidance. 
 
153. The new process for preparing GRA means that, whereas SDCC used to outsource the 
preparation of GRAs to consultants, operations departments now lead the preparation of these 
assessments and are therefore much more likely to have ownership of the process and to adopt 
the GRAs’ recommendations. Regional departments, resident missions, and sector and thematic 
groups—as piloted in Afghanistan and PNG in 2021—are all involved. Operations staff, particularly those 
in resident missions, also suggested that the staff instructions for FSA give due consideration to how ADB 
actually operates on the ground in FCAS and SIDS. They indicated resident mission staff should be more 
involved in the design of projects and should be given delegated authority to support executing and 
implementing agencies so implementation concerns can be promptly addressed.  

 
154. Increased resources for DMCs classified as FCAS and SIDS are available only to DMCs that 
already have access to ADF grants. Of the 13 DMCs that have access to ADF grants, eight are currently 
or were previously classified as FCAS and 10 are SIDS as of 2021.168 Under ADF 13—which supports ADB’s 
grant operations during 2021–2024—ADB revisited its FCAS and SIDS resource allocation framework. 
ADF 13 grants will support several FCAS SIDS and non-FCAS SIDS (eligible for ADF grants) through the 
economic vulnerability premium as well as a stable special allocation for Afghanistan.169 This represents 
an 8% increase over the amount in ADF 12. During the ADF 13 period, only ADF-grant-eligible SIDS will 
receive the premium, which represents an increase in ADF 13 country allocations for SIDS of more than 
45% over the amount in ADF 12. To ensure predictability, the premium amount will not change during 
the ADF 13 cycle. Afghanistan would have received higher allocations had disbursements and new 
contracts not been put on temporary hold in these countries. Meanwhile, for the Lao People’s Democratic 

 
165 ADB. 2021. Country Partnership Strategy and Results Framework Review. Manila. 
166 Specifically, ADB is seeking to support PIC-12 to collect and analyze climate risk data, which will be used to inform policies and 

long-term planning across sectors; access international climate finance, including the Green Climate Fund; and provide 
contingent finance and insurance mechanisms, among others. 

167 Capacity supplementation is the practice of posting long-term experts in core sectors. See ADB. 2021. ADB Generally Endorses 
New Strategy for Pacific Small Island Developing States. News Release. 30 June. 

168 Thirteen DMCs are ADF countries and can access grant country allocations: Afghanistan, Kiribati, Kyrgyz Republic, Maldives, 
Marshall Islands, Federated States of Micronesia, Nauru, Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tajikistan, Tonga, Tuvalu, and Vanuatu. Only 
Kyrgyz Republic is not classified as FCAS or SIDS. ADB placed on hold its assistance in Afghanistan effective 15 August 
2021. ADB. 2021. ADB Statement on Afghanistan. News release. 10 November. 

169 The economic vulnerability premium is measured using the United Nations’ Economic Vulnerability Index, which is composed of 
eight indicators: (i) population size, (ii) remoteness, (iii) merchandise export concentration, (iv) share of agriculture, forestry 
and fisheries in GDP, (v) homelessness owing to disasters triggered by natural hazards, (vi) instability of agricultural production, 
and (vii) instability of exports of goods and services, and (viii) the share of population living in low elevated coastal zone. 

https://www.adb.org/news/adb-statement-afghanistan
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Republic, which was classified as FCAS in 2021, its classification is not expected to have an impact on 
ADB resource allocations as it does not have access to ADF grants.170 
 
155. ADB’s FCAS classification system may not be sensitive to subnational conflicts and spillover 
effects of conflicts, such as influxes of refugees. Most of the surveyed ADB staff (71%) regarded the 
presence of subnational conflicts (which are usually regional, ethnic, or religious in origin) as an 
additional factor that should be included in ADB’s FCAS classification system (Table 5). About 62% of 
ADB staff deemed that the ADB classification should take account of the presence of refugees or people 
displaced by conflict or violence, together with vulnerability to climate change and disasters triggered by 
natural hazards. Spillover effects of conflicts such as the presence of refugees can affect DMCs that are 
not categorized as FCAS, e.g., Bangladesh, which received a $100 million ADF grant in 2018 to support 
displaced people who were sheltered in camps in Cox’s Bazar. However, Pakistan, which has been a host 
of a large body of Afghan refugees, has yet to receive ADB support for refugees as the country is not 
classified as FCAS and is ineligible for ADF grants. In such cases, grants may be considered to support 
refugees and their host communities even when these are in DMCs that do not have access to ADF grants. 
Representatives from other MDBs also noted that the FCAS classification system, which is based on the 
CPA or the World Bank’s CPIA scores, can identify issues at the national level but is less useful with 
reference to sub-national conflicts. As the World Bank’s Independent Evaluation Group’s 2016 evaluation 
notes, the CPIA index does not seek to capture subnational, cross-border, or supranational forms of stress 
and violence.171 This is a critical gap in the CPIA approach, which is followed by the World Bank, IsDB and 
AfDB. As ADB is currently working with other MDBs to develop a new harmonized approach to FCAS 
classification, the issues of subnational conflicts and spillover effects of conflicts warrant consideration. 
 
Table 5: ADB Staff’s Perception of Factors in ADB’s FCAS Classification System (% of respondents) 

 
Presence of 
Subnational 

Conflicts 

Presence of 
Refugees or 

People 
Displaced by 
Conflict or 
Violence 

Vulnerability 
to Climate 

Change 

Number and 
Status of Civil 

Society 
Organizations 

Degree of 
Press 

Freedom None 
Department       
Central and West Asia Department 75 74 58 24 31 4 
East Asia Department  78 69 64 29 33 4 
Economic Research and Regional 
Cooperation Department 

65 48 52 13 25 0 

Office of Public–Private Partnership 67 67 75 17 29 8 
Pacific Department  71 47 76 13 27 1 
Private Sector Operations Department  63 60 62 13 27 4 
Procurement, Portfolio and Financial 
Management Department  

75 73 68 16 27 0 

South Asia Department  65 51 63 14 24 5 
Southeast Asia Department 70 56 57 23 30 4 
Strategy, Policy and Partnerships 
Department 

76 62 53 9 18 7 

Sustainable Development and Climate 
Change Department  

75 70 71 23 29 1 

All 71 62 62 19 28 3 
Work location 

      

ADB headquarters 73 64 64 18 29 3 
Resident mission or representative 
office 

67 58 59 20 26 4 

All  71 62 62 19 28 3 
FCAS and/or SIDS Experience 

      

Have previously worked in FCAS and 
SIDS 

81 67 66 19 29 4 

 
170 Lao PDR’s CPA score in 2020 fell below the 3.2 threshold. Hence, it was classified an FCAS in 2021. Prior to 2021, Lao PDR was 

classified FCAS in 2006 and 2007. 
171  Independent Evaluation Group. 2016. World Bank Group Engagement in Situations of Fragility, Conflict, and Violence. 

Washington, DC. 
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Presence of 
Subnational 

Conflicts 

Presence of 
Refugees or 

People 
Displaced by 
Conflict or 
Violence 

Vulnerability 
to Climate 

Change 

Number and 
Status of Civil 

Society 
Organizations 

Degree of 
Press 

Freedom None 
Have not previously worked in FCAS 
and SIDS 

65 59 60 19 28 3 

All 71 62 62 19 28 3 
Staff Category 

      

Administrative staff 65 55 56 25 34 2 
International staff (levels 1-6) 72 63 63 18 27 4 
International staff (levels 7 and above) 87 74 61 13 17 7 
National staff 68 61 63 19 31 2 
All 71 62 62 19 28 3 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected situation, SIDS = small island developing states.  
The survey question was “What other factors or variables, if any, do you think should be included in ADB’s FCAS classification system? 
Check all that apply.” 
Source: Evaluation team's calculations based on the Asian Development Bank staff survey. 
 

156. Fragility and conflict are better viewed as a continuous spectrum. Findings of the 
evaluation’s consultations with ADB revealed that country performance assessment scores, which form 
the basis for FCAS classification, do not fully capture the drivers of fragility and conflicts faced by DMCs. 
The CPA is useful, but it is not comprehensive. Countries may continue facing notable fragility risks even 
if their CPA scores are above the 3.2 threshold for certain years. ADB had previous attempts to build upon 
the CPA-based FCAS classification, but the approaches developed were not implemented. ADB’s FCAS 
unit in 2014 proposed a fragility index to measure fragility and conflicts that were not captured in the 
CPA, including subnational conflicts (unlawful homicides of domestic disputes, interpersonal violence, 
conflicts over land, inter-gang and predatory violence, and killing by armed groups) and internally 
displaced people (as measured by net international migration rate). However, this index was not 
implemented. In 2016, ADB’s FCAS team also classified countries into those with fragile situations, 
conflict-affected situations, transitional situations, and subnational conflict situations. Nonetheless, these 
categories were based on a qualitative analysis without fixed criteria. Most recently, ADB’s FSA is seeking 
to develop data analytics and tools to support the assessment of geographically specific fragility, poverty, 
conflict, and other parameters and classifications. 
 
157. The World Bank’s identification system for countries with FCAS-related challenges—the 
most widely applied or adapted approach used by MDBs and the IMF—has been recently revised 
to distinguish between FCAS countries with high levels of institutional and social fragility and 
those affected by violent conflict. 172 This is an important distinction. Countries with high levels of 
institutional and social fragility are identified using the CPIA index, which assigns ratings based on 
economic management, structural policies, policies for social inclusion and equity, and public sector 
management and institutions. Countries affected by violent conflict are identified according to a 
threshold number of conflict-related deaths relative to the population. Within this category, there are 
two subcategories distinguished by the intensity of violence: (i) countries in high-intensity conflict and 
(ii) countries in medium-intensity conflict. 173  The World Bank has introduced a new “remaining engaged 
during conflict allocation” to enable it to maintain a base level of engagement in a small number of 
countries that are experiencing high-intensity conflict and that have extremely limited government 

 
172 The World Bank recently revised its FCAS classification to distinguish between countries with high levels of institutional and 

social fragility and countries affected by violent conflict. Its revised classification system for fragile and conflict-affected 
situations defines fragile situations as those with one or more of the following situations: (i) the weakest institutional and policy 
environment, based on a revised, harmonized CPIA for IDA countries (for which CPIA scores are disclosed) that is below 3.0; or 
(ii) the presence of a UN Department of Peace Operation, as this reflects a decision by the international community that a 
significant investment is needed to maintain peace and stability; or (iii) flight across borders of 2,000 or more per 100,000 
population, who are internationally regarded as refugees in need of international protection, as this signals a major political or 
security crisis. 

173  Medium- or high-intensity conflicts are specifically defined with reference to intensity of deaths from conflict. Such countries 
have clearly moved beyond “fragility.” 



Assessing ADB’s Engagement in Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations and Small Island Developing States  61 
 

 

capacity. The allocation supports the World Bank’s partnership with United Nations agencies or 
international civil society organizations in conflict-affected areas.174 
 

2. ADB Efforts to Help Build Resilience in FCAS and SIDS 
 
158. Approaches to building resilience in FCAS and SIDS are closely linked to addressing 
economic, environmental, human capital and capacity constraints. ADB defines resilience as: “the 
ability of a system, community, or society exposed to hazards to resist, absorb, accommodate, adapt to, 
transform, and recover from the effects of a hazard in a timely and efficient manner, including through 
the preservation and restoration of its essential basic structures and functions through risk 
management.”175 In FCAS and SIDS, such hazards comprise fragility and conflict drivers across economic, 
environmental, human capital and governance or institutional realms. ADB operations staff view 
governance and capacity challenges to be the key constraints on FCAS and SIDS’ development because 
they hamper states from effectively carrying out basic governance functions. 
 
159. FCAS and SIDS need adequate fiscal space and promotion of growth if they are to 
strengthen their economic resilience. Between January 2020 and October 2021, FCAS DMCs recorded 
$2.6 billion in additional spending or forgone revenues because of the COVID-19 pandemic. 176 The 
amount represents more than 10% of the FCAS group’s average GDP. SIDS DMCs lost $1.89 billion, over 
11% of the group’s GDP, in the same period (Table 6). The analysis undertaken for this chapter found 
that more fiscal space (whether achieved through raising taxes or by securing foreign or domestic grants 
or loans) would enable countries to mitigate the socioeconomic effects of conflicts and fragilities. This 
chapter’s multi-logit analysis found that a one unit rise in external debt increases the likelihood of a 
country being classified in ADB’s groups B and C by 1.6–5.2 times rather than in the group A category, 
which nine of the 11 FCAS DMCs belong to (Table A9.3 in Appendix 9).177 A similar study also emphasized 
the link between a state’s fiscal capacity and its susceptibility to fragility and conflict. That study noted 
that conflict propensity is almost 20 percentage points higher in countries with low tax revenues.178 In 
SIDS, exogenous shocks and political instability are important challenges that underscore the importance 
of adequate fiscal capacity. These findings underscore the need for development organizations to adopt 
a coordinated approach to strengthen revenue mobilization systems in FCAS and SIDS, including through 
digitizing tax payment systems, and to provide budget support anchored in the implementation of key 
reforms.179 This can help contextualize revenue mobilization, especially in FCAS environments, as it can 
be part of the political or social contracts. 
 
160. The multi-logit analysis also found that a one unit increase in GDP growth raised by about 1.4–
2.7 times the probability that a country would be classified in groups B and C, rather than in group A 
(Table A9.2 in Appendix 9). 180  A study by the United Kingdom’s Department for International 

 
174  World Bank. 2020. World Bank Group Strategy for Fragility, Conflict, and Violence 2020–2025. Washington, DC. 
175  Adapted by ADB’s 2021 FSA from United Nations General Assembly. 2016. Report of the open-ended intergovernmental expert 

working group on indicators and terminology relating to disaster risk reduction. New York. 
176 IMF calculates forgone revenues or additional spending based on the different types of fiscal support. “Above-the-line” measures 

include additional spending such as for health services and unemployment benefits, wage subsidies or direct transfers, or tax 
relief. “Below-the-line” measures generally involve the creation of assets, such as loans or equity in firms. Government 
guarantees granted to banks, firms, or households create a contingent liability, with the government exposed to future calls 
on guarantees. See International Monetary Fund. Fiscal Policies Database. 

177 The multi-logit analysis used the nominal level of external debt in dollars to assess the impact of fiscal space on a country’s 
probability of being classified as FCAS. External debt demonstrates the ability of countries to externally fund investments and 
support macroeconomic policy and governance through larger fiscal space since most developing countries face a limited 
domestic financial and non-financial resource base. Nevertheless, external debt has a non-linear effect on growth, depending 
on the levels of indebtedness (i.e., higher and unsustainable levels generally hurt growth). 

178  Besley and Mueller. 2019. Fiscal Capacity and State Fragility. Retrieved 4 February 2022 at 
http://www.fea.cat/pdf/IMF%20draft%20.pdf 

179 Coordination among development partners relating to macroeconomic and fiscal management in FCAS and SIDS can cover joint 
diagnostic work in these two areas or sharing of economic and financial information. 

180 The GDP computed using purchasing power parity (PPP) provides an indicator of economic performance that is usually taken 
account of in the FCAS classification system. Moreover, it offers better comparability across countries as it is standardized by 
PPP. 

http://www.fea.cat/pdf/IMF%20draft%20.pdf
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Development found that a state with a GDP per capita of $250 or below faces a 15% risk of experiencing 
conflict in the next 5 years; but the risk level is reduced to below 1% if GDP per capita increases to more 
than $5,000.181 FCAS and SIDS are highly vulnerable to economic shocks given their narrow economic 
bases. For example, Afghanistan182 and Myanmar183 are highly dependent on agriculture, while SIDS 
mainly rely on tourism.184 Both the pace and pattern of growth matter in FCAS and SIDS as growth 
enhances the state’s capacity to deliver public services, strengthen fiscal conditions, support human 
capital development, and improve the quality of living standards. 

 
Table 6: Additional Spending or Forgone Revenues Due to the COVID-19 Pandemic,  

January 2020–October 2021

DMCs 
Total 

($ billion) 

GDP 
Average 

(%) 

FCAS 2.26 10.36 
Afghanistan 0.4 2.1 
Kiribati 0.02 10.4 
Lao People’s Democratic 
Republic 

0.02 0.1 

Marshall Islands, Republic of 0.1 24.6 
Micronesia, Federated States of 0.1 19.6 
Myanmar 0.6 0.7 
Nauru 0.01 8.0 
Papua New Guinea 0.5 2.3 
Solomon Islands 0.004 2.9 
Timor-Leste 0.5 30.7 
Tuvalu 0.01 12.6 
FCAS SIDS 1.24 13.89 
Kiribati 0.02 10.4 
Marshall Islands, Republic of 0.1 24.6 
Micronesia, Federated States of 0.1 19.6 
Nauru 0.01 8.0 
Papua New Guinea 0.5 2.3 
Solomon Islands 0.004 2.9 
Timor-Leste 0.5 30.7 

DMCs 
Total 

($ billion) 

GDP 
Average 

(%) 
SIDS 1.89 11.13 
Fiji 0.2 5.3 
Kiribati 0.02 10.4 
Maldives 0.3 8.0 
Marshall Islands, Republic of 0.1 24.6 
Micronesia, Federated States of 0.1 19.6 
Nauru 0.01 8.0 
Palau 0.02 8.1 
Papua New Guinea 0.5 2.3 
Samoa 0.1 6.9 
Solomon Islands 0.004 2.9 
Timor-Leste 0.5 30.7 
Tonga 0.01 12.6 
Tuvalu 0.01 12.6 
Vanuatu 0.02 3.8 
Note: Cook Islands and Niue were not included as they are not 
members of IMF. 
Cut-off date for Myanmar is January 2020 to January 2021. 
COVID-19 = coronavirus disease, DMC = developing member 
country, FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected situations, GDP = 
gross domestic product, SIDS = small island developing states. 
Source: International Monetary Fund. Fiscal Policies Database.  

 
161. To promote environmental resilience in FCAS and SIDS, ADB is adopting both country- and 
project-based responses. FCAS and SIDS face increasing vulnerability to climate change and disasters 
triggered by natural hazard as well as competition for natural resources, which are drivers of conflict and 
fragility in these DMCs. To help address these issues, ADB’s Pacific Approach, 2021–2025 envisions that 
ADB would support SIDS DMCs to collect and analyze climate risk data that will be used to inform policies 
and long-term planning across sectors; to access international climate finance, including the Green 
Climate Fund; and to provide contingent finance and insurance mechanisms. TA resources are also 
available to support project preparation, including integration of climate-resilient features in 
infrastructure projects. For example, the Pacific Region Infrastructure Facility helps to improve 
infrastructure policies and regulation, and infrastructure planning and management in the Pacific.185 It 
provides technical advice and support on crosscutting themes such as climate change and disaster 
management. Finally, ADB is designing climate-resilient infrastructure by ensuring that project design 
accounts for environmental conditions, which can rapidly change during a project’s life cycle. For 

 
181  Vallings, C. and Moreno-Torres, M. 2005. Drivers of Fragility: What Makes States Fragile? Poverty Reduction in Difficult 

Environments. Working Paper No. 7. UK Department for International Development. London. 
182 World Bank. 2018. Unlocking the Potential of Agriculture for Afghanistan’s Growth. News Release. 6 May. 
183 Food and Agriculture Organization. 2022. FAO in Myanmar. Retrieved  
     https://www.fao.org/myanmar/fao-in-myanmar/myanmar/en/ 
184 ADB. 2020. Pacific Economic Monitor (December). Manila. 
185  ADB. 2019. Technical Assistance for the Pacific Region Infrastructure Facility Coordination Office—Leveraging Infrastructure for 

Sustainable Development. Manila. 

https://www.fao.org/myanmar/fao-in-myanmar/myanmar/en/
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example, in the Pacific, ADB operations staff are deliberately designing road projects on the assumption 
that higher road maintenance will be needed in the future or increasing the height of bridges, or the 
number of culverts and ditches given the possibility of more rainfall in the future. 
 

Table 7: ADB’s FCAS and SIDS Portfolios by Sector,a 2013–2020 (%) 

Sector ADB Country Group 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 
ANR FCAS 6.13 18.00 1.30 8.21 5.27 5.18 21.99 4.57 
 SIDS 0.00 3.00 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.29 
 Non-FCAS and Non-SIDS 93.87 79.00 98.70 91.79 94.68 94.82 71.47 95.43 
EDU FCAS 4.90 0.12 0.10 0.12 18.73 0.00 0.13 1.83 
 SIDS 0.00 0.00 0.48 0.12 2.43 0.00 0.13 0.03 
 Non-FCAS and Non-SIDS 95.10 99.88 99.42 99.88 81.27 100.00 93.67 98.17 
ENE FCAS 22.70 5.46 8.38 15.73 1.82 10.23 6.40 9.98 
 SIDS 3.07 1.87 1.33 0.35 1.45 0.80 4.19 0.84 
 Non-FCAS and Non-SIDS 74.55 92.92 90.57 83.96 97.88 89.26 90.95 89.52 
FIN FCAS 0.00 0.11 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.47 0.45 0.36 
 SIDS 0.00 0.11 0.12 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.45 0.54 
 Non-FCAS and Non-SIDS 100.00 99.89 99.88 99.98 99.99 99.51 97.28 99.42 
HLT FCAS 0.00 0.59 0.00 0.00 13.56 33.34 21.54 30.29 
 SIDS 0.14 0.59 0.30 0.00 8.31 34.07 25.61 26.85 
 Non-FCAS and Non-SIDS 99.86 99.41 99.70 100.00 86.35 65.93 74.39 68.51 
ICT FCAS 0.00 0.00 85.11 0.00 96.37 64.81 82.08 11.17 
 SIDS 0.00 0.00 14.18 97.64 0.00 91.77 0.00 18.84 
 Non-FCAS and Non-SIDS 100.00 100.0 0.71 2.36 3.63 8.23 17.92 78.52 
IND FCAS 18.58 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.61 
 SIDS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 1.86 0.67 
 Non-FCAS and Non-SIDS 81.42 100.00 100.00 100.00 99.92 99.97 98.14 99.16 
MUL FCAS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 33.19 
 SIDS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 35.37 
 Non-FCAS and Non-SIDS 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 56.50 
PSM FCAS 0.67 0.73 0.29 0.70 0.93 0.65 0.81 4.87 
 SIDS 1.81 0.40 0.11 5.33 2.22 1.64 3.09 5.33 
 Non-FCAS and Non-SIDS 97.84 99.22 99.68 94.58 97.60 98.05 95.39 91.52 
 Total PSM Portfolio 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
TRA FCAS 11.01 1.38 5.47 11.53 11.73 15.11 0.73 18.60 
 SIDS 1.69 9.71 1.13 11.51 11.90 3.36 0.95 3.15 
 Non-FCAS and Non-SIDS 88.25 89.36 93.93 83.15 88.03 83.70 95.72 79.86 
WUS FCAS 5.04 5.15 1.65 3.88 3.10 3.67 5.59 13.93 
 SIDS 0.11 1.85 0.50 0.24 4.63 1.68 7.51 9.38 
 Non-FCAS and Non-SIDS 94.88 93.11 98.35 96.09 92.43 94.68 92.48 80.94 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, ANR = agriculture, natural resources, and rural development; EDU = education; ENE = energy; FCAS 
= fragile and conflict-affected situations; FIN = finance; HLT = health; ICT = information and communication technology; IND = industry 
and trade; MUL = multisector; PSM = public sector management; SIDS = small island developing states; TRA = transport; WUS = water 
and other urban infrastructure and services. 
a The sector composition is the share of FCAS, SIDS, and non-FCAS and non-SIDS DMCs in total ADB commitments for each sector. 
Note: The amounts of the FCAS portfolios during 2013–2020 were computed based on ADB’s annual list of FCAS covering these years. 
Some FCAS DMCs are also classified as SIDS. See Tables A6.1–A6.3 in Appendix 6 for the complete list of FCAS, SIDS, and FCAS SIDS 
during 2013–2020. Since 2014, ADB has reported its investments in transport and ICT separately. It also reports health investments 
separately from social protection, although social protection operations are subsectors under education, health, finance and PSM. See 
ADB. 2014. Project Classification System: Final Report. Manila. 
Source: Evaluation team's calculations based on data from Procurement, Portfolio, and Financial Management Department and 
Operations Dashboard. 

 
162. Greater donor coordination in education and health and social protection would be 
beneficial for long-term human capital development in FCAS and SIDS. Transport and energy 
accounted for the bulk of ADB’s portfolios in FCAS and SIDS. By contrast, health comprised an average 
of 6% of the FCAS portfolio and 13% of the SIDS portfolio during 2013–2020, while education accounted 
for 2% of the FCAS portfolio and 1% of the SIDS portfolio (Table 7). However, the pandemic has had 
unprecedented and long-lasting impacts on the already constrained human capital in health, education, 
and social protection. ADB needs to collaborate with other development organizations to determine how 
it can add value in these sectors in the future. This chapter’s analysis using a multi-logit model found 
that a one percentage point increase in social expenditures leads to an increase in the likelihood by 1.1–
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1.25 times that a country will be classified as in groups B and C than in group A, where nine of the 11 
FCAS DMCs currently belong (Table 9.3 in Appendix 9). A paper by the United Nations University found 
similar results: countries with high levels of human development tended to display less fragility.186 This 
chapter finds that lower social expenditures are associated with a higher probability of a country being 
classified as FCAS. Given the capacity and human resource constraints in FCAS and SIDS, greater 
investments in health, education and social protection may help improve human capital development in 
these countries. Further, as the pandemic is expected to push 20 million more people into extreme 
poverty in countries with fragile, violent and conflict conditions, adequate support for social protection, 
health and education may help these vulnerable people improve their long-term development prospects.  
 
163. Governance and capacity development challenges are the foremost constraints that FCAS 
and SIDS face. Addressing capacity constraints is important for building economic and environmental 
resilience and human capital development in FCAS and SIDS. Findings of the consultations with ADB 
revealed that executing and implementing agencies in SIDS require constant and continuous capacity 
development support throughout all project cycle stages, in part because of high staff turnover in 
government agencies. While providing continuous capacity development support may be time- and 
resource-intensive, it is necessary if projects in SIDS are to make progress. Capacity development support 
is needed for procurement and due diligence in such areas as safeguards and financial management. 
PPFD in 2019–2021 conducted several capacity building programs for staff of both ADB and executing 
and implementing agencies managing projects in FCAS and SIDS. 
  
164. Financial management remains a challenge despite ADB’s provision of training and 
workshops in this area. Projects continue to face issues relating to incomplete or late submission of 
audited financial statements. This is partly due to weak records management systems including financial 
management systems in FCAS and SIDS. Weak records management results in an inadequate audit trail 
of project activities make integrity violations, noncompliance, and other irregularities harder to detect. 
In addition, inadequate and unreliable financial management systems make it more challenging to 
identify sound project management decisions based on reliable financial information. Therefore, weak 
systems contribute to poor project performance. FCAS DMCs also face capacity constraints and high staff 
turnover in government agencies. In Afghanistan, ADB—prior to putting its assistance on hold in the 
country effective 15 August 2021—responded by establishing dedicated project management offices 
(PMOs) in key executing and implementing agencies. This helped to improve contract awards and 
disbursement as PMOs helped to expedite project implementation. A downside of this approach is that 
it may perpetuate continued reliance on consultants and a reduced focus on enhancing the capacity of 
government agencies, which requires consistent and long-term support. ADB also signed a memorandum 
of understanding with the National Procurement Authority and Ministry of Finance in February 2021 to 
establish service standards in an effort to streamline and hasten review and approvals for ADB-funded 
procurement transactions. 
 
165. ADB has also long recognized that weak governance and institutional capacities continue 
to constrain the development prospects of DMCs including FCAS and SIDS. In 2004, ADB adopted 
capacity development as a thematic priority and in 2007 it adopted Integrating Capacity Development 
into Country Programs and Operations: Medium-Term Framework and Action Plan. This set out ADB’s 
conceptual approach to capacity development and the corresponding implementation strategy. In 2011, 
ADB revised the action plan by streamlining and consolidating outputs and activities to ensure more 
effective mainstreaming of capacity development in ADB's operations. In the same year, ADB published 
a Practical Guide to Capacity Development in a Sector Context to provide ADB staff and other 
development practitioners with a set of tools and instruments to guide capacity development processes. 
Despite these efforts, the Midterm Review of Strategy 2020 found that capacity development was 
generally viewed as not well integrated in ADB operations. ADB revised the action plan again in 2016, 
and the revised plan recommended that ADB: (i) develop an operational framework that integrates 

 
186 Carment, Prest, and Samy. 2008. Determinants of State Fragility and Implications for Aid Allocation. Research Paper No. 2008/46. 

United Nations University’s World Institute for Development Economics Research. Helsinki. 
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capacity development efforts with upstream public sector management operations and downstream 
sector support, and that is fully aligned with ADB’s corporate results framework; and (ii) make clear 
choices about the scope of its capacity development support given the variation in institutional 
performance across the region and within countries. These recommendations remain valid today. 
 
166. ADB uses various approaches to strengthen capacity—the successful implementation of 
which rests partly on the FCAS and SIDS DMCs’ willingness and determination to pursue and 
maintain capacity building and institutional strengthening efforts. ADB’s instruments for capacity 
building include: (i) short- and long-term TA or regional TA projects (e.g., series of ADB regional TAs that 
supported Pacific DMCs in improving transparency and accountability in managing and utilizing public 
resources);187 (ii) project support (e.g., Legal Literacy for Women in Afghanistan and Pakistan,188 and 
establishing a reform coordination unit to support reforms in public financial management and state-
owned enterprises in Marshall Islands);189 (iii) project readiness financing (which supports activities that 
are expected to generate at least one ADB-funded project) and small expenditure financing facility (which 
supports low-risk activities across the project cycle covering preparation, implementation, pilot testing, 
and even post completion activities including operations and maintenance, rehabilitation, and post-
disaster early recovery); (iv) using the first tranche of MFFs to finance detailed engineering designs and 
other due diligence for assessing the environment in which projects will be implemented; (v) 
strengthening the ability of country or field offices to provide extensive supervision during 
implementation; and (vi) tapping civil society organizations as implementing entities in projects 
implemented in FCAS and SIDS environments. Nevertheless, DMCs’ acceptance of and willingness to 
actively support and participate in capacity and governance efforts are necessary to successfully 
implement reforms in these areas. 
 
167. Donor collaboration is an important step in addressing capacity constraints in FCAS and 
SIDS. For example, ADB is working with the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) to 
implement project components in remote and isolated communities in PNG under the ADB-funded 
Building Resilience to Climate Change Program.190 Under the ADB project, UNDP is helping to roll out a 
complex set of consultations with remote local island communities as well as with local, provincial, and 
national government authorities in areas of climate change and disaster risk management. Several Pacific 
UNDP programs are being implemented based on a recognition of “permanent under capacity.” UNDP 
accepts that there is a need to avoid displacing the limited existing capacity, so it has developed a “Pacific 
Floating Budget Office” to provide budget preparation support across the Pacific. Staff have been 
seconded from Fiji to Tonga to provide financial management support.191  
 
168. ADB and other development agencies are also using capacity supplementation to help 
address severe capacity constraints, especially in SIDS. In the Pacific, ADB has been piloting 
supplementation approaches. The IMF recognizes that direct capacity supplementation may be a way 
forward in the Pacific, where capacity constraints are severe and human resources are limited. In some 
cases, capacity supplementation may not necessitate international consultants but may involve 
consultants from other Pacific countries to provide a pathway for regional knowledge sharing. Some skill 
sets of consultants may not be viable in a country if the requirement is not permanent. For example, the 
New Zealand government has seconded a tariff expert to work in several SIDS, since this work may be 
needed only every 3 years or so. ADB and other partners in 2008 established the Pacific Association of 
Supreme Audit Institutions (based in New Zealand) to provide support across SIDS DMCs.  
 

 
187 ADB. 2019. Technical Assistance Completion Report: Implementing the Pacific Regional Audit Initiative (Phase 2). Manila. 
188 ADB. 2015. Technical Assistance Completion Report: Legal Literacy for Women. Manila. 
189 ADB. 2017. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Grant to the Republic of the 

Marshall Islands for the Public Financial Management Project. Manila. 
190 ADB. 2015. Proposed Administration of Grant to Papua New Guinea for the Building Resilience to Climate Change in Papua New 

Guinea. Manila. 
191 UNDP. 2019. The Pacific Floating Budget Office - Innovation in Action for SDG 16. News Release. 5 February. 
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169. Disbursement pressures, especially for infrastructure projects, may hamper ADB support 
for long-term organizational capacity development. ADB operations staff stressed that ADB needs to 
improve the quality at entry of its capacity development initiatives and to provide more long-term 
engagement, rather than the more standard provision of TA over a 3- to 4-month period. The ADB FCAS 
and SIDS portfolios are mainly in infrastructure, for which disbursement is a key portfolio performance 
indicator. Transport and energy accounted for most of ADB’s FCAS and SIDS portfolios over 2013–2020 
(Table 7). During 2013–2020, energy accounted for 59% of ADB’s FCAS portfolio, while transport 
accounted for 30%. Transport comprised 42% of ADB’s SIDS portfolio in the same period and energy 
17%. Infrastructure projects tend to be completed within a relatively limited timeframe, whereas capacity 
development takes a significant span of time. For example, ADB does not provide 10-year loans to 
strengthen state-owned enterprises, although such an extended timespan may be required to realize 
positive capacity-related outcomes. Other MDBs encounter similar issues regarding longer-term, 
programmatic support for capacity building. For example, the Independent Evaluation Group’s 2014 
evaluation of World Bank engagement in low-income FCAS recommended that the World Bank should 
increase its support to reform-oriented fragile states for capacity building at national and subnational 
levels through predictable, programmatic budget support, complemented by technical assistance, and 
investment lending.192  
 
170. The decision on whether to invest in long- or short-term capacity development depends on 
the type and scope of specific initiatives in FCAS and SIDS. In the transport sector, some projects are 
one-off interventions (e.g., building a bridge), for which support of a project management unit or office 
established by the government would be required during construction and/or maintenance. In contrast, 
road asset management needs a programmatic approach, probably with long-term engagement of staff 
and consultants. In the energy sector, it is recognized that FCAS and SIDS are characterized by (i) a 
challenging policy and institutional framework as most energy utilities are state-owned, (ii) limited private 
sector investment and access to financing, and (iii) limited use of new technologies. To address these 
challenges, strengthening the capacity of partner DMC governments will be a continuous process. 
 
171. ADB faces staffing and capacity constraints in its operations in FCAS and SIDS. While there 
have been increases in national staff appointments at the country level, there are continued staffing 
constraints in resident missions and regional offices, especially in FCAS and SIDS. This evaluation’s 
consultations with ADB found that national officers, with their country knowledge, are the real agents 
of change for capacity development, especially in the Pacific, where it takes time to build trust and 
relationship with DMC counterparts. In FCAS and SIDS, trust in people more than in institutions is 
important, so ADB needs to place a premium on retaining high-quality national officers. Robust records 
management systems can also augment staff capacity enhancements. Given the observed frequent staff 
turnover and high dependence on consultants in FCAS and SIDS DMCs, an adequate and reliable records 
management system can help ensure that institutional knowledge is retained and transferred. While the 
severe capacity challenges in FCAS and SIDS DMCs require a long-term intervention, reliable records 
management system can be an interim measure to address some inefficiencies caused by weak capacity. 
 
172. The perception that a job posting in SIDS will not enhance a career hampers the 
recruitment and retention of international staff in these countries. Staff in SIDS typically process 
projects that are of a much lower monetary value than those in other ADB DMCs. Security concerns and 
remoteness also make recruitment difficult (as confirmed in evaluation reports and during interviews 
with counterparts). SIDS are not easily accessible and are dispersed and isolated. The limited pool of 
potential national staff in SIDS is another constraint. Similarly, security issues hamper staff recruitment 
in conflict-affected DMCs such as Afghanistan. Staff mobility may hamper ADB staff’s efforts to build 
trust and relationships with stakeholders, since it takes time to build trust and relationships, and this is 
not possible when there is heavy staff rotation.  
 

 
192 Independent Evaluation Group. 2014. World Bank Group Assistance to Low-Income Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations: An 

Independent Evaluation. Washington, DC.  
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173. ADB staff believe that ADB needs to improve its coordination. More than a quarter (26%) of 
all respondents to the staff survey said that enhancing coordination of ADB’s operations (e.g., 
formalizing, and operationalizing FCAS and SIDS working groups and networks across themes, sectors, 
and regional departments) was key to enhancing ADB’s institutional capacity for its engagement in FCAS 
and SIDS (Table A8.9 in Appendix 8). This view is shared by staff from across the organization e.g., East 
Asia Department (38%), PSOD (37%), and PPFD (36%). Some 23% of respondents from across the 
organization identified strengthening knowledge and analysis (e.g., developing tools to assess of 
geographically specific fragility, poverty, and conflict) as important. High scores on this point were 
recorded from respondents from the Economic Research and Regional Cooperation Department (ERCD), 
44%; SPD, 32%; and SDCC, 28%. 
 
174. ADB staff underscored the importance of strong management support and financial and 
non-financial incentives if ADB is to attract and retain staff with expertise in FCAS and SIDS. About 
39% of ADB staff emphasized the need for strong management support and ensuring human resource 
development through financial and non-financial incentives (32%). Promoting staff mobility (16%) and 
offering short-term assignments (12%) were also identified as incentives to attract and retain staff with 
expertise in FCAS and SIDS (Table A8.14 in Appendix 8). Across departments, the types of incentive 
favored seem to vary significantly. For example, 51% of staff from PPFD viewed human resource 
development through incentives as the most important factor in retaining and attracting people. Staff 
from ERCD (48%) and SPD (48%) viewed strong management support as the key. There was a statistically 
significant difference (at the 10% confidence level) in the responses of staff across ADB departments to 
the appropriate measures or incentives to attract and retain staff, implying that perceptions on the 
priority that should be given to various measures and incentives is influenced by the existing set of human 
resource measures and incentives implemented by specific departments. 
 

3. ADB’s Partnerships with Other Development Organizations in Supporting FCAS and 
SIDS 

 
175. Among MDBs, there is evidence of a shift in focus from fragility to resilience in FCAS and 
SIDS. For example, IsDB now uses its resilience index to address drivers of fragility and conflict (Box 3). 
Similarly, AfDB is increasingly moving away from the terminology of fragility towards the concept of 
resilience, and it has noted that it needs an objective and measurable definition of resilience.  
 
176. The shift in focus from fragility to resilience will involve a greater emphasis on prevention 
mechanisms so development organizations can focus on countries at risk of falling into the FCAS 
classification. For example, the IMF assists its member countries—including those not on the FCAS list—
through conflict prevention. It helps these countries tackle drivers of fragility before they escalate into a 
crisis by helping countries establish inclusive policies, among others. One of the criticisms of the 
evaluation of the AfDB's Strategy for Addressing Fragility and Building Resilience in Africa, 2014–2019 
was that the strategy did not make prevention one of its principles of engagement, which suggests that 
the new strategy will adopt such a focus.193 AfDB’s 2019 concept note for developing its new FCAS 
strategy noted that an upstream approach would be taken to prevent the socioeconomic causes of 
regional insecurity and humanitarian crises, such as migration, refugees, and forced displacement. 

 
177. Some development organizations have also created special financing windows to support 
quick-disbursing funds to address conflict and fragility risks before, during, and after crises. The 
World Bank, for example, has a prevention and resilience allocation (PRA) that provides enhanced support 
for countries at highest risk of descending into high-intensity conflict or large-scale violence. The PRA 
focuses on countries that are not on the FCAS list but where there is a risk of escalating conflict. For 
example, the World Bank undertakes conflict-risk monitoring for Nepal, which it considers to have some 
political risks that could escalate into conflict if left unchecked. The World Bank’s latest FCV strategy sets 

 
193 AfDB Independent Development Evaluation. 2020. Evaluation of the AfDB's Strategy for Addressing Fragility and Building 

Resilience in Africa (2014–2019). Abidjan. 
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out to prevent violent conflict and interpersonal violence by addressing the drivers of fragility: climate 
change, demographic shocks, gender inequality, patterns of discrimination, economic and social 
exclusion, and perceptions of grievances and injustice. Its aim is to strengthen the sources of resilience 
and peace before situations deteriorate into full-blown crises. As the World Bank FCV strategy notes, 
every $1 spent on prevention on average leads to up to $16 in savings in terms of the cost of conflicts.  

 
178. ADB’s FSA does not explicitly state ADB’s support for conflict-prevention efforts, but notes 
that ADB will rely on collaborations with other development partners in this area. ADB’s FSA does 
not specify any key action area relating to conflict prevention or support for countries that may be at risk 
of becoming FCAS. Nevertheless, it notes that ADB is a member of the Fragility Conflict and Violence 
Working Group, along with six other MDBs.194 Established in 2019, this MDB working group will produce 
analytical products with a focus on prevention, including risk and resilience assessments. In addition, the 
FSA looks to utilize digital technologies and establish digital databases on fragility and conflict that can 
also be used for preventive efforts. 
 
179. Most MDBs explicitly recognize that partnerships with other actors are imperative for the 
effective implementation of their FCAS strategies. While MDBs engage in partnership activities as part 
of their regular work practice, their active partnership in FCAS and SIDS is considered to be particularly 
important, given the limited capacity in these countries. ADB’s coordination with the International 
Development Association’s Sustainable Development Finance Policy under ADF 13 is a good example of 
complementary development partner coordination that can support policy actions for promoting 
development progress in FCAS and SIDS. Similarly, the World Bank and AfDB have emphasized that 
development, humanitarian, and peacebuilding coordination with external partners will be crucial for 
addressing fragility.  
 
180. There are many examples of collaboration among the MDBs in FCAS and SIDS. These include 
the use of shared offices by ADB and World Bank in the case of SIDS; country-based consultative groups 
to prioritize the focuses for each MDB; and joint risk and resilience assessments. MDBs have established 
platforms to increase information exchange and support collaboration. For example, the OECD’s 
Development Assistance Committee supported the International Network on Conflict and Fragility. IFC 
and the Blavatnik School of Government at the University of Oxford set up a private-sector-focused 
fragility roundtable for development finance institutions. MDBs have also established a Platform on 
Economic Migration and Forced Displacement, the members of which are ADB, AfDB, European Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development, IsDB, IADB, and the World Bank. AfDB, which has a long history of 

 
194 The six other MDBs were AfDB, European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, European Investment Bank, Inter-American 

Development Bank, IsDB, and the World Bank. 

Box 3: The Islamic Development Bank’s Shift from a Fragility Classification to a Resilience Index 
 
The Islamic Development Bank (IsDB) replaced its fragile and conflict-affected situations (FCAS) classification with 
a resilience index in September 2021. The resilience index was developed to address the stigma of a country being 
labeled fragile. The index covers economy and livelihood; security (e.g., spillover effects of an influx of refugees); 
environment and disasters triggered by natural hazard (e.g., disaster risk management); and the pressures or 
drivers of fragility and capacity to manage such pressures. Countries were ranked according to most, less, and 
least resilient, depending on their capacity or coping and adaptive mechanisms to address drivers of fragility and 
conflict. The IsDB is now firmly focused on assessing and building resilience as its new fragility and resilience policy 
seeks to address the drivers of fragility (e.g., social, and economic exclusion and marginalization and unequal 
development) with an emphasis on a partnership approach, especially in focusing on prevention and bridging the 
transition between relief and development. The main pillars of the IsDB policy framework for intervention are 
investing in prevention, transitioning from relief to development, supporting recovery and resilience, and 
mobilizing resources for resilience. 
 
Sources: IsDB. 2019. Fragility and Resilience Policy. Jeddah; and IsDB. 2021. Islamic Development Bank Launches Resilience Index 
to Aid in COVID-19 Recovery. Jeddah 
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engagement with these issues, set up the Africa Resilience Forum in 2017. The forum brings together key 
partners from across Africa to reflect on policies and approaches on issues of conflict prevention, peace, 
and state building initiatives at regional and country levels. 

 
181. Partnerships between humanitarian and development agencies have also increased and 
they are helping to avoid financing gaps by bridging relief and development. There has been an 
increased emphasis on broad-based collaborative efforts between and among MDBs, United Nations 
agencies, and civil society organizations. ADB has recently been working with United Nations agencies to 
implement its projects in remote or conflict-affected areas. For example, in Afghanistan, ADB is 
partnering with United Nations agencies to provide urgently needed assistance to support food security 
and help sustain the delivery of essential health and education services for the Afghan people. The World 
Bank also relies on United Nations agencies to support displaced persons in conflict-affected Lebanon 
and Yemen.  

 
182. Implementation arrangements with United Nations agencies will require a harmonized 
approach to ensure the effective and timely delivery of assistance in conflict-affected areas. 
Differences between the fiduciary, security, project monitoring procurement and anticorruption systems 
of MDBs and United Nations agencies have caused some difficulties. These systems may need to be 
harmonized to enable United Nations agencies to implement projects in conflict-affected areas. For 
example, ADB will rely on third-party monitoring entities and local enumerators trained by the UNDP to 
monitor the results of ADB projects in conflict-affected Afghanistan.195  

 
183. MDBs are looking to expand their partnerships with the private sector in FCAS and SIDS. 
Weak institutional capacity and legal and regulatory frameworks hamper private sector development in 
FCAS and SIDS. ADB’s PSOD, Office of Risk Management, and Office of Public–Private Partnerships are 
jointly responsible for upstream and downstream private sector work. By and large, ADB’s internal 
processes for private sector projects are the same across its member countries and it does not have 
measures that are specific to private sector engagement in FCAS and SIDS, which has limited its 
engagement in this area. The World Bank, under its 2020 FCAS strategy, is committed to scaling up 
support for private sector through advisory services, public–private dialogue, strengthening of basic legal 
frameworks, and cutting red tape for business interactions with government. These upstream efforts are 
expected to enhance regulations and the rule of law, which will in turn open the door for the involvement 
of development organizations. ADB has been also working on several transaction advisory and upstream 
engagement, with PPP work being an important component of the FSA.  In SIDS, however, the provision 
of project finance in its traditional form is considered by some private sector investors as "not fit for 
purpose" because it is associated with high due diligence costs and legal costs. ADB can tailor long-term 
NSO financing specifically for SIDS by simplifying its NSO project financing requirements and combining 
it with TAs and grants under a One ADB approach.  For example, ADB has the ability to design credit 
enhancements to support credit risk and can offer project insurance that is not available or not 
adequately offered by commercial insurance companies for projects in SIDS.   
 
184. AfDB has sought to scale up its NSO in fragile states through upstream budget and institutional 
support for improving the business climate and institutional capacity. Representatives of the AfDB who 
were interviewed underscored the need to engage the entire private sector system in FCAS with shift 
toward wealth creation at the community level. In its forthcoming FCAS strategy, AfDB will seek to 
increase its private sector engagement in FCAS, particularly with SMEs and at the community level. 
Meanwhile, IsDB representatives noted that MDBs, the United Nations and bilateral organizations have 
pivoted their focus upstream to identify measures that would prevent conflict and address fragility. These 
typically make use of more participatory and inclusive development and resilience-building approaches. 

 
195  In January 2022, ADB approved $405 million in grants to support food security and help sustain the delivery of essential health 

and education services for the Afghan people. ADB will provide direct financing to four United Nations agencies for immediate 
humanitarian support in the country. This direct support will be implemented through United Nations agencies and their partner 
nongovernment organizations. 
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185. Some MDBs are looking to use blended finance—a combination of concessional funding 
provided by development partners and commercial funding provided by the MDB and co-
investors—to promote private sector development in FCAS and SIDS. Blended finance helps to 
mitigate risk.196 ADB introduced a private sector window (PSW) through the ADF 13. This window is being 
piloted for ADB’s group A countries to help expand private sector operations in frontier markets and new 
sectors. However, ADB cannot use the window as the sole source of financing for a private sector project; 
it must be used with ordinary capital resources and/or commercial debt and satisfy blended finance 
principles. The World Bank’s new FCAS strategy states that blended finance helps lower the risks to 
investors in FCAS markets and to launch pioneering firms. The strategy states that blended finance will 
be expanded in middle-income countries to help mitigate financial risks. Since 2014, IFC has used blended 
finance in its growing investments in agriculture and finance.197  
 
186. Box 4 presents the lessons learned in helping MDBs ensure greater effectiveness in their support 
for FCAS and SIDS.  

 

 
4. ADB Performance and Results in FCAS and SIDS 

 
187. ADB’s country- and project-level results frameworks do not fully reflect conflict- or fragility-
sensitive narratives and indicators. ADB’s 2021 FSA acknowledges that “currently used monitoring 
indicators may not fully reflect the country context or the effectiveness of project interventions in FCAS 
and SIDS environments, and the impact on evaluation at project completion.” CPSs and project results 
frameworks do not always include conflict or fragility-sensitive indicators or narratives. This makes it 
difficult to assess whether and to what extent FCAS and SIDS are transitioning out of the fragility and/or 
conflict spectrum. In SIDS, CPS and project results frameworks usually do not include indicators 

 
196 For example, the Global Agriculture and Food Security Program (GAFSP) provides investment and advisory services to private 

agribusiness companies, with the aim of improving opportunities for smallholders and subsistence farmers who are part of the 
agribusiness value chain. For example, in Afghanistan, GAFSP helped create a state-of-the-art raisin processing plant to improve 
the livelihoods of about 3,000 farmers. 

197 International Finance Corporation. 2021. Generating Private Investment in Fragile and Fragile and Conflict-Affected Areas. 
Washington, DC.  

Box 4: Lessons for Enhancing Multilateral Development Banks’ Engagements in FCAS and SIDS 
 
• Continued evolution in fragile and conflict-affected situations (FCAS) classifications. There is no single approach to FCAS 

classification that is agreed upon by all multilateral development banks (MDBs). Since universal agreement is unlikely, greater 
harmonization in classifying FCAS can underpin enhanced collaborative action among MDBs. 

• Enhanced MDB presence in FCAS and small island developing states (SIDS). MDBs are likely to have greater long-term presence 
and continuity of relationships in FCAS and SIDS that can be valuable in understanding the context, and to generating commitment 
from partner governments. More incentives to attract staff (and to associate experience in FCAS and SIDS with career progression) 
to enhanced coordination can help MDBs increase their presence in these contexts. 

• Improved context specificity and shared diagnostics in pursuit of a differentiated approach. The strategy and evaluation 
literature are clear on the need for enhanced context specificity in FCAS engagement, supported by robust analysis. While it can be 
difficult to share sensitive information across institutions, joint analysis, and joint intelligence among MDBs and other development 
agencies can help improve development effectiveness in FCAS and SIDS.  

• Increased support for capacity building. While MDBs have adopted their approaches and/or strategies for capacity development, 
operationalizing these approaches would benefit from technical due diligence related to the design of capacity and governance 
reforms and the process of political economic decision-making to ensure that proposals for governance reforms are technically 
sound.  

• Enhanced collaboration of MDBs’ sovereign and nonsovereign operations for private sector development. An upstream focus 
can help develop the context for the domestic private sector in FCAS and SIDS. The use of blended finance can reduce the level of 
risk for foreign direct investment.  

 
Sources: World Bank. 2014. World Bank Group Assistance to Low-Income Fragile and Conflict-Affected States. Washington, DC.; World 
Bank. 2016. World Bank Group Engagement in Situations of Fragility, Conflict, and Violence (2016). Washington, DC.; International 
Finance Corporation. 2019. Engagement in Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations. Washington, DC.; Independent Development 
Evaluation. 2020. Evaluation of the AfDB's Strategy for Addressing Fragility and Building Resilience in Africa (2014–2019). African 
Development Bank: Abidjan; and Islamic Development Bank. 2019. Fragility and Resilience Policy. Jeddah 
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encompassing the drivers of fragility, such as competition for land and other resources and weak state 
capacity. Fragility-sensitive indicators such as citizens’ feedback on service delivery quality, citizens’ 
perceptions of improvements in state capacity, or citizens’ grievances about land use are rarely included 
in ADB results frameworks.  
 
188. ADB is introducing new corporate results framework indicators to track its implementation 
of differentiated approaches, but it is unclear how it will reflect fragility- and conflict-sensitive 
indicators specific to each SIDS and FCAS. ADB’s FSA includes a results framework with 18 indicators, 
five of which are new indicators developed to capture ADB results using the differentiated approach. The 
five new indicators are: (i) the seven Strategy 2030 operational priority areas, disaggregated by FCAS and 
SIDS; (ii) client ratings  on ADB’s efficient delivery of TA in FCAS and SIDS; (iii) operations integrating 
differentiated approaches (e.g., adaptiveness and responsiveness) throughout the project cycle; (iv) staff 
reporting they have improved knowledge, understanding and use of the differentiated approaches; and 
(v) client ratings on the alignment of ADB’s TA operations with DMC national development priorities. 
Moreover, while the new indicators can help shed light on ADB’s performance in implementing 
differentiated approaches at the corporate level, the new indicators do not appear to advocate for 
country-specific fragility- and conflict-sensitive indicators in FCAS and SIDS at country and project levels. 
Although the FSA has action trackers or indicators that measure the progress of activities aimed at 
integrating conflict or fragility considerations at country or project level, these indicators are mostly at 
the input level. These indicators include preparing an FRA and integrating it to the CPS, project 
preparation and project design; conducting capacity assessments of executing and implementing 
agencies; providing conflict or fragility advisory support; developing contextual terms of reference; and 
increasing coordination with stakeholders. 
 
189. Assessments of performance in FCAS and SIDS remain generic. As noted in ADB’s 2020 
Development Effectiveness Review (DEfR): “the small number of sovereign operations completed in FCAS 
and SIDS countries each year makes annual success rates highly volatile.” 198 The existing reporting 
frameworks and templates have limited applicability in FCAS and SIDS as they do not reflect customized 
approaches to implementation. As acknowledged in the 2020 DEfR, SIDS: “generally share very similar 
structural constraints whether they are experiencing fragility and formally categorized as FCAS or not.” 
IED’s 2019 evaluation of the ADF XI and 12 also noted that evidence on project performance was limited, 
with implications for lessons learned for future decision making.  

 
190. A clear and systematic institutional focus on FCAS and SIDS reporting is not yet evident. 
Staff guidance notes and reporting templates do not include indicators (either qualitative or quantitative) 
on implementation progress. Currently, the specific development challenges of FCAS, SIDS and small 
states are not fully reflected in eOperations performance reporting, templates for PCRs, back-to-office 
reports, or development effectiveness monitoring reports. This has implications for learning feedback 
loops in both design and implementation. Box 5 presents evidence from selected projects in Nepal and 
Lao People’s Democratic Republic which show how PCRs and proactive integrity reviews can provide 
relevant information and sectoral guidance to operations in FCAS and SIDS—even when the countries 
themselves may not be classified as FCAS. 

 
198 ADB. 2021. 2020 Development Effectiveness Review. Manila. 
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191. Project implementation performance in FCAS and SIDS tends to be below ADB-wide 
averages. The share of projects rated at risk in FCAS and SIDS tended to be above ADB-wide averages 
over 2013–2020 (Figure 27).199 Many problems are related to procurement. Over 2013–2020, only 21% 
of sovereign infrastructure projects implemented in FCAS and 24% in SIDS were deemed to be 
procurement-ready—compared with the ADB-wide average of 42% over the same period (Figure 28). 200 
However, the share of design-ready infrastructure projects in FCAS and SIDS increased between 2017 and 
2020 (Figure 29).201 On average, 91% of sovereign infrastructure projects in FCAS were deemed design-
ready in 2017–2020 compared with 67% in 2013–2016. The corresponding percentages for SIDS were 
79% in 2017–2020 and 47% in 2013–2016. The recent increase in design-ready infrastructure projects in 
FCAS and SIDS may be attributed to the use of project readiness financing, which ADB launched in 2018 
to finance project preparation consulting services such as detailed engineering design, capacity building, 

 
199  A project is rated at risk if: the S-curve for either actual contract award or disbursement is <75% of the original projection; the 

management rating is ≤50%; output rating is <70%; one or more safeguards tracking indicator is at risk (red). 
200  Procurement-ready projects pertain to the number of infrastructure projects approved in the last calendar year for which bidding 

documents for procurement of major works or goods contracts were launched before project approval as a percentage of the 
total number of approved infrastructure projects in the same year. The launch of bidding documents means the notification 
and advertisement of the availability of bidding documents. Policy-based loans, results-based loans, and loans and grants 
supporting project preparation and design activities are excluded. 

201  Design-ready projects are the number of infrastructure projects approved in the last calendar year for which bidding documents 
for procurement of major works or goods contracts were launched before project approval as a percentage of total number of 
approved infrastructure projects in the same year. The launch of bidding documents means the notification and advertisement 
of the availability of bidding documents. Policy-based loans, results-based loans, and loans and grants supporting project 
preparation and design activities are excluded. 

Box 5: Lessons Relevant to Asian Development Bank FCAS and SIDS Operations 
 

The following lessons from completed projects in Lao People’s Democratic Republic (Lao PDR), Nepal, Viet Nam and Kazakhstan 
offer guidance relevant to fragile and conflict-affected situations (FCAS) and small island developing states (SIDS). 
 

Lao PDR: Health Sector Governance Program (Subprograms 1 and 2) 
• The adoption of a set of policy actions developed in an open, participatory manner ensured strong and broad ownership 

and commitment from the government. 
• Sufficient and targeted technical assistance (TA) support to supplement the programmatic assistance contributed to 

knowledge transfer and capacity building and stronger coordination across the Ministry of Health and other ministries. 
 

Nepal: School Sector Program 
• The transitional and fluid political situation of the country should have been anticipated. A program design with a longer 

duration was needed for the implementation of reform measures. 
• In future, development partners and the government may need to find innovative solutions to strengthen program 

management and technical leadership capacities at the central and local level to implement the program under a 
decentralized education system. 

• Capacity development requires coordinated institutional and funding mechanisms to avoid ad hoc TA interventions. 
 

Nepal: Decentralized Rural Infrastructure and Livelihood Project 
• Projects designed in conflict or post-conflict contexts should partner with nongovernment organizations to access sites and 

create conducive working environments in conflict-affected areas. 
 

Viet Nam: Water Sector Investment Program [Projects 1, 2, and 3] 
• Incomplete or inaccurate progress reports prevent the project management unit and the ADB project team from performing 

comprehensive analyses of physical progress and disbursements against plans. Construction supervision consultant need to 
accurately quantify and analyze physical and financial progress against plans in the monthly and quarterly progress reports. 

 
Kazakhstan: CAREC Corridors 1 and 6 Connector Road (Aktobe-Makat) Reconstruction Project 

• Executing and implementing agencies’ failure to appropriately maintain records reduces transparency and accountability in 
project implementation. Executing and implementing agencies can establish a document management system where all key 
project documents are easily retrievable, all electronic documents are protected and non-editable and, in case of multiple 
versions, each version is appropriately marked. 

 

Note: The Health Sector Governance Program in Lao PDR Subprograms 1 and 2 were closed in 2018 and 2020, respectively, before 
Lao PDR was officially classified an FCAS in 2021. 
Sources. Asian Development Bank. Project Completion Reports and Proactive Integrity Review Reports. 
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limited project start-up support, and project design pilot-testing. 202  Findings of this evaluation’s 
consultations revealed that for infrastructure projects funded through MFFs, they used early tranches to 
prepare the infrastructure outputs to be implemented in the succeeding tranches.203 
 

 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected situation; SIDS = small island developing states. 
a  A project is considered to be at risk if: the S-curve for either actual contract award or disbursement is <75% of original 
projection; the financial management rating is ≤50%; the output rating is <70%; and one or more safeguards tracking 
indicator is at risk. 
Note: The increase in the at-risk rating of FCAS DMCs in 2015 is due to Nepal’s exit in the FCAS list. With Nepal having 
nearly 40 projects with PPR ratings in 2013 and 2014, its exit in FCAS list meant a smaller pool of PPR-rated projects in 
the FCAS group. 
Source: Asian Development Bank eOperations database. 

 
 

 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected situation; SIDS = small island developing states. 
a Number of infrastructure projects approved in the last calendar year for which bidding documents for procurement of major 
works or goods contracts were launched before project approval as a percentage of total number of approved infrastructure 
projects in the same year. Launch of bidding documents means the notification and advertisement of the availability of bidding 
documents. Policy-based loans, results-based loans, and loans and grants supporting project preparation and design activities 
are excluded. 
Source: Asian Development Bank. Development Effectiveness Review database. 

 
202  ADB. 2018. Operations Manual and Procedures: Project Readiness Financing. Manila. 
203  Tables A7.3 to A7.6 in Appendix 7 present detailed estimates of ADB performance and results in FCAS and SIDS. 
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ADB = Asian Development Bank, FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected situation; SIDS = small island developing states. 
a Number of infrastructure projects approved in the last calendar year that were design-ready before project approval as a 
percentage of total infrastructure projects approved in the same year. A design-ready infrastructure project will have completed 
the following before project approval: (i) detailed engineering design or equivalent design suitable for preparing and launching 
bidding documents for a major construction or goods contract (for sector projects, detailed engineering design for those 
subprojects for which construction is scheduled to start in the first 2 years should be available); and/or (ii) preliminary design 
and specifications suitable for preparing and launching bidding documents for (a) construction contracts that include detailed 
design; and/or (b) turnkey or engineering, procurement, and construction contracts. Policy-based loans, results-based loans, 
and loans and grants supporting project preparation and design activities are excluded. 
Source: Asian Development Bank Development Effectiveness Review database. 

 
192. ADB introduced differentiated approaches for FCAS and SIDS following the adoption of a 
new Procurement Policy in 2017. 204 The policy shifted from a “one-size-fits-all” approach to a more 
flexible risk-based procurement model. ADB also released a Guidance Note on Strategic Procurement 
Planning and an FCAS Guidance Note on Procurement. 205 How this approach is applied in practice 
depends on the unique characteristics of each country. Strategic procurement planning is undertaken 
during project processing to identify gaps in the capacity and processes of executing and implementing 
agencies, difficulties in the supply chain, the availability of consultants and contractors, and institutional 
weakness. These are used to identify areas where procurement may need to show some flexibility. 
Strategic procurement planning starts at the very early stages of project design and concludes once the 
procurement strategy is defined, and procurement plan is prepared. A procurement risk assessment is 
attached as a linked document to the RRP. However, despite the introduction of these tools, the 
procurement-readiness of ADB infrastructure projects in FCAS and SIDS is still lower than the ADB average 
(Figure 28).  
 
193. Procurement challenges tend to be particularly pronounced in SIDS. Contracts in SIDS tend 
to be small, making them unattractive to high-quality contractors and consultants. The remote locations 
of SIDS impose additional costs for contractors. Contracts for goods and works tend to be much smaller 
in SIDS and thereby may attract fewer bidders than a larger value one in a non-SIDS economy. Apart 
from value, other characteristics of SIDS also restrict market interest, including geographical isolation, 
security risks, and constrained supply chains, among others. 
 

 
204 ADB. 2017. ADB Procurement Policy. Manila. 
205 ADB is currently revising its FCAS Guidance Note on Procurement in FCAS. 
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194. To address the procurement challenges in SIDS, ADB has increased staffing for 
procurement and established a regional project financing tool. Flexible procurement approaches 
implemented in ADB DMCs including SIDS are: joint consultant recruitment led by ADB (executing agency 
officials are involved but the process is driven by ADB); “one project, one consultant,” whereby one 
project consultant is engaged to facilitate the transition from the design phase of the project to the 
implementation phase; simplified procurement arrangements including use of the borrower’s national 
procurement procedures acceptable to ADB; splitting contracts to broaden pool of qualified local 
contractors or suppliers; use of procurement agents especially when large or complex works involved; 
and lower bidder qualification requirements, among others. 
 
195. The Pacific Department (PARD) is currently supported by 3.5 full-time equivalent staff along with 
two national procurement officers. These specialists also assist resident missions and the Pacific Liaison 
and Coordination Office and Pacific Subregional Office. They are supported by national procurement 
officers, who are posted locally to provide on-the-ground procurement support to executing agencies. 
Procurement specialists are authorized to take decisions within their own delegated authority; high-value 
procurement needs to be approved by ADB’s Procurement Committee. More support is also being 
provided for training at all stages of the procurement process: design, processing, and implementation.  

 
196. PARD has also established a regional project readiness financing facility for SIDS. Rather than 
approving project readiness financing for each country, the regional facility allows PARD to continue 
undertaking preparatory work, capacity development, and policy discussions on various development 
topics such as road safety, even when there is no pipeline.206 PARD is also reviewing the procurement 
methods implemented from 2016 to 2020 to understand the market and supply chains and which 
procurement methods were successful (e.g., how many bidders there were for a project, why cost 
overruns occurred, and whether smaller procurement packages were more effective than bigger 
packages). 
 
197. Further delegation of authority and flexibility in procurement in country teams require ADB 
guidance and support. Staff emphasized the need for ADB to show greater trust in the expertise and 
experience of operations departments, especially country teams, in determining the feasibility of some 
procurement methods. They also noted the need for ADB guidance on flexibilities or alternative 
approaches in procurement methods that can and cannot be used in specific project contexts in FCAS 
and SIDS environments.  
 
D. Conclusions 
 
198. ADB has long recognized the need to engage continually and work differently in FCAS and 
SIDS, but it can do better in addressing the context-specific drivers of fragility and conflict in these 
countries. ADB’s engagement in FCAS and SIDS mainly rests on the use of differentiated approaches, 
but these remain loosely defined in both strategic and operational terms. ADB and other MDBs tend to 
place greater strategic emphasis on their response to active conflict in FCAS than on resolving long-term 
institutional fragilities in SIDS when implementing their FCAS-related approaches. Regarding the 
classification of FCAS, ADB’s classification system needs to employ a more nuanced understanding of the 
institutional and socioeconomic fragility and conflict risks DMCs face, whether or not they are classified 
as FCAS and/or SIDS. While ADB’s analytical and diagnostic work for FCAS and SIDS is reflected in CPSs, 
the findings of such knowledge work do not appear to be systematically incorporated into the 
sequencing and prioritization of grant and lending programs.  
 

 
206 PARD has been implementing a number of project readiness financing (PRF) interventions focusing on the transport, and urban 

sectors. IED’s 2020 evaluation of ADB’s Pacific Approach notes that in 2019, PARD processed 5 PRFs amounting to $47 million 
in these sectors. 
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199. Building resilience in FCAS and SIDS requires a multidimensional approach to addressing 
fragility and conflict risks. Economic, environmental, social, and institutional risks all shape fragility and 
conflict, and addressing these risks can help identify pathways from fragility and conflict to resilience. 
Adequate fiscal space and growth promotion will bolster the state’s capacity to mitigate the 
socioeconomic impacts of fragility and conflict risks, deliver public services, and improve the quality of 
living standards. Promoting environmental resilience will benefit from country- and project-based 
responses that incorporate climate-resilient measures in national strategies and individual projects, 
especially in infrastructure. To address the severe constraints in human capital in FCAS and SIDS, 
development partners such as ADB need to identify how they can add value in the health, education, and 
social protection sectors. Finally, in addressing capacity and governance challenges, the quality at entry 
of ADB’s capacity development initiatives needs to improve; FCAS and SIDS need more long-term 
engagement rather than short-term one-off TA, consultations across ADB departments revealed. 
 
200. ADB is leveraging its partnerships with other development and humanitarian agencies to 
promote conflict-prevention, deliver assistance in conflict-affected areas, and produce analytic 
products with a focus on prevention, including risk and resilience assessments. Partnerships 
between humanitarian and development agencies have also increased and these can help to close gaps 
in financing and responses by bridging relief and development. For example, ADB is working with United 
Nations agencies to deliver crucial humanitarian and development support. However, differences 
between the fiduciary, security, and project monitoring systems of MDBs and United Nations agencies 
need to be addressed. 

 
201. ADB’s country- and project-level monitoring frameworks and indicators are not always 
tailored to FCAS and SIDS contexts and sometimes do not fully reflect country-specific drivers and 
risks of fragility and conflict. As a result, it is often difficult to assess whether and to what extent FCAS 
and SIDS are transitioning out of the fragility and/or conflict spectrum. In terms of results, ADB operations 
in FCAS and SIDS continue to lag with those in other DMCs in terms of being procurement-ready, 
although they are becoming increasingly design-ready, which may be attributed to the use of project 
readiness financing for project preparation consulting services such as detailed engineering design, 
capacity building, limited project start-up support, and project design pilot-testing.  
 
E. Issues and Lessons 
 
202. This chapter identified the following issues and lessons to help ADB improve the quality and 
effectiveness of its engagement in FCAS and SIDS. 
 
203. Giving equal emphasis to active conflict and to institutional and socioeconomic fragilities, 
would enhance ADB’s engagement in FCAS and SIDS. ADB should consider putting in place a more 
nuanced classification system that can distinguish between: (i) FCAS with active conflict; (ii) DMCs 
classified as fragile (but not because of active conflict); (iii) DMCs with subnational conflicts or fragilities; 
and (iv) SIDS and small states facing shared challenges and fragilities. Understanding the gradations of 
fragility and conflict would help ADB to sensitize its staff to various conflict and fragility drivers and risks 
in DMCs, including those countries that are not officially classified as FCAS or SIDS and develop conflict- 
and fragility-prevention measures. It would also help ADB to identify flexibilities, exceptions or alternative 
measures suited to specific fragile and conflict environments (such as those concerned with procurement, 
financial management, and reporting requirements). 
 
204. Better donor collaboration is needed to support long-term capacity and governance 
reforms and timely humanitarian assistance for FCAS and SIDS. Development organizations’ 
predictable and well-coordinated budget support and TA resources are crucial for promoting good 
governance, ensuring political buy-in, and building receptiveness to structural and institutional reforms 
in FCAS and SIDS—all of which are a prerequisite for their effective operational engagement in these 
contexts. Furthermore, given the difficulties of supporting capacity and governance reforms in FCAS and 
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SIDS, an increased focus on the theory of change when conducting due diligence would be vital in 
designing and sequencing capacity development and institutional development interventions, and 
identifying preconditions to the achievement of expected outcomes. Strengthening the capacity of ADB 
staff in applying principles of theory of change would be useful in identifying and supporting capacity 
development and governance reforms. To help countries move along the fragility-to-resilience spectrum, 
a focus on the relationship between humanitarian assistance (as delivered mainly by United Nations 
agencies and civil society organizations) and development will help ADB identify and sequence its support 
before, during, and after crises. Sequencing and prioritizing projects in FCAS and SIDS would benefit 
greatly from robust analytical products such as fragility and resilience assessments. ADB’s work with 
United Nations agencies in implementing projects in conflict-affected areas would be enhanced by a 
harmonized approach to fiduciary controls, security rules, monitoring, procurement policy, and 
anticorruption provisions.  
 
205. The inclusion of conflict- or fragility-sensitive narratives and indicators in country and 
project results frameworks would help ADB to track operations performance and results in FCAS 
and SIDS. Results frameworks for FCAS and SIDS should be capable of being used to determine the 
extent to which individual countries are transitioning out of fragility and conflict. This could be done by 
identifying indicators based on a thorough assessment of the drivers and risks of fragility and conflict. 
For example, if the fragility driver is weak state capacity or competition for natural resources such as land, 
the fragility-sensitive indicators could include citizens’ feedback about service delivery quality, citizens’ 
perceptions of improvements in state capacity, or citizens’ grievances about land or other resources. 
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APPENDIX 1: LIST OF COMPLETED INDEPENDENT EVALUATION 
DEPARTMENT EVALUATION REPORTS IN 2021 

 
Table A1.1: List of Completed Independent Evaluation Department Evaluation 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 
03-Feb-2021 

Corporate Evaluation Real-Time Evaluation of ADB’s Response to the COVID-19 Pandemic: 
Second Interim Note to the Board 

04-Jun-2021 

Corporate Evaluation Real-Time Evaluation of ADB’s Response to the COVID-19 Pandemic: 
Third Interim Note to the Board 

03-Sep-2021 

Thematic Evaluation ADB Support for Action on Climate Change, 2011–2020  06-Oct-2021 
CAPE Country Assistance Program Evaluation for Bangladesh, 2011–2020 10-May-2021 
CPSFRV Validation of Mongolia Country Partnership Strategy Final Review, 

2017–2020 
07-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 
15-Dec-2021 

CPSFRV Validation of Afghanistan Country Partnership Strategy Final Review, 
2015–2020 

17-Dec-2021 

Regional Program Evaluation ADB Support for the Greater Mekong Subregion Program, 2012–2020 17-Nov-2021 
PPER Uzbekistan: Land Improvement Project 17-Feb-2021 
PPER Armenia: North–South Road Corridor Investment Program, Tranche 1 21-Jul-2021 
PPER Tajikistan: Khatlon Province Flood Risk Management 14-Oct-2021 
TPER Regional: Promoting Energy Efficiency in the Pacific 08-Jul-2021 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, CAPE = country assistance program evaluation, COVID-19 = coronavirus disease, CPSFRV = country 
partnership strategy final review validation, IED = Independent Evaluation Department, PPER = project performance evaluation report, TPER 
= technical assistance performance evaluation report. 
Note: Excluding validation reports and the Annual Evaluation Review. 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department).  

 
Table A1.2: List of Completed Independent Evaluation Department  

Project Completion Report Validation Reports in 2021 
 

No. Loan or Grant Number Country Project or Program Name PCR Circulation 
Date 

1 2859 BAN Second Teaching Quality Improvement in Secondary 
Education Project 

10-Jul-2020 

2 2606/0190 PRC Shanxi Small Cities and Towns Development 
Demonstration Sector Project 

13-Jul-2020 

3 2671/0218 KGZ Power Sector Improvement Project 17-Jul-2020 
4 2832/0275/0276/0526 VAN Port Vila Urban Development Project 22-Jul-2020 
5 2930/0312 REG/LAO/VIE Greater Mekong Subregion Capacity Building for 

HIV/AIDS Prevention Project 
29-Jul-2020 

6 3533 MON Banking Sector Rehabilitation and Financial Stability 
Strengthening Program 

30-Jul-2020 

7 MFF-0014/2354/2355/2433/2831/3116 AZE Road Network Development Program 7-Aug-2020 
8 2477/2977/0129/0130 SRI Dry Zone Urban Water and Sanitation Project 7-Aug-2020 
9 3532 MON Social Welfare Support Program Phase 2  11-Aug-2020 
10 2966 BAN Power System Expansion and Efficiency Improvement 

Investment Program (Tranche 1) 
12-Aug-2020 

11 2831 AZE Road Network Development Program (Tranche 3) 14-Aug-2020 
12 2666 BAN Strengthening Governance Management Project 20-Aug-2020 
13 2581/0181 NEP Air Transport Capacity Enhancement Project 20-Aug-2020 
14 2622/2623 BAN Natural Gas Access Improvement Project 26-Aug-2020 
15 0184 AFG Energy Sector Development Investment Program—

Tranche 2 
28-Aug-2020 
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No. Loan or Grant Number Country Project or Program Name PCR Circulation 
Date 

16 2658 PRC Inner Mongolia Autonomous Region Environment 
Improvement Project (Phase II) 

31-Aug-2020 

17 3248 VIE Ho Chi Minh City Third Ring Road Technical 
Assistance Project 

2-Sep-2020 

18 2375/2593 BAN Padma Multipurpose Bridge Design Project 4-Sep-2020 
19 3563 IND Second West Bengal Development Finance Program 7-Sep-2020 
20 2838/0311 PRC Jiangsu Yancheng Wetlands Protection Project 8-Sep-2020 
21 2592 IND Assam Power Sector Enhancement Investment Program 

(Tranche 1) 
9-Sep-2020 

22 MFF-0019/2823 IND National Power Grid Development Investment Program 
(Tranche 3 and Multitranche Financing Facility) 

10-Sep-2020 

23 2759 PRC Xinjiang Altay Urban Infrastructure and Environment 
Improvement Project 

10-Sep-2020 

24 3333/3691 PHI Expanding Private Participation in Infrastructure 
Program 

11-Sep-2020 

25 2781 UZB Central Asia Regional Economic Cooperation Corridor 6 
(Marakand–Karshi) Railway Electrification Project 

11-Sep-2020 

26 3187 IND Punjab Development Finance Program 17-Sep-2020 
27 3186 IND Clean Energy Finance Investment Program (Tranche 1) 17-Sep-2020 
28 3393/3531/0479/0532/0647* TON Building Macroeconomic Resilience Program 29-Sep-2020 
29 2852/3125/0285 CAM Flood Damage Emergency Reconstruction Project and 

Additional Financing 
6-Oct-2020 

30 2677 IND Assam Power Sector Enhancement Investment Program 
(Tranche 2) 

7-Oct-2020 

31 0411/0412 AFG Northern Flood-Damaged Infrastructure Emergency 
Rehabilitation Project 

8-Oct-2020 

32 2760 PRC Gansu Tianshui Urban Infrastructure Development 
Project 

12-Oct-2020 

33 3100/0472 PHI KALAHI-CIDSS National Community-Driven 
Development Project 

13-Oct-2020 

34 2817 INO Regional Roads Development Project 27-Oct-2020 
35 2800 IND Assam Power Sector Enhancement Investment Program 

(Tranche 3) 
29-Oct-2020 

36 2438/2439 PAK Power Distribution Enhancement Investment Program – 
Tranche 1 

29-Oct-2020 

37 0228 BHU Rural Renewable Energy Development 
Project 

4-Nov-2020 

38 3502/3503 VIE Improving Public Expenditure Quality Program 
(Subprogram 1) 

4-Nov-2020 

39 3065 IND Rural Connectivity Investment Program (Tranche 2) 16-Nov-2020 
40 2902/0307 KGZ Second Vocational Education and Skills Development 

Project 
17-Nov-2020 

41 MFF-0021/2438/2439/2727/2972/3096 PAK Power Distribution Enhancement Investment Program 17-Nov-2020 
42 2888/2889 CAM Third Education Sector Development Program 20-Nov-2020 
43 2738 PRC Qinghai Rural Water Resources Management Project 23-Nov-2020 
44 3274/3541/3779 INO Financial Market Development and Inclusion Program 3-Dec-2020 
45 2835/0364 PRC Hebei Energy Efficiency Improvement and Emission 

Reduction Project 
3-Dec-2020 

46 3074 PRC Yunnan Sustainable Road Maintenance (Sector) Project 3-Dec-2020 
47 2572/0169 PRC Shaanxi Qinling Biodiversity Conservation and 

Demonstration Project 
3-Dec-2020 

48 2362 BAN Good Governance Program 4-Dec-2020 
49 1981 IND Railway Sector Improvement Project 4-Dec-2020 
50 0143 LAO Small Towns Water Supply and Sanitation Sector 

Project 
4-Dec-2020 

51 2632/0202/0203 PRC Integrated Renewable Biomass Energy Development 
Sector Project 

4-Dec-2020 

52 0106 NEP Information and Communication Technology 
Development Project 

7-Dec-2020 
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No. Loan or Grant Number Country Project or Program Name PCR Circulation 
Date 

53 2828 VIE Development of the Northern Chu and Southern Ma 
Rivers Irrigation System Project 

7-Dec-2020 

54 3084 MYA Power Distribution Improvement Project 8-Dec-2020 
55 2528 IND North Eastern Region Capital Cities Development 

Investment Program (Project 1)  
9-Dec-2020 

56 2624 SRI Fiscal Management Efficiency Project 9-Dec-2020 
57 MFF-0048/3231/3261 KAZ Small and Medium Enterprise Investment Program—

Tranche 3 and Multitranche Financing Facility 
10-Dec-2020 

58 2601 PRC Lanzhou Sustainable Urban Transport Project 11-Dec-2020 
59 3014 PRC Hubei–Yichang Sustainable Urban Transport Project 11-Dec-2020 
60 MFF-0036/3064 UZB Water Supply and Sanitation Services Investment 

Program (Multitranche Financing Facility and Tranche 
4) 

14-Dec-2020 

61 2730 VIE Greater Mekong Subregion Ben Luc–Long Thanh 
Expressway Project – Tranche 1 

14-Dec-2020 

62 2591 PNG Pilot Border Trade and Investment Development Project 15-Dec-2020 
63 2465/8238 PHI Agrarian Reform Communities Project II 21-Dec-2020 
64 0629 SOL Improved Fiscal Sustainability Reform Program 21-Dec-2020 
65 2756 BAN Khulna Water Supply Project 22-Dec-2020 
66 2452 IND Khadi Reform and Development Program 22-Dec-2020 
67 2846 PAK Power Transmission Enhancement Investment Program 

(Tranche 3) 
22-Dec-2020 

68 0256 TON Tonga–Fiji Submarine Cable Project 22-Dec-2020 
69 2542 BAN Participatory Small-Scale Water Resources Sector Project 28-Dec-2020 
70 2227/0033/0052 AFG Western Basins Water Resources Management Project 29-Dec-2020 
71 2695/0323 BAN City Region Development Project 29-Dec-2020 
72 2705 IND Karnataka State Highway Improvement Project 6-Jan-2021 
73 MFF-0005/2286/2287 PAK Renewable Energy Development Sector Investment 

Program 
12-Jan-2021 

74 2025/2747 VIE Phuoc Hoa Water Resources Project 12-Jan-2021 
75 3055 IND Uttarakhand Emergency Assistance Project 19-Jan-2021 
76 2833 IND Infrastructure Development Investment Program for 

Tourism – Tranche 2 
22-Jan-2021 

77 3189 IND Madhya Pradesh District Connectivity Sector Project 26-Jan-2021 
78 2679 IND Sustainable Coastal Protection and Management 

Investment Program—Tranche 1 
29-Jan-2021 

79 2676 IND Infrastructure Development Investment Program for 
Tourism—Tranche 1 

29-Jan-2021 

80 2944 VIE Trade Facilitation: Improved Sanitary and Phytosanitary 
Handling in Greater Mekong Subregion Trade Project 

8-Feb-2021 

81 2391/2392/3207/3208/3209 VIE Greater Mekong Subregion: Kunming–Haiphong 
Transport Corridor—Noi Bai–Lao Cai Highway Project 

12-Feb-2021 

82 2962 PRC Hunan Xiangjiang Inland Waterway Transport Project 4-Mar-2021 
83 0560/0633 KIR Strengthening Economic Management Reform Program 

(Subprograms 1 and 2) 
22-Mar-2021 

84 3083/8276 INO Java–Bali 500-Kilovolt Power Transmission Crossing 
Project 

24-Mar-2021 

85 2892/2893/0303 SRI Clean Energy and Network Efficiency Improvement 
Project 

30-Mar-2021 

86 3044 VIE Secondary Cities Development Project 7-Apr-2021 
87 MFF-0040/2605/2724/2765/3082/3109 PRC Railway Energy Efficiency and Safety Enhancement 

Investment Program (Multitranche Financing Facility 
and the Tranches) 

20-Apr-2021 

88 2594 IND Jharkhand State Roads Project 27-Apr-2021 
89 3339/8297 INO Electricity Grid Strengthening—Sumatra Program 3-Jun-2021 
90 9181 VAN Cyclone Pam School Reconstruction Project 8-Jun-2021 
91 0233 NEP Raising Incomes of Small and Medium Farmers Project 9-Jun-2021 
92 2869/0294 KGZ Power Sector Rehabilitation Project 18-Jun-2021 
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No. Loan or Grant Number Country Project or Program Name PCR Circulation 
Date 

93 3407 AZE Power Distribution Enhancement Investment Program – 
Tranche 1 

21-Jun-2021 

94 3675/3866 UZB Economic Management Improvement Program, 
Subprograms 1 and 2 

23-Jun-2021 

95 3882 PAK Economic Stabilization Program 25-Jun-2021 
96 2331 IND Jammu and Kashmir Urban Sector Development 

Investment Program (Project 1) 
29-Jun-2021 

97 2925 IND Jammu and Kashmir Urban Sector Development 
Investment Program (Project 2) 

29-Jun-2021 

98 MFF-0012/3132 IND Jammu and Kashmir Urban Sector Development 
Investment Program (Project 3 and Multitranche 
Financing Facility) 

29-Jun-2021 

AFG = Afghanistan, AZE = Azerbaijan, BAN = Bangladesh, BHU = Bhutan, PRC = People's Republic of China, CAM = Cambodia, IND = India, INO 
= Indonesia, KAZ = Kazakhstan, KIR = Kiribati, KGZ = Kyrgyz Republic, LAO = Lao People's Democratic Republic, MON = Mongolia, MFF =  
multitranche financing facility, MYA = Myanmar, NEP = Nepal, PAK = Pakistan, PNG = Papua New Guinea, PHI = Philippines, REG = Regional, SRI 
= Sri Lanka, SOL = Solomon Islands, TON = Tonga, UZB = Uzbekistan,  VAN = Vanuatu. 
* Substantially completed in 2021. 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department).  
 

Table A1.3: List of Completed Independent Evaluation Department  
Extended Annual Review Reports in 2021 

 

No. 
Investment 

Number Country Project Name 

XAAR 
Circulation 

Date 
1 7299 REG Islamic Infrastructure Fund, L.P. 29-Jul-2020 
2 7485 REG Fluidic (Distributed Energy Storage Solutions) 10-Aug-2020 
3 7406 IND ReNew Power Ventures Private Limited (ReNew Power Investment Project) 14-Oct-2020 
4 7356 THA Bangchak Solar Energy Company Limited [Provincial (Ayutthaya) Solar 

Power Project] 
16-Oct-2020 

5 7392 PRC Beijing Enterprises Water Group Limited and BEWG Environmental Group 
Company Limited (Wastewater Treatment and Reuse Project) 

23-Oct-2020 

6 7472 PRC CT Environmental Group Limited (Small and Medium-Sized Enterprise 
Industrial Wastewater and Sludge Treatment) 

23-Oct-2020 

7 7498 CAM Sunseap Asset (Cambodia) Co. Ltd. (Cambodia Solar Power Project) 29-Oct-2020 
8 7276 IND Coastal Gujarat Power Limited (Mundra Ultra Mega Power Project) 16-Nov-2020 
9 7354 IND Rajasthan Sun Technique Energy Private Limited (Rajasthan Concentrating 

Solar Power Project) 
16-Nov-2020 

10 7381 IND Simpa Networks Off-Grid Pay-As-You-Go Solar Power Project 16-Nov-2020 
11 7385 ARM International Energy Corporation (Sevan–Hrazdan Cascade Hydropower 

System Rehabilitation Project) 
16-Nov-2020 

12 7519 PRC Kingfarm Agricultural Services (Environmentally Sustainable Agricultural 
Input Distribution) 

19-Nov-2020 

13 7320 REG Clean Resources Asia Growth Fund 24-Nov-2020 
14 7372 UZB Joint-Stock Commercial Bank Ipak Yuli 24-Nov-2020 
15 7326 PAK Uch II Power Limited (Uch-II Power Project) 09-Dec-2020 
16 7405 IND Hippocampus Learning Centres (Rural Education Project) 11-Dec-2020 
17 7450 MYA Ooredoo Myanmar Limited (Nationwide Telecommunications) 15-Dec-2020 
18 7316 PRC Zhongran Investment Limited (Municipal Natural Gas Infrastructure 

Development Project, Phase 2) 
16-Dec-2020 

19 7444 BAN BRAC Bank (Sustainable Projects) 16-Dec-2020 
20 7330/7395 PRC China Water Affairs Group Limited and China Water Affairs Investment 

Limited (Municipal Water Distribution Infrastructure Development Project) 
17-Dec-2020 

21 7488 IND Au Financiers (India) Limited (Debt Financing) (Expanding Micro and SME 
Lending in Semi-Urban and Rural Areas) 

17-Dec-2020 

22 7323 REG ShoreCap II 18-Dec-2020 
23 7440 MYA Yoma Strategic Holdings (Connectivity Infrastructure Development) 18-Dec-2020 
24 7486 IND IndusInd Bank Limited (Supporting Access to Finance for Women in Less-

Developed States) 
18-Dec-2020 
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No. 
Investment 

Number Country Project Name 

XAAR 
Circulation 

Date 
25 7291 PRC Sanchuan Clean Energy Development Co. Ltd. (Small Hydropower 

Development Project) 
21-Dec-2020 

26 7275 REG China Environment Fund III 19-Jan-2021 
27 

7390/7391 

KAZ Akmola Electricity Distribution Company and Central-Asian Electric Power 
Corporation (Akmola Electricity Distribution Network Modernization and 
Expansion Project) 

29-Jan-2021 

28 Confidential ARM A nonbank financial institution 17-Dec-2020 
ARM = Armenia, BAN = Bangladesh, CAM = Cambodia, PRC = People's Republic of China, IND = India, KAZ = Kazakhstan, MYA = Myanmar, 
PAK = Pakistan, REG = Regional, THA = Thailand, UZB = Uzbekistan, XARR = extended annual review report. 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 
 

Table A1.4: List of Completed Independent Evaluation Department  
Technical Assistance Completion Report Validation Reports in 2021 

 

No. TA Number Country Name TCR Circulation Date 
1 9494** ARM Vertical Mobility and Safety Improvement 15-Apr-2020 
2 9180** MON Supporting Financial Sector Development and Stability 13-May-2020 
3 8797** REG Promoting Gender Equality and Women's Empowerment (Phase 2) 25-May-2020 
4 8271** SRI Southern Highways Investment Program 02-Jun-2020 
5 9233** MON Conservation of Forest Genetic Resources 02-Jun-2020 
6 9265** VIE Support to Strengthening Local Health Care Program 08-Jun-2020 
7 7979** BAN Strategic Master Plan for Chittagong Port 10-Jun-2020 
8 8916** PRC Reforms in the Public Sector Compensation System 22-Jun-2020 
9 8674** REG Trade and Transport Facilitation in the Pacific 30-Jun-2020 
10 8426 BAN Capacity Building for Portfolio Management 02-Jul-2020 
11 8591 REG Macroeconomic Modeling for Improved Economic Assessment 07-Jul-2020 
12 8869 PRC Financing Public–Private Partnerships 09-Jul-2020 
13 9045* ARM Export- and Innovation-Led Industrial Development 09-Jul-2020 
14 8728* PRC Improving Efficiency in Public Service Procurement, Delivery, and 

Financing 
10-Jul-2020 

15 9018 REG Implementing Information and Communication Technology Tools to 
Improve Data Collection and Management of National Surveys in 
Support of the Sustainable Development Goals 

17-Jul-2020 

16 9301* KAZ Fostering the Development of Renewable Energy 17-Jul-2020 
17 9039 PRC Promotion of Environmentally Sustainable Infrastructure Investment 

in Asia and the Pacific 
21-Jul-2020 

18 8987* MYA Improving Road Network Management and Safety 23-Jul-2020 
19 8734* PRC Improving Energy Efficiency, Emission Control, and Compliance 

Management of the Manufacturing Industry 
06-Aug-2020 

20 8619* REG South Asia Subregional Economic Cooperation Cross-Border Power 
Trade Development 

21-Aug-2020 

21 9477 KAZ Establishment of the Kazakhstan Knowledge Center on Integrated 
Water Resources Management 

27-Aug-2020 

22 9379* PRC Comprehensive Hub-Oriented Transportation Strategy for Urumqi 
Metropolitan Area 

01-Sep-2020 

23 7099 IND Integrated Renewable Energy Development 02-Sep-2020 
24 8345 REG Establishment of the Pacific Region Infrastructure Facility 

Coordination Office 
03-Sep-2020 

25 0007* REG Support for Implementing the Action Plan for Transport and Trade 
Facilitation in the Greater Mekong Subregion 

04-Sep-2020 

26 8803* BAN Strengthening Monitoring and Enforcement in the Meghna River for 
Dhaka's Sustainable Water Supply 

08-Sep-2020 

27 8025* REG SASEC Subregional Energy Efficiency Initiative 09-Sep-2020 
28 8085 BAN Support for the Third Primary Education Development Project 10-Sep-2020 
29 8905 REG Enhancing Association of Southeast Asian Nations Capital Market 

Integration 
11-Sep-2020 

30 0013 INO Sustainable Infrastructure Assistance Program 15-Sep-2020 
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No. TA Number Country Name TCR Circulation Date 
31 9197 REG Creating a Regional Settlement Intermediary in ASEAN+3: Cross-

Border Settlement Infrastructure Forum 
16-Sep-2020 

32 8357* VIE Improving Operational Performance of the Water Supply Sector 18-Sep-2020 
33 8895 PRC Promoting the Decisive Role of the Market in Resource Allocation 22-Sep-2020 
34 0010 REG South Asia Economic Integration Partnership  25-Sep-2020 
35 9444 NEP Support for Value Chain Development under the Nepal Agriculture 

Development Strategy 
30-Sep-2020 

36 8840 BAN Enhancing the Institutional Capacity of the Implementation 
Monitoring and Evaluation Division, Ministry of Planning 

05-Oct-2020 

37 9054 INO Enhancing the Regulatory Framework of Financial Sector 
Development and Oversight 

08-Oct-2020 

38 6412 REG Public Policy Training Program 2007–2010  5-Jan-2021 
39 9138 PRC Facility for Strengthening Policy Reform and Capacity Building  20-Jan-2021 
40 8872 PRC Sustainable and Climate-Resilient Land Management in the Western 

Regions 
27-Jan-2021 

41 9161 SRI National Port Masterplan 27-Jan-2021 
42 0005 REG Enhancing Gender Equality Results in South Asia Developing 

Member Countries (Phase 2) (Subprojects1–4) 
1-Mar-2021 

43 9288 REG Strengthening Government and Civil Society Cooperation in Open 
Government Partnership to Improve Public Services 

17-Mar-2021 

44 9392 PAK Preparing Health Sector Assessment 30-Mar-2021 
45 9822 REG Integrated Disaster Risk Management Fund: Sharing Lessons, 

Achievements, and Best Practices 
30-Mar-2021 

46 9728 REG Scoping of Community Resilience Partnership Program 08-Apr-2021 
47 8785 REG Mekong Business Initiative 07-May-2021 
48 8783 KGZ Strengthening Government Capacity for Managing Development 

Projects 
11-May-2021 

49 9303 REG Support for ASEAN+3 Bond Market Forum under the New Asian 
Bond Markets Initiative Medium-Term Road Map 

14-May-2021 

50 8641 PRC Support for the Thirteenth Five-Year Plan 25-May-2021 
51 8801 REG Strengthening Legal Institutions and Enhancing Regional 

Cooperation in Law, Justice and Development in the South Asia 
25-May-2021 

52 8607 REG Promoting Financial Inclusion and Stability in ADB's Transition 
Member Countries 

26-May-2021 

53 9055 VIE Mainstreaming Climate Change Mitigation into National 
Infrastructure 

04-Jun-2021 

54 9614 PAK Preparing Kurram Tangi Integrated Water Resources Development 
Project 

15-Jun-2021 

55 9191 REG Building Climate Change Resilience in Asia's Critical Infrastructure 29-Jun-2021 
56 9623** AFG Support to the Advisory Group on Railway Sector Development 02-Jul-2021 
57 9419** TUV Supporting Reforms to Strengthen Fiscal Resilience and Improve 

Public Service Delivery 
5-Jul-2021 

58 8898** REG Strengthening Resilience to Climate Change in the Health Sector in 
the Greater Mekong Subregion 

08-Jul-2021 

59 8600** REG Strategies to Support Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises in the 
People’s Republic of China and Mongolia 

12-Jul-2021 

60 9163** PRC Mobilizing Pension Fund Financing for Public–Private Partnerships 19-Jul-2021 
61 9059** LAO Support for Governance and Capacity Development 29-Jul-2021 
62 9153** PAK Central Asia Regional Economic Cooperation Railway 

Connectivity Investment Program 
07-Sep-2021 

ADB = Asian Development Bank; AER = Annual Evaluation Review; AFG = Afghanistan; ARM = Armenia; ASEAN = Association of Southeast 
Asian Nations, ASEAN + 3 = ASEAN, Japan, the People’s Republic of China, and the Republic of Korea; BAN = Bangladesh; IND = India; INO = 
Indonesia; MYA = Myanmar; NEP = Nepal; PAK = Pakistan; PRC = People's Republic of China; KAZ = Kazakhstan; KGZ = Kyrgyz Republic; REG 
= Regional; SRI = Sri Lanka; TA = technical assistance; TCR = TA completion report, TUV = Tuvalu; VIE = Viet Nam. 
* Completed in 2020 and included in the 2022 AER analysis. 
** Completed in 2021 but not included in 2022 AER analysis. 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 



 

 
 

APPENDIX 2: KEY DRIVERS OF EFFECTIVENESS IN ADB PROJECTS 
 

 Figure A2: Framework for Analyzing the Drivers of Effectiveness in Sovereign Projects 

 

CDTA = capacity development technical assistance, DEfR = development effectiveness report, DMF = design and monitoring framework, IED = Independent Evaluation Department, MTR = 
midterm review, PPMS = project performance monitoring system, PPTA = project preparatory technical assistance. 
Sources: Independent Evaluation Department. 2016. Guidelines for the Evaluation of Public Sector Operations. Manila: ADB; ADB. 2020. 2019 Development Effectiveness Review. Institutional 
Document. Manila; ADB. 2021. 2020 Development Effectiveness Review. Institutional Document. April; 2021 Evaluation Review: ADB Results and Performance 
(https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WnJQAHCS_7A); D. Bulman, W. Kolkma, and A. Kraay, 2016. Good countries or good projects? Comparing macro and micro correlates of World 
Bank and Asian Development Bank project performance. The Review of International Organizations, Springer. Vol. 12(3), pages 335–363, September.  

 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WnJQAHCS_7A
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Table A2: Definition of the Top 16 Factors Identified 

Count Rank Factors Description Proxy Variables 

Identification 
1 5th  Commitment Commitment of the executing agency or 

implementing agency at any stage of the project 
cycle 

Borrower performance rating 
 
Loan effectiveness date (original vs. 
actual) 

2 8th  Governance Deficiency in governance arrangements at whole-of-
government or at the project implementation level 
and associated coordination and approval efficiency 
and/or soundness of anti-corruption measures  

Corruption Index (World Bank) 
 
Borrower performance rating 
 

Project Design and Preparation 
3 1st Project complexity  Extent of mismatch of project scope and financing 

plan and/or implementation arrangements, unclear 
mechanisms to deliver the outcome and output 
targets, or unclear activities amidst the multiplicity of 
overlapping operations 

Number of output statements 
(count) 

4 6th Preparation resources Sufficiency of resources for project preparation 
provided by an ADB PPTA  

Presence of PPTA (Yes = 1; None = 0) 

5 7th Engineering design 
readiness 

A design-ready infrastructure project will have 
completed the following before project approval:  
(i) detailed engineering design or equivalent design 
suitable for preparing and launching bidding 
documents for a major construction or goods 
contract; for sector projects, detailed engineering 
design for those subprojects for which construction 
is scheduled to start in the first 2 years should be 
available; and/or  
(ii) preliminary design and specifications suitable for 
preparing and launching bidding documents for (a) 
construction contracts that include detailed design; 
and/or (b) turnkey or engineering, procurement, and 
construction contracts.  
Source: ADB. 2019. Results Framework Indicator 
Definitions. Manila. 

Design ready (Yes = 1; No = 0) 

6 12th  Modality The type and appropriateness of a particular 
sovereign lending modality 

Modality (project loan or grant, 
MFF, DFI or Credit Line, Sector 
loan/grant, TA loan, PBL, CSF, RBL) 

7 3rd    Quality of design and 
monitoring (DMF) 

Scope of the project outputs and outcome and 
impact indicators in the DMF should reflect as far as 
possible the direct effects of the project. Indicators 
should be critically assessed to ensure that they are 
specific, measurable, achievable, relevant and time 
bound. Targets should be set based on sufficient 
underlying analytical work to assess the likely effect 
of strategies, policies, and other actions 

Total number of output indicators 
(count) 

8 8th  Overambitious targets 
in DMF 

Targets for outcomes and impact are set 
unrealistically high and likely without an analytical 
basis 

Total number of output indicators 
(count) 

Implementation 
9 2nd  Supervision The combination of ADB’s resources including 

staffing levels, continuity and appropriateness of 
skills, timeliness of supervision and communication 
with the executing and implementing agencies, and 
prompt responsiveness to identified issues 

Total number of team leaders or 
project officers 
 
Turnover of project officers (number 
of project officers divided by project 
duration in years) 
 
Tenure of the original team leader 
(in months) 
 
Length of project implementation in 
resident missions (in months) 
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Count Rank Factors Description Proxy Variables 

Implementation performance prior 
MTR (Highly satisfactory or 
satisfactory = 1; otherwise =0) 
 
Presence of MTR (Yes = 1; None = 0) 

10 10th  Performance of 
implementation 
contractors and/or 
consultants 

Performance of project contractors and consultants Performance of borrower and EA/IA 
(Highly satisfactory or Satisfactory = 
1; otherwise = 0) 

11 9th  Executing and 
implementing agency 
team stability 

Continuity of key staff in the executing and 
implementing agencies 

Performance of borrower and the 
executing and implementing 
agencies (Highly satisfactory or 
Satisfactory = 1; otherwise = 0) 

12 11th  Safeguards compliance Quality of identification of safeguards requirements 
in the design and preparation stage by ADB or more 
frequently the inadequate or delayed 
implementation of safeguard requirements by the 
executing and implementing agencies 

Safeguards categorization A for 
environment and/or social (Yes = 1; 
No = 0) 

13 7th  Unforeseen events  Significant external events not under the control of 
the borrower that impact project implementation 
and outcomes such as natural disaster or economic 
crisis 

Major or minor change in scope (Yes 
= 1; None = 0) 

14 5th  Capacity of the 
executing and 
implementing agencies 

Technical capacity of the executing and 
implementing agencies for implementation in any 
area but particularly procurement, safeguards, 
financial management and contract supervision. Also 
includes the adequacy and timely engagement of 
staff and experts by the executing and implementing 
agencies. 

Assessment of capacity building, 
institutional development 
component of the project, and/or 
associated or related TA  
(Highly successful, successful, or 
achieved = 1; or otherwise = 0) 
 
Presence of CDTA (Yes=1; None=0) 

15 8th  Adequacy and timely 
engagement of staff 
and experts 

Procurement of services, including contractors and 
consultants to support the implementation. This 
includes government approval procedures, familiarity 
with ADB procedures and guidelines. 

Performance of borrower and EA/IA 
(Highly satisfactory or Satisfactory = 
1; otherwise = 0) 

 Evaluation and Monitoring  
16 4th  Adequacy of Evidence 

in the PPMS 
The PPMS monitors the key project outputs and 
where possible direct effects. It is used to assist 
project implementation through tracking of 
intermediate project outputs and outcomes. 

Presence of functional PPMS (Yes = 
1; None = 1) 
 
Total number of baselines for 
outcome indicators (count) 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, CDTA = capacity development technical assistance, CSF = countercyclical support facility, DFI = development 
finance institution, DMF = design and monitoring framework, MFF = multitranche financing facility, MTR = midterm review, PBL = policy-based 
loan, PPMS = project performance monitoring system, RBL = results-based loan, TA = technical assistance.  
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 

 
 



 
 

 
 

APPENDIX 3: STATISTICAL METHOD OF ANALYZING THE KEY DRIVERS 
OF EFFECTIVENESS IN ADB SOVEREIGN PROJECTS AND ITS RESULTS 
 

 Model 
 
1. A probit regression analysis was applied to examine the determinants of whether a development 
project is rated as effective or ineffective. Probit models are one of the binary classification models used 
to classify observations based on their predicted probabilities. Project effectiveness being a binary 
dependent variable in this analysis can utilize probit models to provide estimates of the probability of a 
project based on a set of characteristics if it will be rated as effective or not. 
 
2. Probit models can test relationships between a binary dependent variable, for example, a project 
is rated effective (assigned a value of 1) or ineffective (assigned with a value of 0), given a set of project- 
and country-level characteristics, using the following equation, Y = Xβ + ε. X is a vector of factors and β 
is a vector of parameters or coefficients showing effects of a unit change in X on the probability of Y, 
and ε is an error term. The probit model uses an event or classification probability that is estimated by 
the following: 
 

𝐸𝐸(𝑌𝑌 = 1 |𝑥𝑥) = 𝜋𝜋 (𝑥𝑥) = 𝛷𝛷(𝑋𝑋′𝛽𝛽) 
 
where Φ is the cumulative standard normal distribution function and ensures that the event or 
classification probability is between 0 and 1. The link function used to derive the linear combination of 
predictors is Φ-1(π(x)) or the inverse standard normal distribution of the probability where the error 
distribution is normally distributed with E(ε /x) = 0 and Var(ε /x) = 1. 
 

 Data 
 
3. The data of the quantitative analysis were based on the qualitative analysis on the effectiveness 
rating assessments of the Independent Evaluation Department (IED) on the 284 sovereign projects of the 
Asian Development Bank (ADB). The factors identified from the qualitative analysis were collated evidence 
from the various project completion reports (PCRs), project validation reports (PVRs), and other pertinent 
documents (i.e., reports and recommendations of the president, evaluation studies, and policy and 
strategy reports) that explain the effectiveness of projects based on the guidelines on the effectiveness 
criteria from IED (i.e., achievement of intended outcomes and outputs). These were ranked based on 
frequency as stated in the various evaluation and project documents.  
 
4. An initial 21 qualitative factors determining project effectiveness were identified along key 
project cycle areas: (i) identification, (ii) project design and preparation, (iii) implementation, and (iv) 
monitoring and evaluation. The initial set of factors were further trimmed down to 13 variables that were 
subsequently generated from the IED portfolio database and other pertinent project documents and used 
in the effectiveness modelling process. The initial variables represented the top 10 factors from the 
qualitative analysis, taking into consideration availability and completeness of observations. An 
additional five variables were added to serve as alternatives including specified information on design 
readiness for the infrastructure only projects analysis. 
 
5. The dependent variable on project effectiveness rating was transformed into a binary category 
of effective and not effective rating from the IED portfolio database and other pertinent documents. The 
effectiveness rating is originally based on a 4-category scale: highly effective, effective, less than effective, 
and ineffective.    
 
6. For the independent regressors, proxy variables identified were considered the most appropriate 
in explaining the effectiveness rating of projects in the four project cycle areas based on correlations and 
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rankings from the qualitative analysis. In the identification component, a borrower and executing agency 
performance rating (satisfactory or unsatisfactory) and comparison of original vs. the actual loan 
effectiveness were used to gauge the commitment level of governments. The World Bank’s control of 
corruption index (measured as the average during the implementation period) from the World 
Governance Indicators provided country context or existing conditions on governance. The level of 
commitment and governance capacities of countries are important in identifying relevant development 
interventions and the prioritization of these initiatives given underlying country conditions and context. 
 
7. On project design and preparation, two variables were considered to represent project 
complexity and quality of design and monitoring framework (DMF), which include number of output 
statements and number of output indicators. Another variable used was the presence of project 
preparation work to characterize preparation of resources of projects. Lastly, an engineering design 
readiness of projects was used for a sub-analysis of infrastructure only projects. The factors enumerated 
can provide information on the soundness of how projects are formulated that can have an eventual 
impact on their effectiveness to achieve development outcomes. 
 
8. On implementation phase, supervision variables utilized proxies on total officers involved, tenure 
of the original team leader, length of project implementation in the resident missions, performance of 
project prior to a midterm review (MTR; rated either satisfactory or not) and presence of MTR. A variable 
on the presence of capacity development initiatives was included to measure capacities of governments 
or agencies, and adequacy and timely engagements between staff and experts in the implementation 
process of projects. Also identified as a factor in the qualitative analysis, a variable on scope of change 
of projects (either major or minor or not) was included to signify unforeseen events affecting project 
implementation. Additional variables as substitutes for the supervision aspect included turnover of 
project team leaders while rating performance (successful or unsuccessful) of capacity building and 
institutional development activities was seen as an alternative in implementing capacities of governments 
and agencies. Meanwhile, the variable considered in the identification dimension, borrower or 
implementing agency rating, overlaps in supporting the implementation of projects as it also measures 
executing and implementing agency team stability and performance of contractors and/or consultants. 
The identified proxy variables show the confluence of the main roles and responsibilities of project 
officers in the implementation phase such as ensuring effective and efficient start up arrangements, 
dealing with key issues arising in implementation, periodic reviews, and coordination with concerned 
implementing agencies and governments. 
 
9. Lastly on monitoring and evaluation, proxy variables on the presence of a functioning monitoring 
system (yes or no) and number of baseline outcome indicators support project effectiveness as a robust 
monitoring system and adequate benchmarks can better help in the achievement of outputs and 
outcomes. In addition, the number of output indicator identified in project design and preparation can 
also provide information in this area. More importantly, the presence of functional monitoring and 
evaluation systems provides lessons during and after project completion. 
 

Table A3.1: Summary Descriptive Statistics of Variables 
Variables Mean Standard 

Deviation 
Min Max 

Dependent variable 
    

Effectiveness rating of projects  
(effective - 1/ineffective- 0) 

0.683 0.466 0 1 

Independent variable 
    

(a) Identification 
    

Borrower or implementing and executing agency rating  
(satisfactory - 1/unsatisfactory - 0) 

0.812 0.391 
  

Loan effectiveness date (original vs. actual) 0.643 7.483 (29.425) 82.586 
Control of Corruption Index (0.608) 0.439 (1.499) 1.234 
(b) Design and preparation 

    

Output statements 4.940 4.023 1 31 
Design readiness (yes - 1/no - 0) 0.420 0.495 0 1 
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Variables Mean Standard 
Deviation 

Min Max 

Presence of PPTA (yes - 1/no - 0) 0.651 0.477 0 1 
Output indicators 13.37 10.952 1 65 
(c) Implementation 

    

Scope change (yes/major or minor - 1/no - 0) 0.623 0.485 0 1 
Total officers involved in project 3.381 1.722 0 9 
Project team turnover 0.726 1.210 0.121 18.250 
Length of original team leader 24.673 23.831 0 132.099 
Implementation performance prior to MTR  
(satisfactory - 1/unsatisfactory - 0) 

0.763 0.426 0 1 

Presence of MTR (yes - 1/no - 0) 0.761 0.427 0 1 
Length of implementation in the resident mission 33.46 39.184 0 179.210 
Presence of CDTA (yes - 1/no - 0) 0.761 0.427 0 1 
Assessment of capacity building and institutional development 
(successful - 1/unsuccessful - 0) 

0.869 0.338 0 1 

(d) Evaluation and Monitoring  
    

Presence of a working PPMS (yes - 1/no - 0) 0.795 0.405 0 1 
Baseline outcome indicators 1.708 2.357 0 27 
( ) = negative, CDTA = capacity development technical assistance, MTR = midterm review, PPMS = project performance 
monitoring system, PPTA = project preparatory technical assistance. 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 

  

 Results 
 
10. Given the numerous determinants of effectiveness that were identified, the modelling approach 
of the quantitative analysis was done by (i) focusing on key proxy variables from the qualitative analysis 
based on their ranking and using initial correlations with respect to the dependent variable; (ii) expanding 
explanatory or proxy variables while taking into account collinearity with the other independent variables; 
and (iii) examining possible substitutes for key proxy variables identified. A sub-analysis on examining 
factors for infrastructure projects was also done.  
 
11. The modelling process resulted into two sets of models: (i) first set that used the 13 initial 
variables, and (ii) second set that incorporated the additional five variables. This was done for the overall 
sovereign projects and the subcomponent for the infrastructure projects (for details see Linked Document 
C Tables 1 and 1a–1c). For the first set, a total of 17 models were derived (12 for all sovereign projects 
and five for sovereign infrastructure projects) while the second set consisted of 20 models (14 for all 
sovereign and six for sovereign infrastructure). The model diagnostics were found to be consistent with 
general model assumptions as evaluated from the multicollinearity test, goodness of fit test, classification 
or accuracy performance, and pseudo R2. 
 
12. For the overall sovereign projects, at least nine proxy variables across the four areas of the project 
cycle were found to have a statistically significant effect on a project’s effectiveness rating (refer to Table 
A3.2 for details). The largest effect among the factors, computed as the average marginal effect,1 was 
the variable on the assessment of capacity building and institutional development initiatives under the 
implementation capacity in the project cycle. Given that these assessments are rated successful, the 
probability of projects being classified as effective is increased by 37–46 percentage points, on average, 
and holding other factors constant. Targeted support on enhancing capacities of the executing and 
implementing agencies can drive better effectiveness of development projects. 
 
13. Next were factors under the identification area on borrower commitment and country context as 
proxied by the World Bank’s control of corruption index. A satisfactory borrower or implementing and 
executing agencies’ performance is expected to increase the probability of a project to be rated effective 
by about 29.3–31.4 percentage points while a 1-unit increase in the control of corruption index raises 
the likelihood of a project to be rated effective by 25.1– percentage points. These results indicate that 

 
1  Probit coefficients do not provide intuitive interpretations as compared to linear regressions. 



Statistical Method of Analyzing the Key Drivers of Effectiveness in ADB Sovereign Projects and Its Results 91 
 

 
 

projects rated effective are in project areas with greater government commitment due to ownership and 
development impacts, and stable governance landscape. 

 
14. Another is on the presence of a functioning project performance management system that 
increases the probability, on average, of a project being rated effective by about 23–percentage points 
while holding other factors constant. A robust monitoring and evaluation system can ensure that project 
outputs and outcomes can be achieved. 
 
15. Meanwhile, three factors were found to be statistically significant in having a negative effect on 
project effectiveness rating. Under implementation, the presence of either a major or minor scope change 
in projects is expected to reduce the likelihood of a project to be rated effective by 17.4–27.0 percentage 
points. Likewise, an additional person in project officers involved will likely reduce the probability of a 
project to be effective by about 6–percentage points, holding other variables constant. For design and 
preparation, a one unit increase in output indicators of projects will reduce the probability of a project 
to be rated effective by almost 1–percentage point.  
 
16. For the infrastructure-only analysis, the borrower or implementing and executing agencies rating 
under implementation cycle registered the biggest effects that were statistically significant. Greater 
commitment as shown through a satisfactory rating of borrower or implementing and executing agencies 
increases the chance of a project to be rated effective by 29.1–59.3 percentage points. Projects that are 
deemed design ready from design and preparation component is expected to increase the probability of 
a project being rated effective by about 17.0–28.9 percentage points. Also, projects that have a 
satisfactory implementation rating prior to a midterm assessment raises the likelihood that projects are 
rated effective by about 21–percentage points. The strong effects of these factors on effectiveness 
indicates that strong government commitment, projects that have been well-designed, and where early 
implementation of projects have been achieved provide strong impetus for projects to be rated effective 
(see footnote 1).   
 

Table A3.2: Summary of Significant Quantitative Results 
Models Investigated 
(Effectiveness Rating 
as Dependent Variable) 

Independent Variables Found to 
be Significant 

Probit 
Coefficient 

Average 
Marginal 
Effects 

Factors Identified 
from the Qualitative 

Analysis 
Four initial sovereign models were developed that considered a range of design and preparation, implementation and 
monitoring, and evaluation variables 
 Results: First Set Sovereign Projects   
Models 1–2, and 5–6 Borrower performance rating 0.776*–

0.963*** 
0.293–0.314 Executing 

agency/implementing 
agency Commitment 
  
Governance 

Models 3 and 4  Total number of team leaders/project 
officers 

(0.182)*–  
(0.187)* 

(0.059)–  
(0.061) 

Supervision 

Four additional sovereign models with special assessment of capacity building and institutional 
development 

  

 Results: Second Set Sovereign Projects   
Models 5–8 Capacity and institutional building 

through TA projects rated successful 
1.401*–1.422* 0.452–0.455 Capacity of the 

executing and 
implementing 
agencies 

Models 5–8 and 11–12 Major or minor scope change (0.501).–  
(1.083)* 

(0.270)–  
(0.260) 

Unforeseen events 

Two additional simplified sovereign models    
Results:   
Model 13 Major or minor scope change (0.680). (0.174) Unforeseen events 
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Models Investigated 
(Effectiveness Rating 
as Dependent Variable) 

Independent Variables Found to 
be Significant 

Probit 
Coefficient 

Average 
Marginal 
Effects 

Factors Identified 
from the Qualitative 

Analysis 
Total number of output indicators (0.020). (0.007) DMF quality; 

Overambitious targets 
Corruption Index (World Bank) 0.930. 0.251 Governance 

Model 14 Major or minor scope change (0.800)* (0.219) Unforeseen events 
Capacity and institutional building 
through technical assistance projects 
rated successful  

1.070* 0.366 Capacity of the 
executing and 
implementing 
agencies 

Presence of PPMS 0.690. 0.228 Adequacy of evidence 
Three models of sovereign infrastructure projects   
Results: First Set Sovereign Infrastructure Projects   
Models 1 and 2 Borrower performance rating 0.866*–0.943* 0.291–0.315 Commitment of the 

executing and 
implementing 
agencies  
  
Governance  

Model 3 Borrower performance rating 0.886* 0.298 Commitment of the 
executing and 
implementing 
agencies 
  
Governance  

Design-ready infrastructure  0.602. 0.172 Engineering design 
readiness 

Implementation performance prior 
MTR 

0.634. 0.206 Supervision 

Second Set Sovereign Infrastructure Projects 
Models 1–5 Borrower performance rating 1.569*–2.185* 0.474–0.593 Commitment of the 

executing and 
implementing 
agencies  
 
Governance  

Design-ready infrastructure  1.046. –1.397* 0.232–0.289 Engineering design 
readiness 

Model 6 Borrower performance rating 0.943* 0.315 Commitment of the 
executing and 
implementing 
agencies  
 
Governance 

Implementation performance prior 
MTR 

0.643.  0.207 Supervision 

( ) = negative, DMF = design and monitoring framework, MTR = midterm review, PPMS = project performance management system, TA = 
technical assistance.  
***  p < 0.001; *  p < 0.05; . p < 0.1           
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 



 
 

 
 

APPENDIX 4: QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS ON THE KEY DRIVERS OF 
EFFECTIVENESS IN NONSOVEREIGN OPERATIONS, 2016–2020  
 

A. Introduction  
 
1. In nonsovereign operations (NSO) projects, there are no specific evaluation criteria on 
effectiveness as the sovereign projects. In determining factors affecting effectiveness in evaluated NSO 
projects, the closest equivalent evaluation criteria for NSO transactions are (i) contribution to private 
sector development (PSD) and ADB’s strategic development objectives; and (ii) environmental, social,  
health, and safety (ESHS) performance—both of which are evaluation subcriteria under the development 
results criteria. 1  Similar with sovereign projects, safeguard performance is considered in assessing 
effectiveness of NSO projects. The table below summarizes the attempt to formulate a methodology to 
analyze the effectiveness of NSO projects that is comparable to the effectiveness criteria in sovereign 
projects. 
 

Table A4: Comparable Evaluation Criteria in ADB Nonsovereign Operations Projects with Effectiveness 
Criteria in ADB Sovereign Projects 

 

Evaluation Criteria in ADB Sovereign Projects Evaluation Criteria in ADB Nonsovereign Operations Projects 
Achievement Based on the Design and Monitoring Framework  
Effectiveness Criteria (paras. 27 and 29, IED 2016) 
 
Effectiveness assessment looks at whether the project’s 
intended outcomes were achieved or were expected to be 
achieved…The outcomes are evaluated against the baseline 
and targets listed in the DMF at the outcome level…for 
project to be rated effective, outcomes should have been 
achieved or likely to be achieved and output targets should 
normally also have been substantially achieved. 

Contribution to Private Sector Development and ADB Strategic 
Development Objectives subcriteria under the Development Results Criteria 
(paras. 31–33, IED 2014) 
 
NSO contributions to high-level development impacts are assessed along a 
probable results chain considering the actual achievement of relevant 
project outputs and outcomes…this assessment reflects how well the 
investment contributes towards private sector development and other 
targeted development impactsa…The overall rating under this rating 
category should particularly consider and reflect the level of achievement 
of stated outcomes in the DMF…The achievement of other outcomes 
whether intended or not intended… will also be assessed and reflected in 
the rating. 

Safeguards Performance 
Effectiveness Criteria (paras. 34–36, IED 2016) 
The effectiveness assessment will consider the results of the 
implementation of safeguard-related plans and gender 
action plans…Projects can have unintended adverse effects 
on people if social and environmental risks are not dealt 
with… Assessments that influence the effectiveness rating 
can include whether: (i) safeguard plans and monitoring 
reports, if any, were adequate, disclosed in time, and 
executed in time; (ii) safeguard monitoring was adequate 
and timely; (iii) any changes in safeguard measures were 
well justified and were made in reaction to a changed 
scope; (iv) potentially negative environmental and social 
impacts of the project were avoided, minimized, or 
mitigated, and affected people were properly compensated 
and not made worse off; (v) there are remaining or 
unresolved safeguard-related issues and complaints; and (vi) 
opportunities materialized for affected or displaced people 
to benefit from the project. 

Contribution to Environment, Social, Health, and Safety Performance 
subcriteria under the Development Results Criteria (para. 37 and paras 24–
26 of Appendix 1, IED 2014) 
 
… The evaluation identifies significant impacts of both the project and the 
remedial measures that are put in place to comply with ADB’s 
environmental and social safeguards and core labor standards. It provides 
details on compliance with national legislation, regulations and standards, 
and other parameters contractually required by ADB, as well as 
environmental and social management practices that go beyond 
compliance required by ADB at the time of approval. 
 
The ESHS evaluation considers primarily project compliance with pertinent 
ADB safeguards requirements prevailing at the time of approval, and, only 
secondarily, ADB requirements prevailing at the time of the evaluation… 
the evaluation needs to clearly define (among other things) other positive 
and negative changes that can be attributed to the project not captured 
under the indicator for Contributions to PSD and other Strategic ADB 
Objectives. 

ADB = Asian Development Bank; ESHS = environmental, social, health, and safety; IED = Independent Evaluation Department. 
a For detailed list of other development objectives assessed, refer to Table 2, Linked Document C of the 2022 Annual Evaluation Review report. 
Sources: IED. 2014. Guidelines for the Preparation of Project Performance Evaluation Reports on Nonsovereign Operations. Manila: ADB; and 
IED. 2016. Guidelines for the Evaluation of Public Sector Operations. Manila: ADB. 

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

Other subcriteria under development result criteria are economic performance and business success. Economic performance, 
measured by the economic internal rate of return is equivalent to efficiency rating for sovereign projects, while business success 
measured by financial internal rate of return on invested capital is equivalent to sustainability rating for sovereign projects.  
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B. Findings  
 
2. Qualitative review of validated NSO projects during 2016–2020 identified quality of project 
design as the dominant factor affecting NSO project effectiveness (66% of the total 47 NSO projects 
rated excellent or satisfactory and 45% of the total 29 NSO projects rated unsatisfactory or less than 
satisfactory). Also, existing or the lack of government policies to support PSD and growth of the 
companies and industries prioritized by ADB was identified as one of the major drivers of project 
effectiveness in NSO projects (13% of the total 47 NSO projects rated excellent or satisfactory and 17% 
of the total 29 NSO projects rated unsatisfactory or less than satisfactory). While this can be considered 
as an external factor, this finding emphasizes the need for stronger collaboration between sovereign and 
nonsovereign operations to maximize ADB’s leverage in achieving better development outcomes on 
sector and institutional reforms and PSD. 2 This finding is consistent with IED's evaluation of NSO’s public–
private partnership, such that positive outcomes can be achieved through a combination of upstream 
and downstream interventions.3 
 
3. While ADB’s technical and knowledge support was not one of the main drivers of NSO project 
effectiveness, it can be seen as an effective tool to address risks from weak project design and company 
capacity and governance—two key drivers identified affecting the project’s contribution to PSD and 
ADB’s strategic development objectives. On one hand, most NSO projects that had positive ratings were 
designed as leverage to improve the project, investee, or financial institution’s fund’s business practices 
and governance or influence the industry’s regulatory framework in a country. Introduction of new 
technologies or new products, as well as socioeconomic targets incorporated in the DMF also 
strengthened the project’s effectiveness. On the other hand, deficiencies in assessing the market 
conditions, companies’ capacities and governance level, suitable lending terms and conditions, and 
appropriate baselines and targets can impede effectiveness.4 Of the 29 NSO projects rated unsatisfactory 
or less than satisfactory, 24% had weak company or fund-level capacity and/or governance that 
negatively affected the project’s contribution to PSD and ADB’s strategic development objectives. Of the 
47 NSO projects rated excellent or satisfactory, 9% indicated that strong company capacity and/or 
governance helped achieved its objectives (Figure A4.1).   
 
4. For NSO projects implemented by financial institutions, similar factors were identified. However, 
among the financial institution projects rated unsatisfactory or less than satisfactory, 88% had issues on 
lack of documentations resulting from weak reporting system to assess the ESHS performance.5 Related 
to this shortcoming is the need for an effective ADB supervision and monitoring to assist companies 
provide more documentations on the progress on ESHS performance, which was one of the factors 
identified among financial institution projects. Of the total 29 financial institution projects rated excellent 
or satisfactory, 14% indicated that having an effective ADB supervision and monitoring improved ESHS 
performance, while of the total 16 financial institution projects rated unsatisfactory or less than 
satisfactory, 31% flagged that weak ADB supervision and monitoring negatively affected the ESHS 
performance (Figure A4.2). Since ADB has no direct oversight or strong leverage in relation to the 
subprojects that the financial institution will implement, strong ADB due diligence and review of the 

 
2   Zorlu Enerji Pakistan Limited (ZEPL) [Zorlu Enerji Power Project] (Investment No. 7319: PAK, AER Year 2017), was complemented 

by the public sector’s assistance to enact the Renewable Energy Policy. NSO projects in India’s energy sector (Investment Nos. 
7416-7420, AER Year 2020), was being supported by ADB’s sovereign loan for Rajasthan Renewable Energy transmission 
infrastructure.  

3   IED. 2020. Thematic Evaluation ADB’s Support for Public-Private Partnerships, 2009-2019. Manila.  
4   The regional investment to Ankar Asia Partners LP (Asian Banking Fund) (Investment No. 7160, AER Year 2016) seemed to have 

no right resources in a highly competitive market. The Tongfang (Harbin) Water Engineering Co., Ltd. [Songhua River Basin Water 
Pollution Control and Management Project Private Sector Facility] (Investment No. 7310: PRC, AER Year 2020) was a missed 
opportunity for ADB to influence its operation with the adoption of international audit standards and improved corporate 
governance. Indonesia’s YES Bank Limited (Strengthening Rural Financial Inclusion and Farmer Access to Markets Project) 
(Investment No. 7429, AER Year 2019) had unrealistic DMF targets.  

5  For projects categorized as financial institution, the project team undertakes an in-dept assessment of the financial institution 
current environmental and social management systems (ESMS), identifying where improvements are needed, focusing on the 
following: (i) environment and social policies, (ii) safeguard screening, categorization, and review procedures, (ii) current 
organization and staffing, (iv) performance monitoring and reporting, and (v) track record in environment and social 
management. If the financial institution does not have an ESMS, ADB will require it to establish one.  
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financial institution’s business activities and their capacity to manage ESHS is needed.6 All these are to 
happen at the project design stage, which was also identified as one of the factors affecting ESHS 
performance (14% of the 29 projects rated excellent or satisfactory). Similarly, strong company capacity 
and ESHS system in place can improve ESHS performance (62% of the 29 projects rated excellent or 
satisfactory). 
 

 

 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, PSD = private sector development, TA = technical assistance.  
Note: Negative sign refers to the share to total nonsovereign operations projects with unsatisfactory or less than satisfactory 
(U/LS) rating, while positive sign refers to the share to total NSO projects with excellent or satisfactory (E/S) rating. Total 
nonsovereign operations projects reviewed was 76, of which 47 were rated E/S and 29 were rated U/LS.  
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 

 
 

 
 

 
ADB = Asian Development Bank; ESHS = environment, social, health and safety; NSO = nonsovereign. 
Note: Negative sign refers to the share to total nonsovereign operations projects (financial institution only) with unsatisfactory 
or less than satisfactory (U/LS) rating, while positive sign refers to the share to total nonsovereign operations projects (financial 
institution only) with excellent or satisfactory (E/S) rating. Total nonsovereign operations projects reviewed was 76, of which 
45 were implemented through financial institutions. Among these, 29 were rated E/S and 16 were rated U/LS.  
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 

 
6   ADB. 2009. Policy Paper on Safeguard Policy Statement. Manila.  
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Figure A4.1: Factors Affecting the “Contribution to PSD and ADB’s Strategic Development 
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APPENDIX 5: RESULTS OF INDEPENDENT EVALUATION DEPARTMENT 
RECOMMENDATIONS AT EVALUATION REPORT LEVEL 
 
 
1. From October 2020 to September 2021, Management actions on all the recommendations in 15 
evaluation studies have been completed. These came from three country program evaluations, one 
impact evaluation, seven corporate evaluations, and four thematic evaluations.  
 
2. From these completed evaluations, the Asian Development Bank (ADB) Management accepted a 
total of 61 recommendations1 (Table A5.1) and rated 92% of the actions as largely implemented or 
better. The Independent Evaluation Department (IED) validations confirmed 79% as largely implemented 
or better, and the remaining as partly implemented as more work and time are needed to fulfill the action 
plans. Country program and country–specific evaluation and thematic evaluation recommendations tend 
to have a higher implementation rate compared to corporate evaluation recommendations, with the 
latter affected by low implementation ratings for recommendations in the evaluations of social 
protection, multitranche financing facility (MFF), Asian Development Fund (ADF), and credit 
enhancement products. 

 
Table A5.1: Implementation of Accepted Recommendations for  

Evaluation Reports Completed in 2021 
 

  

Accep
tance 
Rate 

No. of 
Accepted 
Recomme
ndations 

Total 
Recomme
ndations 

Self-Assessments IED Validations 
FI LI ON PI Total %FI, LI FI LI PI Tot

al 
%FI, LI 

Country-Level Evaluations 74% 14 19 8 4 1 1 14 86% 6 7 1 14 93% 
CAPE Azerbaijan, 2011–2017 100% 5 5 1 3 

 
1 5 80% 3 1 1 5 80% 

CAPE People's Republic of China 83% 5 6 3 1 1 
 

5 80% 2 3 
 

5 100% 
CAPE Tajikistan: Responding to 
the Changing Development 
Conditions 

20% 1 5 1 
   

1 100% 1 
  

1 100% 

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

100% 3 3 3 
   

3 100% 
 

3 
 

3 100% 

Corporate Evaluations 94% 32 34 21 8 0 3 32 91% 10 11 11 32 66% 
SES on ADB Social Protection 
Strategy 2001 

100% 7 7 2 4 
 

1 7 86% 1 3 3 7 57% 

SES on Water Policy and Related 
Operations 

100% 3 3 3 
   

3 100% 
 

3 
 

3 100% 

CES on ADB's Multitranche 
Financing Facility, 2005–2018: 
Performance and Results 
Delivered 

100% 4 4 
 

2 
 

2 4 50% 
 

1 3 4 25% 

CES on Asian Development Fund 
X and XI Operations: 
Opportunity Amid Growing 
Challenges 

100% 4 4 4 
   

4 100% 2 
 

2 4 50% 

CES on Boosting ADB's 
Mobilization Capacity: The Role 
of Credit Enhancement Products 

100% 5 5 4 1 
  

5 100% 3 2 
 

5 60% 

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

86% 6 7 5 1 
  

6 100% 2 3 1 6 83% 

CES on Results-Based Lending at 
the Asian Development Bank: An 
Early Assessment 

75% 3 4 3 
   

3 100% 2 1 
 

3 100% 

 
1 Sixty recommendations were fully accepted, and a sole recommendation was partly accepted. 
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Accep
tance 
Rate 

No. of 
Accepted 
Recomme
ndations 

Total 
Recomme
ndations 

Self-Assessments IED Validations 
FI LI ON PI Total %FI, LI FI LI PI Tot

al 
%FI, LI 

               
Thematic Evaluations 94% 15 16 12 3 0 0 15 100% 7 7 1 15 93% 
RTE of ADB’s Initiatives to 
Support Access to Climate 
Finance 

100% 3 3 2 1 
  

3 100% 
 

3 
 

3 100% 

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

100% 4 4 3 1 
  

4 100% 1 2 1 4 75% 

TES of Asian Development Bank 
Support for Gender and 
Development (2005–2015) 

100% 4 4 4 
   

4 100% 4 
  

4 100% 

TES on ADB’s Support for 
Inclusive Growth 

80% 4 5 3 1 
  

4 100% 2 2 
 

4 100% 

Total 88% 61 69 41 15 1 4 61 92% 23 25 13 61 79% 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, CAPE = country assistance program evaluation; CES = corporate evaluation study; FI = fully implemented; LI = 
largely implemented; ON = ongoing; PI = partly implemented; RTE = real-time evaluation; SES = special evaluation study; TES = thematic evaluation 
study. 
Source: Asian Development Bank Independent Evaluation Department. 

 
3. When the recommendations are broken down by thematic focus, the most cited area for 
improvement is in building ADB and client capacity in areas such as social protection, disaster risk 
management, and fragile and conflict-affected situations (FCAS), to which actions have been mostly 
rated as fully or largely implemented. More work needs to be done in areas such as incorporating social 
protection in country partnership strategy (CPS) and policy dialogue, aligning MFF modality with Strategy 
2030, and improving small and medium-sized enterprise (SME) knowledge base in ADB. Others have 
actions that are still ongoing, and results are likely to be more evident in 2022 (Figure A5.1). 
 

 
 
4. IED recommendations that were accepted since the Management Action Record System (MARS) 
process reforms in 2017 resulted in more fully implemented actions (44%) compared to those before 
(30%), while partly implemented actions are comparatively less than before the reforms (Figure A5.2).  

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14

Modality

Climate change mitigation and adaptation, ESG

Policy dialogue

Governance and administration

Strengthen targets, indicators, measurements

CPS, Strategy 2030

Financing, private sector, partnerships

Knowledge

Capacity building, due diligence

Figure A5.1: Thematic Focus of Accepted Recommendations for Evaluation 
Reports Completed in 2021

Fully implemented Largely implemented Partly implemented

CPS = country partnership strategy; ESG = environmentally sustainable growth.
Note: The above is based on the 61 accepted recommendations with each recommendation having one or more thematic focu
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department).
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5. Overall, ADB has made efforts in responding to issues and concerns raised in the evaluation 
studies with several notable results. IED recommendations have been crafted to build on lessons from 
the previous and related evaluations and ADB has rightfully taken steps to address these. For example, 
the connection between social protection and ADB’s core areas of investment was strengthened through 
the approval of a Social Protection Operational Plan and policy dialogues led to a growing focus in CPSs 
where there are no prior social protection interventions. However, in some instances, even with the 
Management’s acceptance of the recommendations, validations noted that the resulting action plans do 
not reflect the full intent of these recommendations. Validated ratings downgraded over a third (39%) 
of self-assessed ratings due to insufficiency of the action plan to respond to the IED recommendation 
(Table A5.2). Other factors affecting the implementation of actions were the dependence on country 
demand or government’s willingness to take on advocacies offered by ADB and longer or perhaps more 
realistic timelines for efforts in areas such as public sector reform, demand for social protection beyond 
ADB crisis support, and others. Delays due to the pandemic also contributed to incomplete actions.   
 
Table A5.2: Change from Self-Assessed to Independent Evaluation Department Validated Ratings 

 

  Downgrade No 
Change 

Previously 
Rated as 
Ongoing 

Upgrade Total 

CAPE Azerbaijan, 2011–2017 
 

3 
 

2 5 
CAPE People's Republic of China 1 3 1 

 
5 

CAPE Tajikistan: Responding to the Changing 
Development Conditions 

 
1 

  
1 

CES on ADB's Multitranche Financing Facility, 
2005–2018: Performance and Results Delivered 

1 3 
  

4 

CES on Asian Development Fund X and XI 
Operations: Opportunity Amid Growing 
Challenges 

2 2 
  

4 

CES on Boosting ADB's Mobilization Capacity: 
The Role of Credit Enhancement Products 

2 3 
  

5 

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

3 3 
  

6 

CES on Results-Based Lending at the Asian 
Development Bank: An Early Assessment 

1 2 
  

3 
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Figure A5.2: Implementation of Accepted IED Recommendations
(percent of total, n = 61)

Fully implemented Largely implemented Partly implemented

Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department).
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  Downgrade No 
Change 

Previously 
Rated as 
Ongoing 

Upgrade Total 

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

3 
   

3 

Real-Time Evaluation of ADB’s Initiatives to 
Support Access to Climate Finance 

2 1 
  

3 

SES on ADB Social Protection Strategy 2001 2 5 
  

7 
SES on Water Policy and Related Operations 3 

   
3 

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

3 1 
  

4 

TES of Asian Development Bank Support for 
Gender and Development (2005–2015) 

 
4 

  
4 

TES on ADB’s Support for Inclusive Growth 1 3 
  

4 
Total 24 34 1 2 61 
Percent 39% 56% 2% 3% 100% 

CAPE = country assistance program evaluation, CES = corporate evaluation study, SES = special evaluation study, TES = thematic 
evaluation study. 
Source: Asian Development Bank Independent Evaluation Department. 

 
1. ADB Achievements in Completed Country Program and Country-Specific 

Evaluations 
 
6. Country assistance program evaluation: Azerbaijan. ADB (i) prepared the CPS 2019–2023 and 
country operations business plan (COBP) 2020–2022, which included forthcoming operations in 
developing human capital and water resources management; (ii) included a country knowledge plan to 
step up ADB’s policy advice in a demand-based, selective, and accountable manner; (iii) managed to get 
the government’s approval to issue bonds in local currency to finance projects and modalities, such as 
the project readiness financing and financial intermediation loans, included in COBP 2020–2022; (iv) with 
the PRF-based projects, enabled the conduct of detailed due diligence, assessments, and designs to 
promote project readiness at approval, but the government allowed this only for projects with health 
and innovative features, which have yet to be submitted to ADB; and (v) completed country diagnostic 
studies, which identified constraints and measures to spur economic diversification and promote inclusive 
growth. However, more targeted actions are needed to sufficiently meet the expectations of the 
recommendations. 

 
7. Country assistance program evaluation: The People’s Republic of China (PRC). Management 
agreed to five of the six recommendations but qualified its response by stating that the extent of 
interventions in areas such as climate change, public sector management, and reducing social inequalities 
and poverty will depend on the results of discussions with the government and whether it seeks ADB 
assistance in these areas. ADB pursued a regional cooperation strategy but was unable to proceed as the 
boundary of the strategy was not clear. Nevertheless, ADB stated that it will continue supporting regional 
cooperation integration within the Central Asia Regional Economic Cooperation and Greater Mekong 
Subregion with emphasis on policy dialogue, knowledge sharing, and generation of regional public 
goods. To increase support for addressing climate change and protecting the environment, ADB has 
included these as one of three strategic priorities of the CPS 2016–2020, implemented two memoranda 
of understanding on environmental protection and on climate change, screened infrastructure 
investments, and supported the mitigation of climate change by continuing to implement the Sustainable 
Transport Initiative and its pipelined projects. While these were confirmed as fully implemented, the 
validation noted that the action plan needs to be more specific on the amount of support provided to 
these areas. Reducing social inequalities and poverty is also one of the three strategic priorities of the 
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CPS, but IED validation noted that ADB was not able to provide substantial support in this aspect. 
Similarly, support for public sector reform was not sufficient. The action plan lacked indicators measuring 
the demonstration effects of the activities carried out in support of this. In terms of continuing private 
sector finance in the PRC, this is rated as fully implemented because of the Private Sector Operations 
Department’s (PSOD) stronger presence in the PRC resident mission, its involvement in country strategy 
formulation, and closer coordination with the East Asia Department resulting in joint projects with hybrid 
teams such as the approval of the Climate Resilient and Smart Urban Water Infrastructure Project.  
 
8. Country assistance program evaluation: Tajikistan. ADB has largely responded to the 
recommendation to strengthen support for governance by working on the Country Diagnostic Study 
which assessed macroeconomic performance and identified key growth constraints, active membership 
in the Development Coordination Council that established an anti-corruption working group and led the 
dialogues with the Government on power sector restructuring under an ADB technical assistance (TA) 
project. TA activities on improving investment climate and public-private partnership (PPP) have been 
completed and two PBLS were approved between 2016–2020 with clear indicators for measuring 
progress in improving investment climate, financial sector, and fiscal management.  

 
9. Completed Impact Evaluation Study—Impact of Cost-Shared Water Supply Services on 
Household Welfare in Small Towns: Ex-Post Impact Evaluation of a Project in Nepal. All three 
completed actions for the evaluation are rated largely implemented as they addressed information 
dissemination of lessons from this model, applied a rigorous technical due diligence system in all urban 
and water supply projects, and Economic Research and Regional Cooperation Department supported 
several impact evaluation studies conducted for the period 2018–2020. However, the validations noted 
that the actions could have been more specific to this model (cost-sharing of water supply in small towns) 
as the recommendations offered.  
 

2. ADB Achievements in Completed Corporate Evaluations 
 
10. Corporate evaluation study on ADB's Multitranche Financing Facility, 2005–2018: 
Performance and Results delivered. ADB has agreed to the evaluation recommendations to improve 
on the MFF modality by ensuring its alignment with Strategy 2030 in terms of delivering integrated 
solutions, introducing measures to ensure the implementation schedule is realistic, enhancing learning 
from prior tranches, and adjusting requirements for MFF operations to reduce transaction costs. Much 
of the proposed changes have been incorporated in the MFF Enhancement Action Plan. Maximum MFF 
availability period will now vary case by case instead of the predetermined 10-year availability period. 
The final R-paper proposed removing redundancies and duplications in the current templates and 
business process, strengthening or simplifying documentation requirements including a better linkage 
between the RRP and tranche financial requests, streamlined MFF risk management template, and the 
project administration manual, and tranche completion reports to be simplified to midterm review. The 
R-paper is expected to be finalized in the second quarter of 2022. 
 
11. Corporate evaluation study on Asian Development Fund X and XI Operations: Opportunity 
Amid Growing Challenges. ADB made significant achievements in strengthening support for inclusive 
growth through improvements in the results framework, CPS guidelines, use of sex-disaggregated data, 
and a new inclusive business action plan. Support for environmentally sustainable growth has also been 
strengthened especially in the areas of clean energy and sustainable transport, environmentally smart 
agriculture, and capacity building in fast-growing urban environments.  Likewise for adaptation and 
disaster risk management, ADB has doubled overall climate finance, established disaster risk reduction 
financing for concessional assistance-only countries, and stepped-up support to food security. Steps to 
sharpen country and sector programs and improve results on strategic priorities for FCAS have been done 
through incorporating more systematic conflict sensitivity at CPS and project level, adopting simpler 
processes, allocating more TA projects and grant resources, and improving typology of knowledge 
products and services.  
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12. ADB actions that pertain to strengthening the concessional resource allocation framework and 
building expertise in key strategic areas have been rated as partly implemented as action items do not 
fully respond to the recommendations.  The multi-country FCAS financing facility has been presented to 
ADF donors but not yet introduced, and increased expertise in infrastructure, investment, transaction 
support, risk management, procurement, financial management, project implementation, climate 
change, gender, and safeguards are acknowledged but more is needed in agriculture, health, social 
protection, sustainable transport, disaster risk management, and FCAS as IED recommended.  
 
13. Corporate evaluation study on Boosting ADB's Mobilization Capacity: The Role of Credit 
Enhancement Products (CEPs). The four accepted recommendations resulted in improving the delivery 
of credit enhancement products.  The 2017 joint report for Mobilization of Private Finance by multilateral 
development banks (MDBs) and development financial institutions incorporates the MDB-harmonized 
definitions for mobilization activity and distinguishes between ADB direct and indirect mobilization, and 
short-term and long-term mobilization. Validation noted that although the action plan did not include 
setting of targets for mobilizing third-party financing through guarantees and syndication operations, 
one complementary loan in local currency was reported as recently closed and PSOD is working on various 
parallel loans in local currency. ADB also implemented actions pertaining to developing and 
implementing a capacity building program on CEPs and have trained 203 staff on ADB’s Financial 
Products course, which includes the latest product and policy developments on CEPs. The action plan 
could have included targets also for external capacity building. Guarantees and Syndications Unit and 
other PSOD staff have also been included in the CPS process, and in some cases go beyond CPS by 
participating and addressing CEP-related issues in relevant transactions such as in the Uzbekistan Solar 
Partial Credit Guarantee Facility. In 2020, CEPs have been fully integrated in the nonsovereign operation 
(NSO) change process to improve the administration and risk management of CEPs in the NSO 
information and technology system. In line with this, CreditLens, which is used for the approval and 
monitoring of CEPs, was launched in August 2021.  
 
14. Corporate evaluation study on Policy-Based Lending, 2008–2017: Performance, Results, 
and Issues of Design. Out of the six accepted recommendations, actions on two recommendations have 
been fully implemented: (i) strengthening the overall quality assurance mechanism for PBL in ADB and 
(ii) ensuring independent assessment of risks in cases where the regional department’s view on the 
macroeconomic situation of a country diverges from that of the International Monetary Fund (IMF). ADB 
has updated the operations manual and staff instructions to provide detailed guidance on ADB’s 
engagement and coordination with the IMF during PBL preparation, including in cases when there is 
divergence of views between ADB and IMF teams on country macroeconomic situation or reform 
priorities.  
 
15. Management actions on three recommendations were rated largely implemented. Concessional 
assistance-only countries were given access to a countercyclical facility and a contingent disaster 
financing was formalized. In April 2020, ADB’s Comprehensive Response to the COVID-19 Pandemic 
Policy (CPRO) pushed for the Contingent Disaster Financing under PBL to include health-related 
emergencies and the developing member country’s (DMC) declaration of a state of emergency. CPRO 
also expanded the scope of the ADF 12 Disaster Response Facility and the Concessional Ordinary Capital 
Resources Reserve to provide response in case of health emergencies. Further revisions to the Disaster 
and Emergency Assistance Policy and the Emergency Assistance Loan policy were approved in 2021 and 
preparation of the corresponding operations manual and staff instructions are underway. ADB also 
revised the operations manual section on PBL and finalized a new staff instruction on business processes 
to strengthening PBL design. ADB updated the design and monitoring framework (DMF) Guidelines to 
include guidance on the preparation of policy design and monitoring framework for convention PBLs. 
Validation, however, noted that PBLs in 2020 and 2021 continued the use of process-oriented outputs 
as policy actions in many new programs and subprograms, challenges remain in tailoring the DMF to 
clearly link policy actions, outputs, and outcomes, and more analytical work is needed to underpin PBL 
design. ADB revised Project Administration Instructions 6.07A (Project Completion Report for Sovereign 
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Operations) and the project completion report template to strengthen the assessment of PBL design at 
program completion. Trainings, however, have been adapted and redesigned for virtual delivery due to 
the pandemic.  
 
16. The evaluation also encouraged greater use of PBL in sectors where investment loans are 
undertaken to ensure that policy constraints are supported by relevant reforms. ADB updated the CPS 
template to stress the importance of highlighting the discussions on the appropriate mix of ADB products 
and modalities including policy-based loans. There is an indication of a growing use of PBLs in the energy, 
health, and education sectors for the period 2018–2019 but this is deemed not enough evidence to 
indicate a trend away from the public sector management.  
 
17. Corporate evaluation study on Results-Based Lending at the Asian Development Bank: An 
Early Assessment. In response to the recommendations, ADB has updated the results-based lending 
(RBL) Staff Guidance to include guidance on anticorruption and integrity; actual practice in control of 
fraud and corruption; design and operating environment risks; and program action plans (PAPs). To 
strengthen credible and independent verification processes and risk mitigating actions are monitored 
effectively, the RBL Staff Guidance also specifies that program teams should ensure that legal agreements 
include adequate covenants so that government appropriately implements the PAP and submits 
monitoring reports for safeguard aspects of the program. The revised guidance also strengthens and 
clarifies the requirements for independent verification of disbursement-linked indicator. ADB has also 
invested more staff and client capacity development through eight RBL specific stand-alone and 
integrated knowledge sharing events from 2017 to 2020. The validation, however, noted that the work 
on pandemic support lowered the interest in RBL so further monitoring is recommended to ensure 
knowledge events will continue in 2021 and 2022. 
 
18. Real time evaluation of ADB’s initiatives to support access to climate finance. All actions on 
recommendations are rated largely implemented as most of these are still ongoing. ADB has initiated 
efforts to expand knowledge work in high priority areas such as in leadership, partnerships, and 
collaborations with other institutions, MDBs and member of the International Development Finance Club, 
and collaboration with nationally determined contribution (NDC) partnership on support to the 
development and implementation of NDCs of select DMCs. Efforts to introduce innovative financial 
products and leveraging other sources of public and private finance are also underway. From 2014 to 
2020, ADB has mobilized more than $4 billion of climate finance from global funds and internally 
managed trust funds. ADB has also surpassed its climate finance target of $6 billion by 2020 and has 
since set new corporate climate targets under Strategy 2030. The validation noted more work needs to 
be done such as on support for PPP and results from support for carbon markets. In terms of enabling 
developing countries to shift to low-carbon and climate-resilient development paths through 
organizational measures, ADB has already started work on this through sharing of knowledge and 
experience across knowledge and operations departments, including on the assessment of climate risks 
and vulnerabilities of projects, among others. Additional staffing has been requested and one additional 
position has already been endorsed. From all this work, validation notes that there has been increased 
confidence in the estimates for climate finance. 
 

3. ADB Achievements in Completed Thematic Evaluations 
 
19. Special evaluation study on ADB Social Protection Strategy 2001. ADB has made several 
notable achievements, one of which is the approval of the Social Protection Operational Plan, 2014–2020 
in response to making stronger connections between social protection and ADB core areas of investment. 
ADB is also pursuing partnerships with other agencies such as with the Inter-American Development Bank 
on a training program on conditional cash transfers in DMCs, membership in the Social Protection Inter-
Agency Cooperation Board chaired by the International Labour Organization (ILO) and the World Bank, 
partnership on Social Protection Index with ILO and Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 
Development (OECD), partnerships with the ADB Institute, Development Expenditure (finance), Women 
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in Informal Employment: Globalizing and Organizing, ILO, OECD, International Telecommunication 
Union, Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ), HelpAge International, and 
socialprotection.org to implement the first Asia-Pacific Social Protection Week, and worked with relevant 
agencies in the Republic of Korea to implement capacity building for DMCs on information and 
communication technology (ICT) use in social protection, among others. A community resilience fund 
focusing on promoting adaptive social protection is also underway. ADB has also done commendable 
work in continuing research on social protection with a focus on addressing country level social 
protection knowledge gaps through a series of social protection indicator (SPI) updates, the latest of 
which will include a chapter on implications of the pandemic. An SPI database has also been created 
along with several social protection publications providing country level analysis based on findings from 
ADB’s Social Development Thematic Group and other TA and operations.   
 
20. Despite the above achievements, some actions need follow-up work. In building demand for 
social protection through policy dialogue, ADB provided numerous TA projects but did not offer 
significant programs or investments on the issue that have resulted from these. The growing focus on 
social protection in CPSs, especially in countries where there are no prior social protection interventions, 
is commendable. ADB should do more to set out a clear, quantifiable target and not just relying on 
country demand. ADB has also reported on supporting impact evaluations of social protection 
interventions, but the validation points out that ADB should have conducted rather than supported, as 
ADB needs to own the responsibility and need for building evidence base in the region for social 
protection. Trainings have also been conducted for ADB staff to increase social protection capacity, but 
more focused implementation is needed, as well as possibly appointing a social protection practice 
leader. ADB needs to put more effort in prioritizing social protection in its planning, operations, and 
capacity development. 
 
21. Special evaluation study on Water Policy and Related Operations. All actions on the accepted 
recommendations have been largely implemented. ADB’s actions to develop and implement an 
operational framework and implementation plans for the water policy was achieved through the 
approval of a Water Operational Plan in 2011. This included the publication of the Asia Water Futures 
Study in 2017 and the preparation of seven Country Water Assessments, which was less than expected 
due to limited demand from DMCs. To supplement this work, in 2015 the Sustainable Development and 
Climate Change Department used remote sensing technologies for water accounting and water 
productivity assessments across selected river basin and irrigation systems for a more rigorous approach 
to country water assessments. In terms of assisting DMCs to achieve water-related national and 
international targets, ADB met the target water investments of $2.0 million to $2.5 million per year from 
2011 to 2020 along with other targets in the action plan. However, the validation pointed out that there 
were no deliverables specific to ensuring the sustainability of net benefits or for increasing assistance for 
sanitation and sustainable ground water use. ADB has also made progress in addressing thematic and 
cross-cutting issues of the water policy by supporting integrated water resources management projects, 
which address one or more aspects of disaster risk management and/or water-food-energy nexus. Fifteen 
staff were trained on innovative water management under the Continuous Learning and Development 
Program on water. Several knowledge exchange fora have been convened since 2011. Aside from these 
accomplishments, the validation noted that ADB should put more concerted efforts on transboundary 
water issues and climate change adaptation and mitigation.  
 
22. Thematic evaluation on Support for Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises, 2005–2017: 
Business Environment, Access to Finance, Value Chains, and Women in Business. ADB has provided 
finance sector contributions to the seven Strategy 2030 Operational Priority Plans, proposed finance 
sector indicators to the Corporate Results Framework (CRF), and prepared the Finance Sector Work Plan 
for 2020–2021 in line with the approved Operational Plans and CRF, and included corporate finance 
indicators. Based on these, the recommendations to improve implementation and monitoring of results 
of SME operations and identify parameters for SME support have largely been implemented. Improving 
SME knowledge base in ADB is only partly implemented as the resulting TA provides knowledge in the 
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insurance markets development and not pertaining to a broader effort to improve the quality of support 
for SMEs. Continuous ongoing support is needed rather than a one-off TA. Along with this, ADB has also 
made some effort to improve staff skills and interdepartmental coordination through knowledge events 
and meetings, published knowledge products such as the SME financing Policy Brief in 2020 following a 
series of SME financing webinars, the SME Credit Guarantee Schemes Policy Brief in 2021, and Policy 
Briefs on SME financing and SME credit insurance in 2021. A fintech policy toolkit was also developed in 
2020, which will cover innovative applications of financial technology in enhancing financial access of 
micro, small, and medium-sized enterprises, and SMEs. Although some activities have been delayed to 
first quarter of 2021, improving staff skills and interdepartmental coordination is considered fully 
implemented. 
 
23. Thematic evaluation study of Asian Development Bank Support for Gender and 
Development (2005–2015). Actions on all recommendations have been fully implemented with majority 
of the set targets surpassed. Strategy 2030 Operational Plan for Priority 2: Accelerating Progress in 
Gender Equality, 2019–2024 (OP2) was issued in September 2019 and will contribute to the efforts of 
accelerating gender equality outcomes five strategic priorities: (i) women's economic empowerment, (ii) 
gender equality in human development, (iii) gender equality in decision-making and leadership, (iv) 
reduced time poverty of women, and (v) women's resilience to external shocks. The 2019 Development 
Effectiveness Review is the first to assess ADB's performance in achieving the priorities of ADB's Strategy 
2030, and to use the Corporate Results Framework, 2019–2024. In response to the recommendations to 
build stronger gender support at the country and project level, ADB has set and achieved targets to 
conduct regular updates of country gender assessments, regional gender strategy, country gender 
strategy integrated into CPSs, and identify sovereign and nonsovereign projects that support the gender 
equity theme. At the project level, gender action plans have been prepared for projects that address 
effective gender mainstreaming, gender targets are being monitored through the CRF, and results are 
published in ADB’s Development Effectiveness Review. Technical capacity of ADB staff to support the 
integration of gender into projects has been strengthened through training between 2018 and 2019. 
Even though trainings did not push through in 2020 due to the pandemic, these resumed in 2021 with 
the addition of updated self-administered online training modules. There are 26 gender staff positions 
in ADB, and seven are new positions added in 2018–2020. 
 
24. Thematic evaluation study on ADB’s Support for Inclusive Growth. All recommendations 
have either been fully or largely implemented. ADB has successfully met targets stated in the action plan 
such as revision of CPS template to remove restriction on country program to five operational areas; 
preparation of the Health Operational Plan in 2015; preparation of the Health Sector Framework in 2021, 
which recognizes major trends and areas for innovation in the health systems of the region; midterm 
review of the financial sector operational plan;  development and implementation of the social protection 
operational plan; and the development and approval of the inclusive business action plan directional 
document. It should be noted that the share of ADB financing for health and education for 2020 would 
be outliers given the extraordinary support to health during the recent pandemic. There have also been 
stronger inclusive growth diagnostics in CPSs through staff guidelines and a new country diagnostic for 
the CPS (Inclusive and Sustainable Growth Assessment), which integrates previously separate assessment 
into one holistic view of the country’s development status and challenges. In terms of synergizing ADB 
country programs, ADB has successfully increased the role and capacity of country teams in ensuring 
synergies between ADB investments and programs of the government and other development partners. 
Although efforts towards this are still ongoing, good practices can be replicated or scaled up in member 
countries. Lastly, the Revised Guidelines on Inclusive Economic Growth has been relevant in identifying 
country-level targets for inclusive growth indicators and used during country portfolio reviews. 
 



 
 

 

APPENDIX 6: METHODOLOGY OF THE THEME CHAPTER ON THE 
ASSESSMENT OF ADB’S ENGAGEMENT IN FRAGILE AND CONFLICT-
AFFECTED SITUATIONS AND SMALL ISLAND DEVELOPING STATES 
 
1. The theme chapter, Chapter 3, assesses the engagement of the Asian Development Bank (ADB) 
in fragile and conflict-affected situations (FCAS) and small island developing states (SIDS). It examines 
ADB’s mechanisms and instruments at the country and project levels to help address challenges faced by 
its developing member countries (DMCs) in FCAS and SIDS contexts. The theme chapter identifies the 
following elements of ADB’s country- and project-level engagement in FCAS and SIDS:  
 

(i) Approach. This encompasses an organized set of strategic planning and business processes 
responsive to fragilities and risks faced by FCAS and SIDS including (a) due diligence 
measures such as risk and resilience assessments and political economy analyses and 
governance risk assessments that are used to inform country partnership strategies (CPSs) 
and project designs; (b) selection of project instruments or modalities specific to FCAS and 
SIDS contexts; (c) sequencing and prioritization of interventions as identified in CPSs and 
country operations business plans (COBPs) and indicative country pipeline monitoring (ICPM) 
reports; and (d) risk- or fragility-responsive project design, implementation and monitoring 
and evaluation processes.  

(ii) Resilience-building interventions. These pertain to activities that ADB implements before, 
during, or after crises that promote capacity development and build resilience both within 
ADB and in member countries including (a) capacity building support for improving state 
functions; (b) adequate human, technical, and financial resources especially in resident 
missions to support the implementation of ADB’s FCAS and SIDS approaches; and (c) 
knowledge solutions for a better understanding of the drivers and causes of conflicts and 
fragilities. 

(iii) Partnerships. These cover 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. 

 
2. The theme chapter seeks to shed light on the following overarching and specific evaluation 
questions. The overarching question is: 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? Specifically, it assesses the (i) relevance and responsiveness of ADB’s approaches to fragility 
and conflict drivers and risks, (ii) ADB’s efforts to help build resilience in FCAS and SIDS, (iii) ADB’s 
partnerships with other development organizations in supporting FCAS and SIDS, and (iv) the 
performance and results of ADB operations in FCAS and SIDS. 
 
3. The theme chapter draws on an ADB staff survey, econometric analysis, portfolio analysis, 
consultation meetings with various stakeholders, and document reviews. These methods are discussed 
as follows.  
 
4. Consultation meetings with stakeholders. The chapter presents the findings gathered from 
virtual consultation meetings with selected ADB staff from all operations departments, including staff 
from seven resident missions and the Pacific Subregional Office; Office of Public–Private Partnerships 
(OPPP); Procurement, Portfolio, and Financial Management Department (PPFD); Private Sector Operations 
Department (PSOD); and Strategy, Policy, and Partnerships Department (SPD). The evaluation team held 
consultation meetings with staff from the resident missions in Afghanistan, Armenia, Lao People's 
Democratic Republic, Myanmar, Nepal, Papua New Guinea, and Timor-Leste. The team also met with the 
Pacific Subregional Office that oversees ADB programs in the Cook Islands, Fiji, Kiribati, Niue, Samoa, 
Tonga, and Tuvalu; and the Pacific Liaison and Coordination Office, which administers ADB assistance to 
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Nauru, Solomon Islands and Vanuatu. The evaluation team also met with representatives from ADB’s 
FCAS unit and six sector and thematic groups housed in the Sustainable Development and Climate 
Change Department (SDCC). The team met with the thematic groups on climate change and disaster risk 
management, gender equity, governance and social development, and sector groups on energy and 
transport. 
 
5. The team also held consultation meetings with counterparts in other multilateral development 
banks (MDBs) including the African Development Bank (AfDB), Inter-American Development Bank (IADB), 
International Finance Corporation (IFC) and Islamic Development Bank (IsDB), and the World Bank. The 
team also met with representatives from the International Monetary Fund (IMF), Organisation for 
Economic Co-operation and Development, and United Nations Development Programme. 
 
6. Comparative analysis of peer institutions’ fragile and conflict-affected situations and small 
island developing states approaches. The evaluation team conducted a comparative analysis of 
approaches of international financing institutions (IFIs) on FCAS and SIDS. The analysis examined the 
FCAS and SIDS approaches or strategies of MDBs namely AfDB, IADB, IMF, IsDB, and the World Bank. The 
analysis examined (i) the key components of these IFIs’ FCAS and SIDS approaches particularly their 
differentiated approaches; (ii) issues and challenges IFIs face in implementing their FCAS and SIDS 
approaches; and (iii) ways IFIs can enhance the implementation of their FCAS and SIDS approaches. The 
team also reviewed literature and documents from within and outside ADB. 
 
7. Portfolio analysis. The evaluation team conducted a portfolio and data analysis covering projects 
committed during 2013–2020 with a focus on FCAS and SIDS DMCs. Tables A6.1 presents ADB’s official 
list of DMCs classified as FCAS over 2013–2020. Table A6.2 presents the list of SIDS, while Table A6.3 
presents the list of FCAS SIDS during 2013–2020. These FCAS and SIDS lists were used for the portfolio 
analysis. The analysis also covers FCAS and SIDS’ trends in various development outcomes such as poverty, 
growth, fiscal space, and employment, as well as the impact of the coronavirus disease (COVID-19) 
pandemic in these development outcomes (presented in Appendix 6).  
 
Table A6.1: ADB’s Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations Developing Member Countries, 2013–

2020 

Developing Member Countries 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 
Afghanistan 

        

Kiribati 
        

Republic of the Marshall Islands 
        

Federated States of Micronesia 
        

Myanmar         

Nauru 
        

Nepal 
        

Papua New Guinea         

Solomon Islands 
        

Timor-Leste 
        

Tuvalu 
        

ADB = Asian Development Bank 
Source: Annual list of fragile and conflict affected situations as published in Asian Development Bank’s Development Effectiveness 
Reviews during 2013–2020.  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Methodology of the Theme Chapter on the Assessment of ADB’s Engagement in Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations and 
Small Island Developing States 107 

 

 

 
Table A6.2: ADB’s Small Island Developing States 

Developing Member Countries 
Cook Islands Palau 
Federated States of Micronesia Papua New Guinea  
Fiji Timor-Leste  
Kiribati Samoa  
Republic of the Marshall Islands Solomon Islands  
Maldives Tonga  
Nauru Tuvalu  
Niue Vanuatu 

ADB = Asian Development Bank. 
Source: ADB. 2021. Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations (FCAS) and Small Island Developing 
States (SIDS) Approach. Manila. 

 
Table A6.3: ADB’s Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations and Small Island Developing States 

Developing Member Countries 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 
Kiribati 

        

Republic of the Marshall Islands 
        

Federated States of Micronesia 
        

Nauru 
        

Papua New Guinea         

Solomon Islands 
        

Timor-Leste 
        

Tuvalu 
        

ADB = Asian Development Bank. 
Sources: Annual list of fragile and conflict-affected situations as published in Asian Development Bank’s Development Effectiveness 
Reviews during 2013–2020; and ADB. 2021. Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations (FCAS) and Small Island Developing States 
(SIDS) Approach. Manila 
 
8. ADB staff survey. The evaluation team administered an online survey to ADB staff from 
headquarters and resident missions from September to October 2021. The survey aimed to understand 
ADB staff perception on ADB’s engagement in FCAS and SIDS. The survey was circulated to 1,593 staff 
with 1,022 responding, a response rate of 64.6%. Staff from the following departments took part in the 
survey: Central and West Asia Department, East Asia Department, Economic Research and Regional 
Cooperation Department, OPPP, Pacific Department, PPFD, PSOD, South Asia Department, Southeast Asia 
Department, SPD, and SDCC. 
 
9. The evaluation team applied chi-square statistical analysis to determine whether there was a 
statistically significant difference in the responses of ADB staff across departments; between ADB staff 
stationed in headquarters or resident missions; staff with and without previous FCAS or SIDS experience; 
and staff categories and sectoral expertise. Appendix 12 presents the results of the statistical analysis of 
the ADB staff survey.  
 
10. Suppose there are r departments (or other categorical variables for this matter) in whose staff 
responded to a survey based on a response scale on ADB’s engagement in fragile and conflict-affected 
situations and small islands developing states. Suppose also the response scale consists of s mutually 
exclusive answers. Given this, let us denote the following:   
 

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

𝑖𝑖=1
𝑟𝑟
𝑖𝑖=1 = 𝑛𝑛; 

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

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

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

• 𝑝𝑝𝑖𝑖 =
∑ 𝑛𝑛𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖
𝑠𝑠
𝑖𝑖=1

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

department. 
 
11. The null hypothesis used in this statistical test is that there is no difference in the responses across 
departments, i.e., the departments that participated in the survey are homogenous. Formally, this 
hypothesis is given by 𝑝𝑝𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 = 𝑝𝑝𝑖𝑖for all i. 
 
12. Given that 𝑛𝑛𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖  are the actual responses and 𝑛𝑛𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 = 𝑝𝑝𝑖𝑖𝑛𝑛𝑖𝑖 are the expected responses under the null 
hypothesis, Chi-square (𝜒𝜒2) can be defined as:  
 

𝑐𝑐2 = ��
[𝑛𝑛𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 − 𝑛𝑛𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖]2

𝑛𝑛𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖

𝑠𝑠

𝑖𝑖=1

𝑟𝑟

𝑖𝑖=1

 

 
with (𝑟𝑟 − 1)(𝑠𝑠 − 1) degrees of freedom. We conclude that there is no difference in the responses across 
departments if the null hypothesis cannot be rejected at a given significance level. If the null hypothesis 
is rejected, we conclude that the departments that participated in the survey were not homogenous in 
their responses. Let P be the probability that the null hypothesis is rejected. If we choose the 5% level of 
significance, then we reject the null hypothesis if P < 0.05. The results of the staff survey analysis are 
presented in Appendix 12. 
 
13. Statistical analysis of factors influencing a country’s fragile and conflict-affected situations 
classification. The primary objective of the quantitative exercise is to analyze factors that explain the 
transitions in ADB country and fragility classifications based on a reasonable set of information. By 
looking at these dynamics it can provide useful insights to better focus operational interventions either 
in a specific component of a project or a combination of components. These can further bolster cost-
effectiveness to optimize limited ADB financial resources. Moreover, these insights are well in line to 
support ADB’s increasing attention to targeted and tailored approaches for countries facing complex and 
often unique development challenges. With ADB adopting a consolidated approach for FCAS and SIDS 
in 2021, investigating these factors can provide further understanding to fragility and resilience analysis 
to enhance the results of development interventions in its most vulnerable DMCs. 
 
14. Given the binary nature of the dependent variable, classification or discrete choice models are 
the suitable framework for this exercise. The logistic model with maximum likelihood estimation was 
determined to provide an appropriate modelling process given the ease of use and straight forward 
interpretation of the model coefficients. 
 
15. For the FCAS quantitative analysis, the dichotomous dependent variable is a country (Y) that is 
classified as non-FCAS (with a value of 1) or FCAS (value of 0) that are determined by observed factors 
from the data collected for the economic, social, governance and environmental dimensions for 42 ADB 
member countries.1 Logit models use a measurement equation, Y = Xβ + ε, where X is a vector of factors 
and β is a vector of parameters or coefficients indicating effects of a unit change in X on the probability 
of Y, and ε is an error term. The logit model uses a standard logistic probability distribution function, 
and the classification probability is estimated by the following: 
 

𝐸𝐸(𝑌𝑌𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 = 1 |𝑥𝑥𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖) = 𝜋𝜋 (𝑥𝑥𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖) =
𝑒𝑒𝑥𝑥𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝜷𝜷

1 − 𝑒𝑒𝑥𝑥𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝜷𝜷
 

 
1 The analysis excludes non-borrowing countries and countries that have graduated from ADB assistance. 
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The link function for the logit model is: 
 

𝑙𝑙𝑛𝑛 �
𝜋𝜋 (𝑥𝑥𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖)

1 − 𝜋𝜋 (𝑥𝑥𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖)
� = 𝑋𝑋𝛽𝛽 

 
and assumes a standard logistic distribution of errors. Since the above function is based on a probability 
distribution, it ensures that the values are returned between 0 and 1 or the predicted probability. 
 
16. An extension of the logistic model, the multinomial logistic regression to model a 3-category 
country classification of ADB, A, B, and C was also undertaken. The multinomial logit regression is 
expected to provide insights such as dynamics and progression across income classification levels of 
countries.  
 
17. Analogous to the logit model, the multinomial logit model provides a link function: 

𝑙𝑙𝑛𝑛 �
𝜋𝜋 (𝑥𝑥𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖)

1 − 𝜋𝜋 (𝑥𝑥𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖)
� = 𝑋𝑋𝛽𝛽𝑖𝑖 

 
where again X is a vector of factors and β is a vector of parameters or coefficients indicating effects of a 
unit change in X on the probability of Y for j categories with J-1 number of equations. In this case, the 
probability distribution of the response is multinomial instead of binomial and thus, have J−1 equations 
instead of one. Note that only J−1 equations is needed to describe a variable with J response categories, 
and it does not matter which category will serve as a reference since conversion is possible from one 
formulation to another. 
 
18. The modelling process done to fit a logit and multinomial logit regressions on the FCAS 
classification was to divide the dataset into a training and test components. The splitting was done via 
random sampling and a 70:30 ratio was done in favor of the training dataset. The fitting of the regression 
models utilized the training dataset while the test dataset served as a benchmark on how good the 
classification of the generated models performs. This is akin to the within- and out of sample exercise in 
ordinary least squares. 
 
19. The model building and fitting of the four components and 14 indicators for the logit and 
multinomial logit models reflect a parsimony of structures to better isolate effects of individual variables 
on the country and FCAS classification models. In this case, the two variables within a component were 
not used at the same time but alternately along with the other component variables. In addition, the 
GDP PPP, and social expenditures as a percentage of GDP that have some common aspects (i.e., GDP), 
although in different components, were used alternately along the different models. This resulted in the 
generation of 11 models for each of the logit and multinomial logit regressions as presented in Appendix 
9. 
 
20. Table A6.4 presents the links between the chapter’s research methods and the areas of ADB’s 
engagement in FCAS and SIDS being assessed. 
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Table A6.4: Links between the Research Methods and the Areas of Assessment of ADB’s 

Engagement in Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations and Small Island Developing States  

Evaluation Scope 

  Evaluation Methodologies 

Portfolio 
and Data 
Analysis 

Document 
and 

Literature 
Reviews 

Staff 
Survey 

Comparative 
analysis of 

approaches of IFIs 
on FCAS and SIDS 

Structured 
Interviews 

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; SIDS = small island developing states. 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 

 



 
 

 

APPENDIX 7: RESULTS OF PORTFOLIO AND DATA ANALYSIS OF ADB 
COMMITMENTS IN FRAGILE AND CONFLICT-AFFECTED SITUATIONS 
AND SMALL ISLAND DEVELOPING STATES, 2013–2020 
 
 

Table A7.1: ADB Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations and Small Island Developing States 
Portfolios, 2013–2020 

 2013 2014 2015 2016 

 $ million % Share $ million % Share $ million % Share $ million % Share 
FCAS 1,486.81 10.22 555.79 3.89 713.25 4.25 1,009.12 7.23 
SIDS 214.59 1.47 507.73 3.56 137.92 0.82 485.57 3.48 
  FCAS SIDS 66.89 0.46 36.01 0.25 42.60 0.25 200.36 1.43 
  Non-FCAS SIDS 147.70 1.02 471.72 3.31 95.32 0.57 285.20 2.04 
Non-FCAS and Non-SIDS 12,916.05 88.77 13,243.67 92.80 15,956.91 95.18 12,670.65 90.73 
Total ADB Portfolio 14,550.56 100.00 14,271.18 100.00 16,765.48 100.00 13,964.98 100.00 
 2017 2018 2019 2020 

 $ million % Share $ million % Share $ million % Share $ million % Share 
FCAS 1,022.26 5.10 1,693.07 7.58 1,529.70 6.88 2,425.12 8.36 
SIDS 822.27 4.10 520.67 2.33 569.61 2.56 1,377.35 4.75 
  FCAS SIDS 692.83 3.46 352.42 1.58 317.59 1.43 776.53 2.68 
  Non-FCAS SIDS 129.44 0.65 168.25 0.75 252.02 1.13 600.82 2.07 
Non-FCAS and Non-SIDS 18,896.50 94.26 20,473.89 91.67 19,917.45 89.57 25,996.32 89.57 
Total ADB Portfolio 20,048.19 100.00 22,335.21 100.00 22,237.38 100.00 29,022.25 100.00 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected situations; SIDS = small island developing states. 
Source: IED evaluation team estimates using data from the Procurement, Portfolio, and Financial Management Department. 
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Table A7.2a: ADB Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations and Small Island Developing States Portfolios by Type of Operations, 2013–2020 
 

 2013 2014 2015 2016 
 SOV NSO SOV NSO SOV NSO SOV NSO 

 $ million 
% 

Share $ million 
% 

Share $ million 
% 

Share $ million 
% 

Share $ million 
% 

Share $ million 
% 

Share $ million 
% 

Share $ million 
% 

Share 
FCAS 1,486.81 10.71 0.00 0.00 555.79 4.49 0.00 0.00 543.25 3.59 170.00 10.42 1,009.12 8.26 0.00 0.00 
SIDS 214.59 1.55 0.00 0.00 507.73 4.10 0.00 0.00 137.92 0.91 0.00 0.00 485.57 3.98 0.00 0.00 
  FCAS SIDS 66.89 0.48 0.00 0.00 36.01 0.29 0.00 0.00 42.60 0.28 0.00 0.00 200.36 1.64 0.00 0.00 
  Non-FCAS 
SIDS 147.70 1.06 0.00 0.00 471.72 3.81 0.00 0.00 95.32 0.63 0.00 0.00 285.20 2.33 0.00 0.00 
Non-FCAS 
and Non-
SIDS 12,247.63 88.23 668.42 100.00 11,354.44 91.70 1,889.23 100.00 14,495.13 95.78 1,461.78 89.58 10,920.16 89.40 1,750.49 100.00 
Total 13,882.14 100.00 668.42 100.00 12,381.95 100.00 1,889.23 100.00 15,133.70 100.00 1,631.78 100.00 12,214.49 100.00 1,750.49 100.00 
 2017             2018  2019 2020 

 $ million 
% 

Share $ million 
% 

Share $ million 
% 

Share $ million 
% 

Share $ million 
% 

Share $ million 
% 

Share $ million 
% 

Share $ million 
% 

Share 
FCAS 887.96 5.00 134.30 5.87 1,683.07 8.77 10.00 0.32 912.38 4.75 617.32 20.37 2,411.91 8.74 13.21 0.93 
SIDS 820.27 4.62 2.00 0.09 520.67 2.71 0.00 0.00 559.39 2.91 10.23 0.34 1,372.86 4.97 4.49 0.32 
  FCAS SIDS 692.83 3.90 0.00 0.00 352.42 1.84 0.00 0.00 307.36 1.60 10.23 0.34 774.36 2.81 2.17 0.15 
  Non-FCAS 
SIDS 127.44 0.72 2.00 0.09 168.25 0.88 0.00 0.00 252.02 1.31 0.00 0.00 598.49 2.17 2.33 0.16 
Non-FCAS 
and Non-
SIDS 16,746.08 94.28 2,150.42 94.04 17,331.78 90.35 3,142.11 99.68 17,534.83 91.29 2,382.62 78.64 24,587.73 89.09 1,408.59 98.91 
Total 17,761.47 100.00 2,286.72 100.00 19,183.10 100.00 3,152.11 100.00 19,207.43 100.00 3,029.94 100.00 27,598.13 100.00 1,424.12 100.00 

  ADB = Asian Development Bank, FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected situations; NSO = nonsovereign operations; SIDS = small island developing states; SOV = sovereign operations. 
Source: IED evaluation team estimates using data from the Procurement, Portfolio, and Financial Management Department. 

 
Table A7.2b: ADB Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations and Small Island Developing States Portfolios by Sector, 2013–2020 

Sector  2013  2014 2015  2016 2017  2018 2019  2020 

  
$ 

million 

% 
Sector 
Share $ million 

% 
Sector 
Share $ million 

% 
Sector 
Share $ million 

% 
Sector 
Share $ million 

% 
Sector 
Share 

$ 
million 

% 
Sector 
Share 

$ 
million 

% 
Sector 
Share $ million 

% 
Sector 
Share 

ANR 

FCAS 100.00 6.13 145.28 18.00 12.00 1.30 89.50 8.21 76.83 5.27 138.82 5.18 549.47 21.99 68.94 4.57 
SIDS 0.00 0.00 24.25 3.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.75 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.43 0.29 
  FCAS 
SIDS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.43 0.29 
  Non-
FCAS SIDS 0.00 0.00 24.25 3.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.75 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Non-FCAS 
and Non-
SIDS 1,530.47 93.87 637.60 79.00 914.44 98.70 1,000.44 91.79 1,380.99 94.68 2,539.79 94.82 1,786.01 71.47 1,441.18 95.43 
Total ANR 
Portfolio 1,630.47 100.00 807.13 100.00 926.44 100.00 1,089.94 100.00 1,458.56 100.00 2,678.62 100.00 2,499.05 100.00 1,510.12 100.00 

EDU  FCAS 20.00 4.90 1.00 0.12 1.00 0.10 1.00 0.12 114.29 18.73 0.00 0.00 1.09 0.13 26.26 1.83 
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Sector  2013  2014 2015  2016 2017  2018 2019  2020 

  
$ 

million 

% 
Sector 
Share $ million 

% 
Sector 
Share $ million 

% 
Sector 
Share $ million 

% 
Sector 
Share $ million 

% 
Sector 
Share 

$ 
million 

% 
Sector 
Share 

$ 
million 

% 
Sector 
Share $ million 

% 
Sector 
Share 

SIDS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.48 1.00 0.12 14.80 2.43 0.00 0.00 1.09 0.13 0.39 0.03 
  FCAS 
SIDS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.12 14.80 2.43 0.00 0.00 1.09 0.13 0.26 0.02 
  Non-
FCAS SIDS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.48 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.01 
Non-FCAS 
and Non-
SIDS 388.25 95.10 859.39 99.88 1,034.17 99.42 807.76 99.88 495.91 81.27 1,644.43 100.00 761.42 93.67 1,412.09 98.17 
Total EDU 
Portfolio 408.25 100.00 860.39 100.00 1,040.17 100.00 808.76 100.00 610.20 100.00 1,644.43 100.00 812.90 100.00 1,438.48 100.00 

ENE  
  

FCAS 645.92 22.70 264.44 5.46 284.44 8.38 497.32 15.73 113.68 1.82 562.98 10.23 181.20 6.40 462.37 9.98 
SIDS 87.45 3.07 90.47 1.87 45.16 1.33 11.03 0.35 90.60 1.45 43.78 0.80 118.70 4.19 38.92 0.84 
  FCAS 
SIDS 9.10 0.32 12.47 0.26 9.44 0.28 1.00 0.03 71.66 1.15 15.90 0.29 74.10 2.62 15.72 0.34 
  Non-
FCAS SIDS 78.34 2.75 78.00 1.61 35.73 1.05 10.03 0.32 18.94 0.30 27.88 0.51 44.60 1.58 23.20 0.50 
Non-FCAS 
and Non-
SIDS 2,121.57 74.55 4,497.64 92.92 3,075.54 90.57 2,655.20 83.96 6,119.37 97.88 4,911.80 89.26 2,575.08 90.95 4,146.33 89.52 
Total ENE 
Portfolio 2,845.84 100.00 4,840.07 100.00 3,395.71 100.00 3,162.55 100.00 6,252.00 100.00 5,502.66 100.00 2,831.38 100.00 4,631.90 100.00 

FIN 

FCAS 0.00 0.00 1.35 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.35 0.02 0.24 0.01 10.00 0.47 10.00 0.45 11.45 0.36 
SIDS 0.00 0.00 1.35 0.11 2.85 0.12 0.35 0.02 0.24 0.01 0.23 0.01 10.00 0.45 17.23 0.54 
  FCAS 
SIDS 0.00 0.00 1.35 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.35 0.02 0.24 0.01 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.45 10.31 0.32 
  Non-
FCAS SIDS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.85 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.23 0.01 0.00 0.00 6.92 0.22 
Non-FCAS 
and Non-
SIDS 535.70 100.00 1,232.60 99.89 2,288.33 99.88 1,629.23 99.98 2,782.01 99.99 2,095.31 99.51 2,171.98 97.28 3,159.57 99.42 
Total FIN 
Portfolio 535.70 100.00 1,233.95 100.00 2,291.18 100.00 1,629.58 100.00 2,782.26 100.00 2,105.53 100.00 2,232.73 100.00 3,177.94 100.00 

 
 

HLT  
  

FCAS 0.00 0.00 0.20 0.59 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 30.45 13.56 197.50 33.34 138.75 21.54 495.20 30.29 
SIDS 0.20 0.14 0.20 0.59 1.00 0.30 0.00 0.00 18.65 8.31 201.85 34.07 165.00 25.61 438.89 26.85 
  FCAS 
SIDS 0.00 0.00 0.20 0.59 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 18.45 8.22 197.50 33.34 138.75 21.54 419.28 25.65 
  Non-
FCAS SIDS 0.20 0.14 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.30 0.00 0.00 0.20 0.09 4.35 0.73 26.25 4.07 19.61 1.20 
Non-FCAS 
and Non-
SIDS 144.12 99.86 33.70 99.41 332.46 99.70 26.02 100.00 193.85 86.35 390.56 65.93 479.28 74.39 1,120.00 68.51 
Total HLT 
Portfolio 144.32 100.00 33.90 100.00 333.46 100.00 26.02 100.00 224.50 100.00 592.41 100.00 644.28 100.00 1,634.82 100.00 
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Sector  2013  2014 2015  2016 2017  2018 2019  2020 

  
$ 

million 

% 
Sector 
Share $ million 

% 
Sector 
Share $ million 

% 
Sector 
Share $ million 

% 
Sector 
Share $ million 

% 
Sector 
Share 

$ 
million 

% 
Sector 
Share 

$ 
million 

% 
Sector 
Share $ million 

% 
Sector 
Share 

ICT 

FCAS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 150.00 85.11 0.00 0.00 42.50 96.37 36.60 64.81 500.00 82.08 1.10 11.17 
SIDS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 25.00 14.18 24.80 97.64 0.00 0.00 51.83 91.77 0.00 0.00 1.85 18.84 
  FCAS 
SIDS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 36.60 64.81 0.00 0.00 0.84 8.53 
  Non-
FCAS SIDS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 25.00 14.18 24.80 97.64 0.00 0.00 15.23 26.96 0.00 0.00 1.01 10.31 
Non-FCAS 
and Non-
SIDS 1.20 100.00 0.25 100.00 1.25 0.71 0.60 2.36 1.60 3.63 4.65 8.23 109.17 17.92 7.71 78.52 
Total ICT 
Portfolio 1.20 100.00 0.25 100.00 176.25 100.00 25.40 100.00 44.10 100.00 56.48 100.00 609.17 100.00 9.83 100.00 

IND 

FCAS 15.00 18.58 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.43 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.39 0.61 
SIDS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.20 0.03 11.23 1.86 3.70 0.67 
  FCAS 
SIDS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.40 0.43 
  Non-
FCAS SIDS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.20 0.03 11.23 1.86 1.29 0.23 
Non-FCAS 
and Non-
SIDS 65.75 81.42 104.99 100.00 354.62 100.00 556.00 100.00 547.02 99.92 706.49 99.97 592.74 98.14 549.51 99.16 
Total IND 
Portfolio 80.75 100.00 104.99 100.00 354.62 100.00 556.00 100.00 547.45 100.00 706.69 100.00 603.96 100.00 554.19 100.00 

MUL  

FCAS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.85 33.19 
SIDS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.10 35.37 
  FCAS 
SIDS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.91 25.06 
  Non-
FCAS SIDS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.20 10.32 
Non-FCAS 
and Non-
SIDS 3.00 100.00 21.50 100.00 1.93 100.00 5.00 100.00 9.72 100.00 12.10 100.00 51.49 100.00 6.55 56.50 
Total MUL 
Portfolio 3.00 100.00 21.50 100.00 1.93 100.00 5.00 100.00 9.72 100.00 12.10 100.00 51.49 100.00 11.60 100.00 

PSM  

FCAS 11.50 0.67 7.60 0.73 6.55 0.29 13.78 0.70 14.02 0.93 16.35 0.65 26.48 0.81 548.11 4.87 
SIDS 31.06 1.81 4.10 0.40 2.50 0.11 105.19 5.33 33.27 2.22 41.33 1.64 100.87 3.09 600.74 5.33 
  FCAS 
SIDS 5.55 0.32 3.60 0.35 2.00 0.09 12.03 0.61 11.22 0.75 8.50 0.34 23.25 0.71 193.96 1.72 
  Non-
FCAS SIDS 25.51 1.49 0.50 0.05 0.50 0.02 93.17 4.72 22.05 1.47 32.83 1.30 77.62 2.38 406.78 3.61 
Non-FCAS 
and Non-
SIDS 1,680.38 97.84 1,028.74 99.22 2,225.81 99.68 1,866.32 94.58 1,464.05 97.60 2,468.33 98.05 3,114.99 95.39 

10,306.3
1 91.52 
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Sector  2013  2014 2015  2016 2017  2018 2019  2020 

  
$ 

million 

% 
Sector 
Share $ million 

% 
Sector 
Share $ million 

% 
Sector 
Share $ million 

% 
Sector 
Share $ million 

% 
Sector 
Share 

$ 
million 

% 
Sector 
Share 

$ 
million 

% 
Sector 
Share $ million 

% 
Sector 
Share 

Total PSM 
Portfolio 1,717.39 100.00 1,036.84 100.00 2,232.86 100.00 1,973.26 100.00 1,500.12 100.00 2,517.50 100.00 3,265.59 100.00 

11,261.2
1 100.00 

TRA 

FCAS 612.97 11.01 50.58 1.38 229.26 5.47 339.58 11.53 577.11 11.73 649.11 15.11 54.70 0.73 545.02 18.60 
SIDS 94.04 1.69 356.61 9.71 47.41 1.13 339.10 11.51 585.09 11.90 144.16 3.36 71.26 0.95 92.31 3.15 
  FCAS 
SIDS 51.68 0.93 16.48 0.45 22.17 0.53 182.39 6.19 573.76 11.67 93.18 2.17 2.50 0.03 47.17 1.61 
  Non-
FCAS SIDS 42.35 0.76 340.13 9.26 25.24 0.60 156.71 5.32 11.33 0.23 50.98 1.19 68.76 0.92 45.14 1.54 
Non-FCAS 
and Non-
SIDS 4,914.62 88.25 3,283.03 89.36 3,940.26 93.93 2,448.70 83.15 4,329.46 88.03 3,594.65 83.70 7,149.51 95.72 2,339.64 79.86 
Total TRA 
Portfolio 5,568.78 100.00 3,673.74 100.00 4,194.77 100.00 2,944.98 100.00 4,917.91 100.00 4,294.73 100.00 7,469.47 100.00 2,929.81 100.00 

WUS  

FCAS 81.42 5.04 85.35 5.15 30.00 1.65 67.60 3.88 52.70 3.10 81.71 3.67 68.01 5.59 259.42 13.93 
SIDS 1.85 0.11 30.75 1.85 9.00 0.50 4.10 0.24 78.86 4.63 37.31 1.68 91.46 7.51 174.78 9.38 
  FCAS 
SIDS 0.55 0.03 1.91 0.12 9.00 0.50 3.60 0.21 2.70 0.16 0.74 0.03 67.90 5.58 79.26 4.26 
  Non-
FCAS SIDS 1.30 0.08 28.84 1.74 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.03 76.16 4.48 36.57 1.64 23.57 1.94 95.52 5.13 
Non-FCAS 
and Non-
SIDS 1,532.16 94.88 1,544.22 93.11 1,788.09 98.35 1,675.39 96.09 1,572.52 92.43 2,105.78 94.68 1,125.79 92.48 1,507.41 80.94 
Total WUS 
Portfolio 1,614.87 100.00 1,658.41 100.00 1,818.09 100.00 1,743.49 100.00 1,701.38 100.00 2,224.06 100.00 1,217.37 100.00 1,862.35 100.00 

ANR = agriculture, natural resources, and rural development; EDU = education; ENE = energy; FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected situations; FIN = finance; HLT = health; ICT = information and communication 
technology; IND = industry and trade; MUL = multisector; PSM = public sector management; SIDS = small island developing states; TRA = transport; WUS = water and other urban infrastructure and services. 
Note: The amounts of FCAS portfolios during 2013–2020 were computed based on ADB’s annual list of FCAS covering these years. Some FCAS DMCs are also classified as SIDS. See Appendix 1 for the complete list 
of FCAS, SIDS, and FCAS SIDS during 2013–2020. Starting 2014, ADB reported its investments in transport and ICT separately. It also reported health investments separately from social protection, noting that 
social protection operations are depicted as subsectors under education, health, finance, and PSM. See ADB. 2014. Project Classification System: Final Report. Manila. 
Source: IED evaluation team estimates using data from the Procurement, Portfolio, and Financial Management Department and Operations Dashboard. 
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Table A7.3a: At Risk Projects, 2013–2020 

DMC 

2013 2014 2015 2016 
Projects 
with PPR 
Ratings 

(#) 

At 
Risk 
(#) 

% 
Share 

Projects 
with PPR 
Ratings 

(#) 

At 
Risk 
(#) 

% 
Share 

Projects 
with PPR 
Ratings 

(#) 

At 
Risk 
(#) 

% 
Share 

Projects 
with PPR 
Ratings 

(#) 

At 
Risk 
(#) 

% 
Share 

Afghanistan 20 2 10.00 23 1 4.35 22 2 9.09 24 2 8.33 
Armenia 6 0 0.00 6 0 0.00 8 1 12.50 9 0 0.00 
Azerbaijan 5 0 0.00 6 0 0.00 8 1 12.50 9 0 0.00 
Bangladesh 45 0 0.00 49 0 0.00 49 0 0.00 49 0 0.00 
Bhutan 10 0 0.00 9 0 0.00 8 0 0.00 7 0 0.00 
Cambodia 26 4 15.38 27 2 7.41 27 2 7.41 26 1 3.85 
China, People’s 
Republic of 75 2 2.67 74 4 5.41 77 5 6.49 78 7 8.97 
Cook Islands 1 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 
Fiji 5 0 0.00 3 0 0.00 2 1 50.00 3 1 33.33 
Georgia 8 0 0.00 9 0 0.00 10 0 0.00 12 0 0.00 
India 70 8 11.43 73 3 4.11 79 4 5.06 81 2 2.47 
Indonesia 20 1 5.00 17 1 5.88 14 3 21.43 17 1 5.88 
Kazakhstan 8 0 0.00 8 0 0.00 8 0 0.00 4 0 0.00 
Kiribati 2 0 0.00 8 1 12.50 2 0 0.00 2 0 0.00 
Kyrgyz Republic 11 1 9.09 9 1 11.11 10 0 0.00 11 0 0.00 
Lao People’s 
Democratic 
Republic 22 1 4.55 19 0 0.00 22 0 0.00 20 1 5.00 
Malaysia  0 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 
Maldives 2 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 2 0 0.00 3 0 0.00 
Marshall Islands,  
Republic of the 3 0 0.00 2 0 0.00 3 1 33.33 2 1 50.00 
Micronesia, 
Federated States of 3 0 0.00 3 0 0.00 2 1 50.00 2 0 0.00 
Mongolia 23 3 13.04 19 3 15.79 18 0 0.00 19 2 10.53 
Myanmar 0 0 0.00 4 0 0.00 6 3 50.00 10 0 0.00 
Nauru 0 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 1 1 100.00 1 0 0.00 
Niue 0 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 
Nepal 36 0 0.00 37 3 8.11 39 1 2.56 35 0 0.00 
Pakistan 18 2 11.11 20 1 5.00 26 1 3.85 30 1 3.33 
Palau 1 0 0.00 2 0 0.00 2 0 0.00 2 0 0.00 
Papua New Guinea 16 1 6.25 17 2 11.76 17 2 11.76 13 2 15.38 
Philippines 13 4 30.77 15 2 13.33 14 2 14.29 12 1 8.33 
Regional 17 2 11.76 16 2 12.50 16 3 18.75 15 0 0.00 
Samoa 5 0 0.00 7 0 0.00 6 0 0.00 5 0 0.00 
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DMC 

2013 2014 2015 2016 
Projects 
with PPR 
Ratings 

(#) 

At 
Risk 
(#) 

% 
Share 

Projects 
with PPR 
Ratings 

(#) 

At 
Risk 
(#) 

% 
Share 

Projects 
with PPR 
Ratings 

(#) 

At 
Risk 
(#) 

% 
Share 

Projects 
with PPR 
Ratings 

(#) 

At 
Risk 
(#) 

% 
Share 

Solomon Islands 4 0 0.00 5 0 0.00 4 0 0.00 5 0 0.00 
Sri Lanka 22 0 0.00 25 1 4.00 27 2 7.41 26 1 3.85 
Tajikistan 9 1 11.11 10 0 0.00 10 0 0.00 11 0 0.00 
Thailand 2 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 2 1 50.00 
Timor-Leste 6 0 0.00 7 0 0.00 7 1 14.29 6 1 16.67 
Tonga 3 0 0.00 6 0 0.00 5 0 0.00 5 0 0.00 
Turkmenistan 1 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 
Tuvalu 0 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 
Uzbekistan 19 1 5.26 21 1 4.76 21 0 0.00 24 0 0.00 
Vanuatu 2 0 0.00 2 1 50.00 3 1 33.33 4 1 25.00 
Viet Nam 50 8 16.00 49 1 2.04 51 4 7.84 51 3 5.88 
TOTAL 589 41 6.96 611 30 4.91 629 42 6.68 637 29 4.55 

DMC = developing member country, PPR = project performance rating. 
Source: IED evaluation team estimates using data from eOps. 

 
Table A7.3b: At Risk Projects, 2013–2020 

DMC 

2017 2018 2019 2020 
Projects 
with PPR 
Ratings 

(#) 

At 
Risk 
(#) 

% 
Share 

Projects 
with PPR 
Ratings 

(#) 

At 
Risk 
(#) 

% 
Share 

Projects 
with PPR 
Ratings 

(#) 

At 
Risk 
(#) 

% 
Share 

Projects 
with PPR 
Ratings 

(#) 

At 
Risk 
(#) 

% 
Share 

Afghanistan 25 4 16.00 28 4 14.29 26 7 26.92 24 3 12.50 
Armenia 10 0 0.00 7 1 14.29 7 0 0.00 7 3 42.86 
Azerbaijan 10 0 0.00 5 0 0.00 4 0 0.00 3 0 0.00 
Bangladesh 47 2 4.26 48 0 0.00 46 1 2.17 48 2 4.17 
Bhutan 7 1 14.29 10 0 0.00 10 0 0.00 11 0 0.00 
Cambodia 21 3 14.29 25 4 16.00 27 5 18.52 26 9 34.62 
China, People’s 
Republic of 87 7 8.05 86 9 10.47 82 9 10.98 77 11 14.29 
Cook Islands 1 0 0.00 2 0 0.00 2 0 0.00 2 0 0.00 
Fiji 2 1 50.00 2 1 50.00 2 0 0.00 2 0 0.00 
Georgia 14 1 7.14 16 0 0.00 17 0 0.00 18 0 0.00 
India 81 3 3.70 78 1 1.28 71 2 2.82 65 3 4.62 
Indonesia 16 3 18.75 16 3 18.75 17 5 29.41 15 3 20.00 
Kazakhstan 4 0 0.00 3 0 0.00 4 0 0.00 5 0 0.00 
Kiribati 2 0 0.00 2 0 0.00 2 0 0.00 4 0 0.00 
Kyrgyz Republic 12 1 8.33 9 2 22.22 11 0 0.00 12 3 25.00 
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DMC 

2017 2018 2019 2020 
Projects 
with PPR 
Ratings 

(#) 

At 
Risk 
(#) 

% 
Share 

Projects 
with PPR 
Ratings 

(#) 

At 
Risk 
(#) 

% 
Share 

Projects 
with PPR 
Ratings 

(#) 

At 
Risk 
(#) 

% 
Share 

Projects 
with PPR 
Ratings 

(#) 

At 
Risk 
(#) 

% 
Share 

Lao People’s 
Democratic 
Republic 20 2 10.00 20 3 15.00 18 0 0.00 18 2 11.11 
Malaysia  0 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 
Maldives 3 0 0.00 4 0 0.00 4 0 0.00 5 1 20.00 
Marshall Islands, 
Republic of the 3 1 33.33 3 0 0.00 4 0 0.00 5 2 40.00 
Micronesia, 
Federated States of 2 0 0.00 2 0 0.00 2 0 0.00 3 1 33.33 
Mongolia 20 5 25.00 26 2 7.69 32 3 9.38 38 4 10.53 
Myanmar 12 0 0.00 13 4 30.77 15 3 20.00 15 6 40.00 
Nauru 1 0 0.00 2 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 2 0 0.00 
Niue 0 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 
Nepal 36 0 0.00 36 0 0.00 33 1 3.03 27 1 3.70 
Pakistan 33 2 6.06 30 5 16.67 27 8 29.63 32 7 21.88 
Palau 2 0 0.00 2 0 0.00 2 0 0.00 3 0 0.00 
Papua New Guinea 16 2 12.50 17 1 5.88 17 2 11.76 16 3 18.75 
Philippines 10 2 20.00 13 3 23.08 14 1 7.14 16 1 6.25 
Regional 17 0 0.00 16 2 12.50 14 2 14.29 12 1 8.33 
Samoa 4 0 0.00 4 0 0.00 4 0 0.00 4 0 0.00 
Solomon Islands 5 0 0.00 5 0 0.00 6 0 0.00 7 0 0.00 
Sri Lanka 28 0 0.00 29 1 3.45 33 2 6.06 33 1 3.03 
Tajikistan 9 0 0.00 9 0 0.00 13 0 0.00 13 2 15.38 

Thailand 1 1 
100.0

0 2 1 50.00 2 1 50.00 1 0 0.00 
Timor-Leste 6 0 0.00 6 0 0.00 6 0 0.00 7 2 28.57 
Tonga 5 2 40.00 6 0 0.00 9 0 0.00 8 0 0.00 

Turkmenistan 0 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 1 1 
100.0

0 1 0 0.00 
Tuvalu 1 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 3 1 33.33 
Uzbekistan 24 3 12.50 22 1 4.55 24 5 20.83 24 5 20.83 
Vanuatu 6 1 16.67 6 1 16.67 6 1 16.67 3 0 0.00 
Viet Nam 51 6 11.76 39 5 12.82 37 4 10.81 35 6 17.14 
TOTAL 654 53 8.10 651 54 8.29 653 63 9.65 650 83 12.77 
DMC = developing member country, PPR = project performance rating. 
Source: IED evaluation team estimates using data from eOps. 
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Table A7.4: At Risk Project Performance Rating, 2013–2020 (%) 

ADB Country Groups 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 
FCAS  1.11 2.77 28.52 8.33 6.87 5.66 5.87 20.65 
SIDS 0.39 4.64 18.29 8.77 9.53 4.53 1.78 10.87 
Non-FCAS and non-SIDS 6.13 3.81 5.00 4.50 11.01 9.53 13.13 10.99 
ADB-wide 6.96 4.91 6.68 4.55 8.10 8.29 9.65 12.77 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected situations; SIDS = small island developing states. 
Source: Evaluation team estimates using data from eOps. 

 
Table A7.5a: Design-Ready Infrastructure Projects, 2013–2020 

DMC 

     2013        2014       2015      2016 

Infrastructure 
Projects (#) 

Design-
Ready 

Projects 
(#) 

% 
Share 

Infrastructur
e Projects (#) 

Design-
Ready 

Projects 
(#) 

% 
Share 

Infrastructur
e Projects 

(#) 

Design-
Ready 

Projects 
(#) 

% 
Share 

Infrastructure 
Projects (#) 

Design-
Ready 

Projects 
(#) 

% 
Share 

Afghanistan 4 3 75.00 2 1 50.00 2 2 100.00 2 1 50.00 
Armenia 1 1 100.00 1 1 100.00 1 1 100.00 1 1 100.00 
Azerbaijan 1 1 100.00 2 2 100.00 0 0 -- 2 2 100.00 
Bangladesh 4 4 100.00 4 3 75.00 4 3 75.00 4 4 100.00 
Bhutan 1 1 100.00 2 2 100.00 0 0 -- 3 3 100.00 
Cambodia 1 0 0.00 3 0 0.00 3 2 66.67 2 2 100.00 
China, People’s 
Republic of 10 5 50.00 10 6 60.00 9 4 44.44 4 3 75.00 
Cook Islands 0 0 -- 1 0 0.00 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Fiji 0 0 -- 1 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 
Georgia 2 2 100.00 1 1 100.00 2 2 100.00 1 1 100.00 
India 11 10 90.91 8 7 87.50 6 6 100.00 7 7 100.00 
Indonesia 2 2 100.00 2 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 1 1 100.00 
Kazakhstan 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 1 1 100.00 
Kiribati 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Kyrgyz 
Republic 1 0 0.00 2 2 100.00 0 0 -- 2 2 100.00 
Lao People’s 
Democratic 
Republic 1 0 0.00 0 0 -- 1 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 
Malaysia 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Maldives 0 0 -- 1 1 100.00 0 0 -- 1 1 100.00 
Marshall 
Islands, 
Republic of the 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 1 1 100.00 0 0 -- 
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DMC 

     2013        2014       2015      2016 

Infrastructure 
Projects (#) 

Design-
Ready 

Projects 
(#) 

% 
Share 

Infrastructur
e Projects (#) 

Design-
Ready 

Projects 
(#) 

% 
Share 

Infrastructur
e Projects 

(#) 

Design-
Ready 

Projects 
(#) 

% 
Share 

Infrastructure 
Projects (#) 

Design-
Ready 

Projects 
(#) 

% 
Share 

Micronesia, 
Federated 
States of 1 1 100.00 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Mongolia 1 0 0.00 2 1 50.00 1 0 0.00 1 1 100.00 
Myanmar 1 0 0.00 1 1 100.00 2 1 50.00 0 0 -- 
Nauru 0 0 -- 1 0 0.00 1 1 100.00 0 0 -- 
Niue 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Nepal 5 5 100.00 4 4 100.00 2 2 100.00 1 1 100.00 
Pakistan 2 2 100.00 6 6 100.00 6 5 83.33 3 3 100.00 
Palau 1 0 0.00 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Papua New 
Guinea 3 2 66.67 0 0 -- 1 1 100.00 2 2 100.00 
Philippines 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 2 1 50.00 
Regional 1 1 100.00 0 0 -- 7 3 42.86 0 0 -- 
Samoa 1 0 0.00 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Solomon 
Islands 0 0 -- 2 1 50.00 0 0  1 0 0.00 
Sri Lanka 2 1 50.00 3 3 100.00 3 3 100.00 3 3 100.00 
Tajikistan 3 2 66.67 1 1 100.00 0 0 -- 2 2 100.00 
Thailand 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Timor-Leste 1 1 100.00 1 1 100.00 1 1 100.00 1 1 100.00 
Tonga 2 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 0 0 -- 
Turkmenistan 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Tuvalu 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 1 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 
Uzbekistan 5 3 60.00 1 1 100.00 5 4 80.00 2 1 50.00 
Vanuatu 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 2 1 50.00 0 0 -- 
Viet Nam 3 1 33.33 2 1 50.00 6 1 16.67 2 2 100.00 
TOTAL 71 48 67.61 65 46 70.77 70 44 62.86 54 46 85.19 
-- = No infrastructure projects. 
* Design-ready projects pertain to the number of infrastructure projects approved in the last calendar year that were design-ready before project approval as a percentage of the total infrastructure 
projects approved in the same year. A design-ready infrastructure project will have completed the following before project approval: (i) detailed engineering design or equivalent design suitable for 
preparing and launching bidding documents for a major construction or goods contract; for sector projects, detailed engineering design for those subprojects for which construction is scheduled to 
start in the first 2 years should be available; and/or (ii) preliminary design and specifications suitable for preparing and launching bidding documents for (a) construction contracts that include detailed 
design; and/or (b) turnkey or engineering, procurement, and construction contracts. Policy-based loans, results-based loans, and loans and grants supporting project preparation and design activities 
are excluded. See ADB. 2019. ADB Corporate Results Framework, 2019–2024: Policy Paper. Manila. 
Source: IED evaluation team’s estimates based on Strategy, Policy and Partnerships Department data. 
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Table A7.5b: Design-Ready* Infrastructure Projects, 2013–2020 

DMC  

2017 2018 2019 2020 

Infrastructure 
Projects (#) 

Design-
Ready 

Projects 
(#) 

% 
Share 

Infrastructure 
Projects (#) 

Design-
Ready 

Projects 
(#) 

% 
Share 

Infrastructure 
Projects (#) 

Design-
Ready 

Projects 
(#) 

% 
Share 

Infrastructure 
Projects (#) 

Design-
Ready 

Projects 
(#) 

% 
Share 

Afghanistan 3 3 100.00 1 1 100.00 1 1 100.00 3 3 100.00 
Armenia 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Azerbaijan 1 1 100.00 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Bangladesh 3 3 100.00 4 4 100.00 4 4 100.00 3 3 100.00 
Bhutan 0 0 -- 2 2 100.00 0 0 -- 1 1 100.00 
Cambodia 3 3 100.00 4 3 75.00 3 3 100.00 1 1 100.00 
China, People’s 
Republic of 5 3 60.00 6 4 66.67 8 4 50.00 5 2 40.00 
Cook Islands 1 0 0.00 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Fiji 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Georgia 3 3 100.00 1 1 100.00 2 2 100.00 1 1 100.00 
India 8 8 100.00 11 11 100.00 9 9 100.00 9 9 100.00 
Indonesia 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 1 1 100.00 1 1 100.00 
Kazakhstan 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 2 1 50.00 0 0 -- 
Kiribati 0 0 -- 1 1 100.00 1 1 100.00 1 1 100.00 
Kyrgyz Republic 0 0 -- 2 1 50.00 1 1 100.00 0 0 -- 
Lao People’s 
Democratic 
Republic 1 1 100.00 4 2 50.00 1 1 100.00 0 0 -- 
Malaysia  0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Maldives 0 0 -- 1 1 100.00 0 0 -- 2 2 100.00 
Marshall Islands, 
Republic of the 1 1 100.00 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 2 2 100.00 
Micronesia, 
Federated States 
of 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 1 0 0.00 1 1 100.00 
Mongolia 1 0 0.00 4 3 75.00 4 3 75.00 4 1 25.00 
Myanmar 0 0 -- 4 4 100.00 2 1 50.00 3 0 0.00 
Nauru 0 0 -- 1 1 100.00 1 1 100.00 0 0 -- 
Niue 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Nepal 2 2 100.00 3 3 100.00 2 2 100.00 4 4 100.00 
Pakistan 6 6 100.00 3 3 100.00 1 1 100.00 0 0 -- 
Palau 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Papua New 
Guinea 2 2 100.00 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Philippines 1 1 100.00 0 0 -- 1 1 100.00 2 2 100.00 
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DMC  

2017 2018 2019 2020 

Infrastructure 
Projects (#) 

Design-
Ready 

Projects 
(#) 

% 
Share 

Infrastructure 
Projects (#) 

Design-
Ready 

Projects 
(#) 

% 
Share 

Infrastructure 
Projects (#) 

Design-
Ready 

Projects 
(#) 

% 
Share 

Infrastructure 
Projects (#) 

Design-
Ready 

Projects 
(#) 

% 
Share 

Regional 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Samoa 0 0 -- 1 0 0.00 1 1 100.00 1 1 100.00 
Solomon Islands 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 1 1 100.00 0 0 -- 
Sri Lanka 3 3 100.00 1 1 100.00 2 2 100.00 0 0 -- 
Tajikistan 0 0 -- 3 2 66.67 1 1 100.00 3 3 100.00 
Thailand 1 1 100.00 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Timor-Leste 0 0 -- 1 1 100.00 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Tonga 0 0 -- 1 0 0.00 2 2 100.00 1 1 100.00 
Turkmenistan 0 0 -- 1 1 100.00 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Tuvalu 0 0 -- 1 1 100.00 1 1 100.00 1 1 100.00 
Uzbekistan 2 2 100.00 1 0 0.00 3 2 66.67 3 3 100.00 
Vanuatu 2 2 100.00 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 1 0 0.00% 
Viet Nam 3 0 0.00 3 2 66.67 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
TOTAL 52 45 86.54 65 53 81.54 56 47 83.93 53 43 81.13 

-- = no infrastructure projects, DMC = developing member country. 
* Design-ready projects pertain to the number of infrastructure projects approved in the last calendar year that were design-ready before project approval as a percentage of total infrastructure projects 
approved in the same year. A design-ready infrastructure project will have completed the following before project approval: (i) detailed engineering design or equivalent design suitable for preparing 
and launching bidding documents for a major construction or goods contract; for sector projects, detailed engineering design for those subprojects for which construction is scheduled to start in the 
first 2 years should be available; and/or (ii) preliminary design and specifications suitable for preparing and launching bidding documents for (a) construction contracts that include detailed design; and/or 
(b) turnkey or engineering, procurement, and construction contracts. Policy-based loans, results-based loans, and loans and grants supporting project preparation and design activities are excluded. See 
ADB. 2019. ADB Corporate Results Framework, 2019–2024: Policy Paper. Manila. 
Source: IED evaluation team’s estimates based on Strategy, Policy and Partnerships Department data. 
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Table A7.6a: Procurement-Ready* Infrastructure Projects, 2013–2020 
 

DMC 

2013 2014 2015 2016 

Infrastructure 
Projects (#) 

Procurement-
Ready 

Projects (#) 
% 

Share 
Infrastructure 
Projects (#) 

Procurement-
Ready 

Projects (#) % Share 
Infrastructure 
Projects (#) 

Procurement-
Ready 

Projects (#) 
% 

Share 
Infrastructure 
Projects (#) 

Procurement-
Ready 

Projects (#) % Share 
Afghanistan 4 0 0.00 2 0 0.00 2 1 50.00 2 1 50.00 
Armenia 1 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 1 1 100.00 1 1 100.00 
Azerbaijan 1 0 0.00 2 1 50.00 0 0 -- 2 1 50.00 
Bangladesh 4 3 75.00 4 0 0.00 3 0 0.00 4 2 50.00 
Bhutan 1 1 100.00 2 2 100.00 0 0 -- 3 1 33.33 
Cambodia 1 0 0.00 3 0 0.00 3 1 33.33 2 1 50.00 
China, 
People’s 
Republic of 10 2 20.00 10 1 10.00 9 1 11.11 4 0 0.00 
Cook Islands 0 0 -- 1 0 0.00 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Fiji 0 0 -- 1 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 
Georgia 2 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 2 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 
India 11 10 90.91 9 5 55.56 6 6 100.00 7 6 85.71 
Indonesia 2 1 50.00 2 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 2 0 0.00 
Kazakhstan 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 1 1 100.00 
Kiribati 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Kyrgyz 
Republic 1 0 0.00 2 2 100.00 0 0 -- 2 1 50.00 
Lao People’s 
Democratic 
Republic 1 0 0.00 0 0 -- 1 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 
Malaysia 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Maldives 0 0 -- 1 1 100.00 0 0 -- 1 0 0.00 
Marshall 
Islands, 
Republic of 
the 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 1 0 0.00 0 0 -- 
Micronesia, 
Federated 
States of 1 0 0.00 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Mongolia 1 0 0.00 2 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 
Myanmar 1 0 0.00 1 1 100.00 2 0 0.00 0 0 -- 
Nauru 0 0 -- 1 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 0 0 -- 
Niue 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Nepal 4 0 0.00 4 4 100.00 2 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 
Pakistan 2 0 0.00 6 3 50.00 6 2 33.33 3 3 100.00 
Palau 1 0 0.00 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Papua New 
Guinea 3 1 33.33 0 0 -- 1 0 0.00 2 2 100.00 
Philippines 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 2 1 50.00 
Regional 1 0 0.00 0 0 -- 6 2 33.33 0 0 -- 
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DMC 

2013 2014 2015 2016 

Infrastructure 
Projects (#) 

Procurement-
Ready 

Projects (#) 
% 

Share 
Infrastructure 
Projects (#) 

Procurement-
Ready 

Projects (#) % Share 
Infrastructure 
Projects (#) 

Procurement-
Ready 

Projects (#) 
% 

Share 
Infrastructure 
Projects (#) 

Procurement-
Ready 

Projects (#) % Share 
Samoa 1 0 0.00 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Solomon 
Islands 0 0 -- 2 0 0.00 0 0 -- 1 0 0.00 
Sri Lanka 2 0 0.00 3 3 100.00 3 2 66.67 3 2 66.67 
Tajikistan 3 1 33.33 1 0 0.00 0 0 -- 2 1 50.00 
Thailand 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Timor-Leste 1 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 1 1 100.00 
Tonga 2 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 
Turkmenistan 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Tuvalu 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 1 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 
Uzbekistan 5 1 20.00 1 0 0.00 5 1 20.00 2 1 50.00 
Vanuatu 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 2 1 50.00 0 0 -- 
Viet Nam 3 1 33.33 2 0 0.00 6 1 16.67 2 1 50.00 
TOTAL 70 21 30.00 66 23 34.85 68 19 27.94 56 27 48.21 
-- = no infrastructure projects, DMC = developing member country. 
* Procurement-ready projects pertain to the number of infrastructure projects approved in the last calendar year for which bidding documents for procurement of major works or goods contracts were 
launched before project approval as a percentage of total number of approved infrastructure projects in the same year.  
Policy-based loans, results-based loans, and loans and grants supporting project preparation and design activities are excluded. See ADB. 2019. ADB Corporate Results Framework, 2019–2024: Policy Paper. 
Manila. 
Source: IED evaluation team’s estimates based on Strategy, Policy and Partnerships Department data. 

 
Table A7.6b: Procurement-Ready* Infrastructure Projects, 2013–2020  

DMC 

2017 2018 2019 2020 

Infrastructure 
Projects (#) 

Procurement-
Ready 

Projects (#) % Share 
Infrastructure 
Projects (#) 

Procurement-
Ready 

Projects (#) % Share 
Infrastructure 
Projects (#) 

Procurement-
Ready 

Projects (#) % Share 
Infrastructure 
Projects (#) 

Procurement-
Ready 

Projects (#) 
% 

Share 
Afghanistan 3 0 0.00 1 1 100.00 1 0 0.00 3 3 100.00 
Armenia 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Azerbaijan 1 0 0.00 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Bangladesh 3 3 100.00 4 4 100.00 4 3 75.00 3 2 66.67 
Bhutan 0 0 -- 2 2 100.00 0 0 -- 1 1 100.00 
Cambodia 3 0 0.00 4 1 25.00 3 1 33.33 1 0 0.00 
China, People’s 
Republic of 5 0 0.00 6 0 0.00 8 2 25.00 5 0 0.00 
Cook Islands 1 1 100.00 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Fiji 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Georgia 3 1 33.33 1 1 100.00 2 2 100.00 1 0 0.00 
India 8 8 100.00 11 11 100.00 9 9 100.00 9 9 100.00 
Indonesia 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 1 0 0.00 1 1 100.00 
Kazakhstan 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 2 1 50.00 0 0 -- 
Kiribati 0 0 -- 1 1 100.00 1 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 
Kyrgyz Republic 0 0 -- 2 1 50.00 1 1 100.00 0 0 -- 
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DMC 

2017 2018 2019 2020 

Infrastructure 
Projects (#) 

Procurement-
Ready 

Projects (#) % Share 
Infrastructure 
Projects (#) 

Procurement-
Ready 

Projects (#) % Share 
Infrastructure 
Projects (#) 

Procurement-
Ready 

Projects (#) % Share 
Infrastructure 
Projects (#) 

Procurement-
Ready 

Projects (#) 
% 

Share 
Lao People’s 
Democratic 
Republic 1 0 0.00 4 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 0 0 -- 
Malaysia  0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Maldives 0 0 -- 1 0 0.00 0 0 -- 2 2 100.00 
Marshall 
Islands, 
Republic of the 1 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 0 0 -- 2 1 50.00 
Micronesia, 
Federated 
States of 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 1 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 
Mongolia 1 0 0.00 4 0 0.00 4 2 50.00 4 0 0.00 
Myanmar 0 0 -- 4 0 0.00 2 0 0.00 3 0 0.00 
Nauru 0 0 -- 1 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 0 0 -- 
Niue 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Nepal 2 2 100.00 3 3 100.00 2 2 100.00 4 2 50.00 
Pakistan 6 3 50.00 3 2 66.67 1 0 0.00 0 0 -- 
Palau 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Papua New 
Guinea 2 1 50.00 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Philippines 2 0 0.00 0 0 -- 1 1 100.00 2 1 50.00 
Regional 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Samoa 0 0 -- 1 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 1 1 100.00 
Solomon Islands 0 0 -- 1 1 100.00 2 0 0.00 0 0 -- 
Sri Lanka 4 4 100.00 1 1 100.00 2 2 100.00 0 0 -- 
Tajikistan 0 0 -- 3 1 33.33 1 1 100.00 3 2 66.67 
Thailand 1 0 0.00 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Timor-Leste 0 0 -- 1 1 100.00 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Tonga 0 0 -- 1 0 0.00 2 1 50.00 1 0 0.00 
Turkmenistan 0 0 -- 1 1 100.00 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
Tuvalu 0 0 -- 1 0 0.00 1 1 100.00 1 0 0.00 
Uzbekistan 2 0 0.00 1 0 0.00 3 0 0.00 3 2 66.67 
Vanuatu 2 1 50.00 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 1 0 0.00 
Viet Nam 3 0 0.00 3 0 0.00 0 0 -- 0 0 -- 
TOTAL 54 24 44.44 67 32 47.76 57 29 50.88 53 27 50.94 
-- = no infrastructure projects, DMC = developing member country. 
* Procurement-ready projects pertain to the number of infrastructure projects approved in the last calendar year for which bidding documents for procurement of major works or goods contracts were launched 
before project approval as a percentage of total number of approved infrastructure projects in the same year.  
Policy-based loans, results-based loans, and loans and grants supporting project preparation and design activities are excluded. See ADB. 2019. ADB Corporate Results Framework, 2019–2024: Policy Paper. 
Manila. 
Source: IED evaluation team’s estimates based on Strategy, Policy and Partnerships Department data. 
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Table A7.7: Population Below National Poverty Line in ADB Developing Member Countries, 2013–2019 

 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

Item 
# 

(million) 

% (All 
ADB 

DMCs' 
total) 

# 
(million) 

% (All 
ADB 

DMCs' 
total) 

# 
(million) 

% (All 
ADB 

DMCs' 
total) 

# 
(million) 

% (All 
ADB 

DMCs' 
total) 

# 
(million) 

% (All 
ADB 

DMCs' 
total) 

# 
(million) 

% (All 
ADB 

DMCs' 
total) 

# 
(million) 

% (All 
ADB 

DMCs' 
total) 

FCAS 17.65 2.98% 18.71 3.24% 25.18 4.26% 29.06 5.07% 36.64 6.66% 34.12 6.48% 31.98 6.26% 
SIDS 3.28 0.55% 3.39 0.59% 4.35 0.74% 4.46 0.78% 4.35 0.79% 4.46 0.85% 4.40 0.86% 
All ADB DMCs 591.65 100.00% 578.19 100.00% 591.60 100.00% 572.67 100.00% 550.31 100.00% 526.43 100.00% 510.71 100.00% 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, DMC = developing member country, FCAS = fragile- and conflict-affected situations, SIDS = small island developing states. 
Source: IED evaluation team’s estimates based on ADB Basic Statistics (2014–2020) data. 

 
 

Table A7.8: Annual Growth Rate of Gross Domestic Product in ADB Developing Member Countries, 2016–2020  
 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

Average All ADB DMCs 4.2 4.4 4.2 4.4 -3.8 
Average FCAS 3.8 3.2 2.3 3.5 -2.6 
Average SIDS 3.8 2.5 2.3 3.1 -6.2 

      DMC = developing member country, FCAS = fragile- and conflict-affected situations, SIDS = small island developing states. 
      Source: IED evaluation team’s estimates based on ADB Basic Statistics (2017–2021). 
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Table A7.9: Central Government Debt (% of Gross Domestic Product)* 

in ADB Developing Member Countries, 2019–2020 

DMC 2019 2020 
Afghanistan 6.1 7.4 
Armenia 50.1 63.5 
Azerbaijan 17.7 21.4 
Bangladesh 35.7 38.9 
Bhutan 106.6 120.7 
Fiji 48.9 70.8 
India 46.1 55.3 
Indonesia 30.2 39.4 
Kazakhstan 18.5 23.6 
Kiribati 18.1 17.4 
Kyrgyz Republic 51.6 68.0 
Lao People’s Democratic Republic 61.1 68.2 
Malaysia 52.4 61.7 
Maldives 78.3 146.0 
Mongolia 59.4 70.3 
Myanmar 38.8 39.3 
Nepal 33.1 42.2 
Pakistan 85.3 87.6 
Papua New Guinea 40.0 48.9 
Samoa 47.4 46.5 
Solomon Islands 8.3 14.0 
Sri Lanka 86.8 101.2 
Thailand 34.0 44.9 
Timor-Leste 11.5 13.9 
Tonga 41.3 43.3 
Turkmenistan 32.2 32.2 
Tuvalu 11.5 7.3 
Vanuatu 45.3 48.7 
Viet Nam 43.6 43.7 
Average all DMCs 42.8 51.3 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, DMC = developing member country. 
* Total stock of debt liabilities issued by the central government as a share of gross 
domestic product. 
Source: International Monetary Fund’s Global Debt Database. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table A7.10: Central Government Debt (% of Gross Domestic Product)* 

in ADB Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations and Small Island 
Developing States Developing Member Countries, 2019–2020 

DMC 2019 2020 
FCAS DMCs 
Afghanistan 6.1 7.4 
Kiribati 18.1 17.4 
Myanmar 38.8 39.3 
Papua New Guinea 40.0 48.9 
Solomon Islands 8.3 14.0 
Timor-Leste 11.5 13.9 
Tuvalu 11.5 7.3 
Average FCAS 19.2 21.2 
SIDS DMCs 
Fiji 48.9 70.8 
Kiribati 18.1 17.4 
Maldives 78.3 146.0 
Papua New Guinea 40.0 48.9 
Samoa 47.4 46.5 
Solomon Islands 8.3 14.0 
Timor-Leste 11.5 13.9 
Tonga 41.3 43.3 
Tuvalu 11.5 7.3 
Vanuatu 45.3 48.7 
Average SIDS 35.1 45.7 

DMC = developing member country, FCAS = fragile- and conflict-affected 
situations, GDP = gross domestic product, SIDS = small island developing 
states. 
* Total stock of debt liabilities issued by the central government as a share of 
GDP. 
Source: International Monetary Fund’s Global Debt Database. 
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Table A7.11: Fiscal Balance (% of GDP) in ADB Developing Member Countries, 2013–2020  
 

 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 
Average all DMCs 0.9 0.3 -2.3 -2.2 -1.9 -0.7 -0.9 -3.9 
Average FCAS 15.5 10.8 -0.5 -0.5 1.3 3.6 2.0 0.9 
Average SIDS 7.3 5.6 -1.4 -1.3 0.1 2.6 1.9 -1.7 

  DMC = developing member country, FCAS = fragile- and conflict-affected situations, GDP = gross domestic product, SIDS = small island 
developing states. 

  Source: Asian Development Bank Basic Statistics (2014–2021). 

 
Table A7.12: Working Hours Lost Due to the COVID-19 Crisis in ADB Developing Member Countries 

—International Labour Organization Modelled Estimates* (%) 
 

 

 

All DMCs (with available 
data) 2020 2021 

Afghanistan 7.4 4.0 
Armenia 14.9 3.5 
Azerbaijan 12.0 4.6 
Bangladesh 11.9 7.4 
Bhutan 11.0 7.7 
Cambodia 5.2 8.0 
China, People’s Republic of 4.1 -0.4 
Fiji 6.6 7.7 
India 14.5 7.2 
Indonesia 6.9 7.0 
Kazakhstan 11.1 4.5 
Kyrgyz Republic 11.4 7.6 
Lao People's Democratic 
Republic 4.9 6.7 
Malaysia 9.5 6.3 
Maldives 11.3 7.0 
Myanmar 10.2 14.5 
Nepal 16.6 7.1 
Pakistan 9.4 6.5 
Papua New Guinea 3.0 5.7 
Philippines 15.5 6.7 
Samoa 4.3 4.2 
Solomon Islands 2.4 2.3 
Sri Lanka 9.7 8.8 
Tajikistan 4.3 5.5 
Thailand 3.8 4.0 
Timor-Leste 3.5 7.8 
Tonga 4.5 6.7 
Turkmenistan 3.5 7.8 
Uzbekistan 8.4 6.5 
Vanuatu 5.0 1.2 
Viet Nam 6.4 7.4 
Average DMCs (with 
available data) 8.2 6.2 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

All DMCs (with available 
data) 2020 2021 

FCAS with Available Data 
Afghanistan 7.4 4.0 
Lao People's Democratic 
Republic NA** 6.7 
Myanmar 10.2 14.5 
Papua New Guinea 3.0 5.7 
Solomon Islands 2.4 2.3 
Timor-Leste 3.5 7.8 
Average FCAS with Available 
Data 5.3 6.8 
SIDS with Available Data 
Fiji 6.6 7.7 
Maldives 11.3 7.0 
Papua New Guinea 3.0 5.7 
Samoa 4.3 4.2 
Solomon Islands 2.4 2.3 
Timor-Leste 3.5 7.8 
Tonga 4.5 6.7 
Vanuatu 5.0 1.2 
Average SIDS with Available 
Data 5.1 5.3 

COVID-19 = coronavirus disease, DMC = developing member 
country, FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected situations, ILO = 
International Labour Organization, SIDS = small island developing 
states. 
* This indicator represents the percentage of hours lost compared 
to the baseline (the latest precrisis quarter, i.e., the 4th quarter of 
2019, seasonally adjusted), adjusting for population aged 15–64. 
Hence, the figures reported should not be interpreted as a 
quarterly or an interannual growth rate. The series is part of an ILO 
nowcasting model, which uses data that are available almost in 
real time to predict aggregate hours worked that are published 
with substantial delay. Given the exceptional situation, including 
the scarcity of relevant data, the estimates are subject to a 
substantial amount of uncertainty. For more information, refer to 
ILO modelled estimates and projections. 
** Not applicable since the Lao People’s Democratic Republic was 
not classified as FCAS in 2020. 
Source: International Labour Organization’s Labor Statistics 
Database. 

 
 
 



 

 

APPENDIX 8: RESULTS OF THE STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE ADB STAFF 
SURVEY 
 

A. Survey Objectives, Respondents, and Methodology 
 
1. The evaluation team administered an online survey to Asian Development Bank (ADB) staff from the 
headquarters and resident missions from September to October 2021. The survey aimed to understand ADB 
staff perception on ADB’s engagement in fragile and conflict-affected situations (FCAS) and small island 
developing states (SIDS). The survey was circulated to 1,593 staff with 1,022 responding, a response rate of 
64.6% (Table A8.1). Staff from the Central and West Asia Department (CWRD), Office of the Public–Private 
Partnership (OPPP), and Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department (SDCC) had the highest 
response rate.  
 

Table A8.1: Profile of Survey Respondents, by Department 
 

Department 
Total 

Responses 
Valid 

Responses* 
Total number of 

Respondents 
Response 
Rate (%) 

Central and West Asia Department 236 224 245 91.4 
East Asia Department 56 55 124 44.4 
Economic Research and Regional 

Cooperation Department 
50 48 76 63.2 

Office of Public–Private Partnership 29 24 27 88.9 
Pacific Department 84 83 110 75.5 
Private Sector Operations Department 142 137 220 62.3 
Procurement, Portfolio and Financial 

Management Department 
45 44 69 63.8 

South Asia Department 111 105 253 41.5 
Southeast Asia Department 153 145 241 60.2 
Strategy, Policy and Partnerships 
Department 

46 45 70 64.3 

Sustainable Development and Climate 
Change Department 

115 112 148 75.7 

Total 1,067 1,022 1,583 64.6 
Note: Staff from other Asian Development Bank departments also participated in the survey, however, because of low turnout, the 
responses were excluded. For instance, the Budget, People and Management Systems Department only had one response, Corporate 
Services Department had three responses, Office of Risk Management had one response, the Office of General Counsel had two responses, 
and the Offices of Vice Presidents for Private Sector Operations and Public–Private Partnerships and Operations 1 had only one response 
each.  
* 36 survey entries were invalidated because of no response to other survey questions other than the profile-related questions.  
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department, 2022 Annual Evaluation Review). 
 
2. Most of the respondents were based in the ADB Headquarters (67%) and the rest from the resident 
missions or representative offices (33%). Only 37% of the respondents have had previous experience and 
worked in FCAS or SIDS contexts. About half (48.6%) of the respondents were international staff (levels 1–6). 
Seventy-six (76) international staff at levels 7 and above (ADB managers) also responded to the survey. By sector 
expertise, the main sectors were finance (10%), transport and information and communication technology 
(10%), water and other urban infrastructure and services (9%), and energy (9%). About 39% of staff had 
expertise classified under “others,” which included economic research, partnerships, safeguards, knowledge 
management, operations coordination, portfolio management, procurement, private sector, regional 
cooperation, strategy and policy, and trade and industry (Table A8.2). 
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Table A8.2: Profile of Survey Respondents by Work Location, Previous Fragile and Conflict-Affected 
Situations and Small Island Developing States Experience, and Staff Category 

 

Category 
Number of 

Respondents % 
Work location   
ADB headquarters 689 67.4 
Resident missions and representative offices 333 32.6 
Total 1,022 100.0 
FCAS and SIDS Experience   
Have previously worked in FCAS and SIDS 379 37.1 
Have not previously worked in FCAS and SIDS 643 62.9 
Total 1,022 100 
Staff Category 

  

Administrative staff 130 12.7 
International staff (Levels 1–6) 497 48.6 
International staff (Levels 7 and above) 76 7.4 
National staff 319 31.2 
Total 1,022 100.0 
Sectoral Expertise   
Agriculture and natural resources 63 6.2 
Climate change and disaster risk management 21 2.1 
Education and health 44 4.3 
Energy 87 8.5 
Finance 105 10.3 
Gender and social development 46 4.5 
Others* 402 39.3 
Public sector management 66 6.5 
Transport and ICT 97 9.5 
Water and other urban infrastructure and services 91 8.9 
Total 1,022 100.0 

FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected situations; SIDS = small island developing states; ICT = information and communication 
technology. 
* Others include expertise in economic research, partnerships, safeguards, knowledge management, operations coordination, portfolio 
management, procurement, private sector, regional cooperation, strategy and policy, and trade and industry. 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department, 2022 Annual Evaluation Review). 
 
3. The evaluation team applied chi-square statistical analysis to determine whether there was a statistically 
significant difference in the responses of ADB staff across departments; between ADB staff stationed in the 
headquarters or resident missions; staff with and without previous FCAS or SIDS experience; staff categories 
and sector expertise. Box A8 discusses the methodology for statistical testing applied in the survey. 
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Box A8: Methodology for Statistical Testing 
 

Suppose there are r departments (or other categorical variables for this matter) whose staff responded to a survey based on a response 
scale on ADB’s engagement in fragile and conflict-affected situations and small island developing states. Also suppose the response scale 
consists of s mutually exclusive answers. Given this, let us denote the following:   
 

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

𝑖𝑖=1
𝑟𝑟
𝑖𝑖=1 = 𝑛𝑛; 

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

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

• 𝑝𝑝𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 = 𝑛𝑛𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖
𝑛𝑛

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

• 𝑝𝑝𝑖𝑖 =
∑ 𝑛𝑛𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑠𝑠
𝑖𝑖=1

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

 
The null hypothesis used in this statistical test is that there is no difference in the responses across departments, i.e., the departments 
that participated in the survey are homogenous. Formally, this hypothesis is given by 𝑝𝑝𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 = 𝑝𝑝𝑖𝑖for all i. 
 
Given that 𝑛𝑛𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖  are the actual responses and 𝑛𝑛𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 = 𝑝𝑝𝑖𝑖𝑛𝑛𝑖𝑖 are the expected responses under the null hypothesis, chi-square (𝜒𝜒2) can be defined 
as:  
 

𝑐𝑐2 = ��
[𝑛𝑛𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 − 𝑛𝑛𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖]2

𝑛𝑛𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖

𝑠𝑠

𝑖𝑖=1

𝑟𝑟

𝑖𝑖=1

 

 
with (𝑟𝑟 − 1)(𝑠𝑠 − 1) degrees of freedom. There is no difference in the responses across departments if the null hypothesis cannot be 
rejected at a given significance level. If the null hypothesis is rejected, it can be concluded that the departments that participated in the 
survey were not homogenous in their responses. Let P  be the probability that the null hypothesis is rejected. If at 5% level of significance, 
then reject the null hypothesis if P < 0.05.  
 

Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department, 2022 Annual Evaluation Review). 
 

 

B. Awareness of Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations or Small Island 
Developing States Approach  

 
4. Staff (89%) from the Strategy, Policy and Partnerships Department (SPD) recorded the highest level of 
awareness of the FCAS and SIDS Approach (FSA) followed closely by staff (87%) from the Pacific Department 
(PARD), where most FCAS and SIDS countries are situated, were most aware of FSA. Staff from the South Asia 
Department (SARD) and East Asia Department (EARD) have the least FSA awareness. SARD had only one SIDS 
(Maldives) while EARD does not have a member country classified as either FCAS or SIDS (Table A8.3). Statistical 
test showed a highly significant association between the level of FSA awareness and the departmental 
affiliation.  
 
5. In terms of work location, 62% of ADB staff based in headquarters were aware of FSA while 55% of 
staff from the resident missions or representative offices were aware of FSA. Statistical test showed that higher 
awareness was associated with staff’s work location. Staff working in the ADB headquarters appeared to be 
more FSA aware than their resident mission and representative office counterparts. Staff who have previously 
worked in FCAS and SIDS were explicably most aware of the FSA with 81% reporting awareness. There was also 
a highly significant association of FSA awareness for staff who have previously worked in these contexts.  
 
6. Across staff category, ADB managers (international staff levels 7 and above) were most aware at 95%; 
least aware were national staff with 47% of them reporting being aware of FSA. In terms of statistical 
significance, there was a highly significant relationship between FSA awareness and staff category. ADB 
managers are expected to be aware of ADB strategies and operational plans; while national staff who are not 
directly working in FCAS or SIDS might not be aware of FSA. 
 
7. By sector and thematic expertise, staff with expertise in climate change and disaster risk management 
(76%), public sector management (71%), and gender and social development (65%) reported highest awareness 
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of FSA. Statistical test also showed that awareness of ADB staff on FSA was also associated with sector expertise 
at 1% level. The said sector and thematic expertise are particularly relevant to FCAS and SIDS. 

 
Table A8.3: Awareness of ADB Staff on ADB’s Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations and  

Small Island Developing States Approach (%) 
 

Categories Not aware Aware 
Department   
Central and West Asia Department 47.3 52.7 
East Asia Department 52.7 47.3 
Economic Research and Regional Cooperation Department 58.3 41.7 
Office of Public–Private Partnership 37.5 62.5 
Pacific Department 13.3 86.7 
Private Sector Operations Department 47.4 52.6 
Procurement, Portfolio and Financial Management Department 22.7 77.3 
South Asia Department 51.4 48.6 
Southeast Asia Department 46.9 53.1 
Strategy, Policy and Partnerships Department 11.1 88.9 
Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department 25.9 74.1 
All 40.5 59.5 
Chi-square statistic 81.9490 Degrees of freedom 10 p-value 0.0000*** 
Work location   
ADB headquarters 38.2 61.8 
Resident missions and representative offices 45.3 54.7 
All 40.5 59.5 
Chi-square statistic 4.7945 Degrees of freedom 1 p-value 0.0286** 
FCAS and SIDS Experience   
Have previously worked in FCAS and SIDS 19.3 80.7 
Have not previously worked in FCAS and SIDS 53.0 47.0 
All 40.5 59.5 
Chi-square statistic 68.7633 Degrees of freedom 1 p-value 0.0000*** 
Staff Category   
International staff (levels 1–6) 34.6 65.4 
International staff (levels 7 and above) 5.3 94.7 
National staff 53.0 47.0 
All 40.5 59.5 
Chi-square statistic 75.4595 Degrees of freedom 2 p-value 0.0000*** 
Sector expertise   
Agriculture and natural resources 57.1 42.9 
Climate change and disaster risk management 23.8 76.2 
Education and health 43.2 56.8 
Energy 42.5 57.5 
Finance 54.3 45.7 
Gender and social development 34.8 65.2 
Others 34.3 65.7 
Public sector management 28.8 71.2 
Transport and ICT 52.6 47.4 
Water and other urban infrastructure and services 39.6 60.4 
All 40.5 59.5 
Chi-square statistic 34.8673 Degrees of freedom 9 p-value 0.0001*** 
FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected situations, ICT = information and communication technology, SIDS = small island developing 
states.  
Survey question was: “Are you aware of ADB’s FCAS and SIDS approach, or FSA, adopted in 2021?” 
*** - significant at 1% level, ** - significant at 5% level  
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department, 2022 Annual Evaluation Review). 
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C. Understanding of Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations and Small 
Island Developing States Approach 

 
8. Staff who are most aware of   FSA also have the most understanding about it (Table A8.4). Staff from 
SPD; Procurement, Portfolio and Financial Management Department (PPFD); and PARD have substantial to high 
understanding of the FSA and overall approach to engagement in FCAS and SIDS contexts. These departments 
are directly involved in ADB’s policy and strategy formulation, portfolio management and procurement, 
capacity building, and FSA implementation. Staff from the Economic Research and Regional Cooperation 
Department (ERCD) and Private Sector Operations Department (PSOD) have the least understanding of the FSA. 
From the statistical test, FSA understanding was mostly heterogenous across departments. For staff based in 
ADB headquarters and the resident missions and representative offices, level of understanding of the FSA was 
also highly varied.  
 
9. Staff who previously worked in FCAS and SIDS contexts reported modest (59%) to substantial to high 
FSA understanding. Staff without previous experience in these settings have mostly negligible understanding 
(44%). It follows from the statistical test that staff with prior experience on these settings have better 
understanding of the FSA. Across staff categories, ADB managers (international staff levels 7 and above) have 
a modest (54%) and substantial to high (38%) understanding of the FSA. The statistical results showed that the 
respondent’s understanding of the FSA varies significantly across staff categories. However, statistical test 
showed no significant association with FSA awareness for sector expertise.  
 

Table A8.4: Understanding of ADB’s Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations and  
Small Island Developing States Approach and its Overall Approach to Engagement in Fragile and 

Conflict-Affected Situations and Small Island Developing States Context 
 

Categories 

Percentage of Respondents (%) 
Substantial  

to High Modest Negligible No Response 
Department     
Central and West Asia Department 17.9 49.1 32.6 0.4 
East Asia Department  10.9 40.0 47.3 1.8 
Economic Research and Regional Cooperation Department 4.2 39.6 54.2 2.1 
Office of Public–Private Partnership 12.5 50.0 37.5 0.0 
Pacific Department  20.5 66.3 13.3 0.0 
Private Sector Operations Department  5.8 51.1 42.3 0.7 
Procurement, Portfolio and Financial Management Department  25.0 52.3 22.7 0.0 
South Asia Department  8.6 53.3 37.1 1.0 
Southeast Asia Department 11.0 51.0 35.9 2.1 
Strategy, Policy and Partnerships Department 31.1 44.4 24.4 0.0 
Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department  15.2 62.5 22.3 0.0 
All 14.0 52.0 33.3 0.8 
Chi-square statistic 76.7452 Degrees of freedom 30 p-value 0.0000***  
Work location 

   

ADB headquarters 14.9 49.6 35.3 0.1 
Resident mission and representative office 12.0 56.8 29.1 2.1 
All 14.0 52.0 33.3 0.8 
Chi-square statistic 17.1013 Degrees of freedom 3 p-value 0.0007***  
FCAS and SIDS experience 

   

Have previously worked in FCAS and SIDS 25.6 59.1 15.0 0.3 
Have not previously worked in FCAS and SIDS 7.2 47.7 44.0 1.1 
All 14.0 52.0 33.3 0.8 
Chi-square statistic 77.6081 Degrees of freedom 3 p-value 0.0000***  
Staff category 

   

International staff (Levels 1–6) 17.1 52.3 30.6 0.0 
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Categories 

Percentage of Respondents (%) 
Substantial  

to High Modest Negligible No Response 
International staff (Levels 7 and above) 38.2 53.9 7.9 0.0 
National staff 6.5 51.2 40.5 1.8 
All 14.0 52.0 33.3 0.8 
Chi-square statistic 82.1184 Degrees of freedom 6 p-value 0.0000***  
Sector expertise 

   

Agriculture and natural resources 6.3 55.6 36.5 1.6 
Climate change and disaster risk management 14.3 66.7 19.0 0.0 
Education and health 13.6 50.0 36.4 0.0 
Energy 13.8 51.7 33.3 1.1 
Finance 5.7 50.5 43.8 0.0 
Gender and social development 15.2 52.2 32.6 0.0 
Others 18.4 51.2 29.4 1.0 
Public sector management 16.7 57.6 24.2 1.5 
Transport and ICT 10.3 56.7 33.0 0.0 
Water and other urban infrastructure and services 11.0 42.9 45.1 1.1 
All 14.0 52.0 33.3 0.8 
Chi-square statistic 35.5723 Degrees of freedom 27 p-value 0.2116ns  

FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected situations, ICT = information and communication technology, SIDS = small island developing states. 
ns = not significant, *** - significant at 1% level  
The survey question was “How would you rate your understanding of ADB’s FSA or its overall approach to engagement in FCAS and SIDS 
contexts?” 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department, 2022 Annual Evaluation Review). 
 
10. The importance of learning about FSA or its overall approach varied from modest to substantial to high 
for across ADB departments (Table A8.5). Majority (77%) of PARD staff rated the importance of learning about 
ADB’s FSA substantial to high. Staff from ADB departments without direct exposure to these contexts assessed 
importance of learning about FSA to be modest. Overall, statistical test indicated that ADB departments have 
heterogenous responses on the importance of learning about FSA. This finding was also similar across work 
locations; whether staff have previous FCAS and SIDS experience or not; and by staff categories. However, 
statistical test showed no significant association in the perception on the importance of learning the FSA to 
with sector expertise.  
 

Table A8.5: Importance of Learning ADB’s Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations and  
Small Island Developing States Approach and Overall Approach to Engagement in Fragile and Conflict-

Affected Situations and Small Island Developing States Context 
 

Categories 

Percentage of Respondents (%) 
Substantial  

to High Modest Negligible 
No 

Response 
Department     
Central and West Asia Department 46.0 45.5 8.0 0.4 
East Asia Department  23.6 61.8 14.5 0.0 
Economic Research and Regional Cooperation Department 31.3 56.3 10.4 2.1 
Office of Public–Private Partnership 45.8 45.8 8.3 0.0 
Pacific Department  77.1 19.3 3.6 0.0 
Private Sector Operations Department  38.7 53.3 7.3 0.7 
Procurement, Portfolio and Financial Management 
Department  

59.1 34.1 6.8 0.0 

South Asia Department  28.6 58.1 12.4 1.0 
Southeast Asia Department 40.0 47.6 9.7 2.8 
Strategy, Policy and Partnerships Department 55.6 42.2 2.2 0.0 
Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department  53.6 40.2 6.3 0.0 
All  44.8 46.2 8.2 0.8 



Results of the Statistical Analysis of the ADB Staff Survey 135 
 

 

Categories 

Percentage of Respondents (%) 
Substantial  

to High Modest Negligible 
No 

Response 
Chi-square statistic 83.2872 Degrees of freedom 30 p-value 0.0000***  
Work location 

    

ADB Headquarters 47.3 45.0 7.5 0.1 
Resident mission and representative office 39.6 48.6 9.6 2.1 
All ADB 44.8 46.2 8.2 0.8 
Chi-square statistic 15.7461 Degrees of freedom 3 p-value 0.0013***  
FCAS and SIDS Experience 

    

Have previously worked in FCAS and SIDS 61.5 31.9 5.8 0.8 
Have not previously worked in FCAS and SIDS 35.0 54.6 9.6 0.8 
All ADB 44.8 46.2 8.2 0.8 
Chi-square statistic 72.9425 Degrees of freedom 3 p-value 0.0000***  
Staff Category 

    

International staff (Levels 1–6) 47.5 44.9 7.4 0.2 
International staff (Levels 7 and above) 55.3 35.5 9.2 0.0 
National staff 40.1 46.2 8.2 2.2 
All ADB 44.8 46.2 8.2 0.8 
Chi-square statistic 14.2845 Degrees of freedom 6 p-value 0.0266**  
Sector Expertise 

    

Agriculture and natural resources 42.9 47.6 6.3 3.2 
Climate change and disaster risk management 42.9 57.1 0.0 0.0 
Education and health 54.5 34.1 11.4 0.0 
Energy 42.5 42.5 13.8 1.1 
Finance 33.3 59.0 7.6 0.0 
Gender and social development 52.2 37.0 10.9 0.0 
Others 47.3 44.5 7.2 1.0 
Public sector management 53.0 39.4 6.1 1.5 
Transport and ICT 49.5 41.2 9.3 0.0 
Water and other urban infrastructure and services 31.9 59.3 8.8 0.0 
All 44.8 46.2 8.2 0.8 
Chi-square statistic 32.8062 Degrees of freedom 27 p-value 0.2035ns  

FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected situations, ICT = information and communication technology, SIDS = small island developing 
states. 
*** - significant at 1% level, ** - significant at 5% level, ns = not significant. 
The survey question was “How important is it for you to learn more about ADB’s FSA or its overall approach to engagement in FCAS 
and SIDS contexts?” 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department, 2022 Annual Evaluation Review). 
 

D. Relevance of ADB’s Key Action Areas for its Engagement in Fragile and 
Conflict-Affected Situations and Small Island Developing States  

 
11. ADB’s FSA identified three pillars that underpin its operational approaches for engaging in FCAS and 
SIDS: (i) improving responsiveness of standard ADB processes, procedures, and practices; (ii) increasing ADB’s 
institutional capacity; and (iii) enhancing understanding of country contexts. Staff were asked to rank the most 
important pillar among the three pillars (Table A8.6). ADB departments have considerably diverse perception 
on the most important FSA pillar. PARD staff (49%) viewed improving responsiveness of standard ADB 
processes, procedures, and practices as the most important pillar; while 43% of staff from the Southeast Asia 
Department (SERD), which has one FCAS and SIDS (Timor-Leste) regarded enhancing the understanding of 
country contexts as the most important pillar. The test statistic reflected a significant relationship between 
staff’s department vis-à-vis choice of most important FSA pillar. Similarly, there was a significant association 
between staff who had previous FCAS and SIDS experience and choice of most important pillar.  
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12. By work location, staff category and sector expertise, statistical results showed no significant difference 
in the choice of most important pillar. Majority of ADB staff (39.7%) viewed enhancing understanding of the 
country context as the most important pillar.  
 

Table A8.6: Perception on the Most Important Pillar for ADB’s Engagement in Fragile and Conflict-
Affected Situations and Small Island Developing States  

Categories Percentage of Respondents (%) 
Improving 

Responsiveness of 
Standard ADB 

Processes, 
Procedures, and 

Practices 

Increasing ADB’s 
Institutional 

Capacity 

Enhancing 
Understanding 

of DMC 
Contexts 

Department    
Central and West Asia Department 33.2 26.6 40.2 
East Asia Department  31.5 20.4 48.1 
Economic Research and Regional Cooperation Department 25.0 25.0 50.0 
Office of Public–Private Partnership 29.2 25.0 45.8 
Pacific Department  49.4 12.3 38.3 
Private Sector Operations Department  45.7 22.8 31.5 
Procurement, Portfolio and Financial Management Department  38.1 31.0 31.0 
South Asia Department  37.6 26.7 35.6 
Southeast Asia Department 37.3 20.1 42.5 
Strategy, Policy and Partnerships Department 27.3 31.8 40.9 
Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department  26.4 30.9 42.7 
All 35.8 24.5 39.7 
Chi-square statistic 30.8402 Degrees of freedom 20 p-value 0.05733*  

Work location    
ADB headquarters 34.5 25.9 39.6 
Resident mission and representative office 38.6 21.4 39.9 
All 35.8 24.5 39.7 
Chi-square statistic 2.7694 Degrees of freedom 2 p-value 0.2504ns 

 

FCAS and SIDS Experience 
   

Have previously worked in FCAS and SIDS 40.9 23.0 36.0 
Have not previously worked in FCAS and SIDS 32.7 25.4 41.9 
All 35.8 24.5 39.7 
Chi-square statistic 6.8793 Degrees of freedom 2 p-value 0.0321**  

Staff Category    
International staff (Levels 1–6) 37.0 25.2 37.8 
International staff (Levels 7 and above) 36.0 29.3 34.7 
National staff 34.4 22.9 42.7 
All 35.8 24.5 39.7 
Chi-square statistic 3.5323 Degrees of freedom 4 p-value 0.4730ns  

Sector Expertise     
Agriculture and natural resources 27.0 25.4 47.6 
Climate change and disaster risk management 50.0 20.0 30.0 
Education and health 30.2 27.9 41.9 
Energy 43.9 19.5 36.6 
Finance 38.1 23.7 38.1 
Gender and social development 36.4 34.1 29.5 
Others 34.5 26.6 38.9 
Public sector management 39.1 18.8 42.2 
Transport and ICT 35.5 23.7 40.9 
Water and other urban infrastructure and services 34.9 19.8 45.3 
All 35.8 24.5 39.7 
Chi-square statistic 14.0175 Degrees of freedom 18 p-value 0.7279ns 

 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, DMC = developing member country, FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected situations, ICT = information and 
communication technology, SIDS = small island developing states.  
** - significant at 5% level, * - significant at 10% level, ns = not significant  
The survey question was “ADB’s FSA identifies the three pillars below that underpin its operational approaches for engaging in FCAS and SIDS. 
Please rank the three pillars to indicate which you deem is most important for ADB’s engagement in FCAS and SIDS (“1” being the most important). 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department, 2022 Annual Evaluation Review). 
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E. Differentiated Approaches 
 
13. Differentiated approaches focus on the identification of local solutions based on deep understanding 
of local context and political economy in FCAS and SIDS. Respondents were asked to rank the key action areas, 
which would best support differentiated approaches in FCAS and SIDS (Table A8.7). Overall, 45.9% of ADB staff 
perceived implementing risk-based strategic planning and business processes at the country and projects level 
was the most important key action area. These risk-based approaches include strengthening diagnostics to 
inform the preparation of country partnership strategies, review of safeguard procedures, more flexible 
procurement arrangements, and streamlined processing of nonsovereign projects. About 32% of ADB staff 
deemed that using context-appropriate project preparation, design, and implementation procedures (e.g., 
project design processes incorporating findings of fragility and resilience assessments) most important. This 
action area ranked particularly high for PARD staff, 45% of which viewed that this should be the priority. About 
15% of ADB staff regarded that using FCAS and SIDS-responsive project modalities should be the key action 
area. The rest of ADB staff regarded the use of digital technologies for project preparation, implementation, 
and monitoring (3%); and using FCAS and SIDS responsive monitoring and reporting systems (4%) as priority 
key action areas. The chi-square statistics reflect a highly significant relationship between staff’s department 
and perception on key action areas to best support differentiated approaches. 
 
14. Statistical testing showed no significant association in terms of the choice of key action areas that 
support differentiated approaches vis-a-vis work location, staff category, and sector expertise. However, staff’s 
perception on the most important key result area to support differentiated approach was significantly 
associated with staff experience in FCAS and SIDS contexts.  
 

Table A8.7: Perception on the Most Important Key Action Area in the Fragile and Conflict-Affected 
Situations and Small Island Developing States Approach that Best Support Differentiated Approaches 

 

Categories 

Percentage of Respondents (%) 

Implementing 
Risk-Based 
Strategic 

Planning and 
Business 

Processes at the 
Country and 
Project Levels  

Using FCAS- 
and SIDS-

Responsive 
Project 

Modalities 

Using 
Context-

Appropriate 
Project 

Preparation, 
Design, and 
Implementa-

tion 
Procedures 

Using Digital 
Technologies 

for Project 
Preparation, 
Implemen-
tation, and 
Monitoring 

Using FCAS- 
and SIDS-

Responsive 
Monitoring 

and 
Reporting 
Systems 

Department      
Central and West Asia Department 40.3 19.9 31.6 3.9 4.4 
East Asia Department  56.9 19.6 15.7 5.9 2.0 
Economic Research and Regional 

Cooperation Department 48.7 12.8 25.6 7.7 5.1 
Office of Public–Private Partnership 31.8 0.0 59.1 4.5 4.5 
Pacific Department  34.2 17.1 44.7 1.3 2.6 
Private Sector Operations Department  58.9 15.2 18.8 1.8 5.4 
Procurement, Portfolio and Financial 

Management Department  52.5 15.0 25.0 0.0 7.5 
South Asia Department  41.9 18.3 33.3 3.2 3.2 
Southeast Asia Department 50.0 9.7 38.7 0.8 0.8 
Strategy, Policy and Partnerships 

Department 39.5 20.9 34.9 2.3 2.3 
Sustainable Development and Climate 

Change Department  46.7 8.4 40.2– 0.9 3.7 
All 45.9 15.2 32.6 2.6 3.6 
Chi-square statistic 69.1136 Degrees of freedom 40 p-value 0.0029***  
Work location      
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Categories 

Percentage of Respondents (%) 

Implementing 
Risk-Based 
Strategic 

Planning and 
Business 

Processes at the 
Country and 
Project Levels  

Using FCAS- 
and SIDS-

Responsive 
Project 

Modalities 

Using 
Context-

Appropriate 
Project 

Preparation, 
Design, and 
Implementa-

tion 
Procedures 

Using Digital 
Technologies 

for Project 
Preparation, 
Implemen-
tation, and 
Monitoring 

Using FCAS- 
and SIDS-

Responsive 
Monitoring 

and 
Reporting 
Systems 

ADB headquarters 44.4 14.6 34.9 2.2 3.8 
Resident mission and representative 
office 49.1 16.5 27.7 3.5 3.2 
All 45.9 15.2 32.6 2.6 3.6 
Chi-square statistic 5.9118 Degrees of freedom 4 p-value 0.2058ns  
Previous FCAS and SIDS Experience      
Have previously worked in FCAS and 
SIDS 44.0 16.2 36.5 1.1 2.2 
Have not previously worked in FCAS 
and SIDS 47.1 14.6 30.1 3.6 4.5 
All 45.9 15.2 32.6 2.6 3.6 
Chi-square statistic 11.7881 Degrees of freedom 4 p-value 0.0190***  
Staff Category      
International staff (Levels 1–6) 43.8 14.9 35.0 2.6 3.7 
International staff (Levels 7 and 
above) 50.7 17.8 28.8 0.0 2.7 
National staff 47.5 15.1 30.5 3.1 3.7 
All 45.9 15.2 32.6 2.6 3.6 
Chi-square statistic 8.9871 Degrees of freedom 8 p-value 0.7040ns  
Sector Expertise      
Agriculture and natural resources 44.8 15.5 36.2 1.7 1.7 
Climate change and disaster risk 
management 63.2 5.3 26.3 5.3 0.0 
Education and health 36.8 15.8 36.8 0.0 10.5 
Energy 55.3 15.8 22.4 3.9 2.6 
Finance 54.5 18.2 19.3 3.4 4.5 
Gender and social development 41.9 16.3 30.2 2.3 9.3 
Others 44.2 15.2 34.8 2.2 3.6 
Public sector management 41.7 15.0 38.3 1.7 3.3 
Transport and ICT 39.3 16.9 36.0 6.7 1.1 
Water and other urban infrastructure 
and services 48.8 11.3 37.5 0.0 2.5 
All 45.9 15.2 32.6 2.6 3.6 
Chi-square statistic 13.1271 Degrees of freedom 36 p-value 0.3599ns  

FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected situations, ICT = information and communication technology, SIDS = small island developing states.  
*** - significant at 1% level, ns = not significant  
The survey question was “Differentiated approaches focus on the identification of local solutions based on deep understanding of local context and 
political economy in FCAS and SIDS. Please rank the following key action areas identified in ADB’s FSA to indicate those you think best support 
differentiated approaches (‘1’ being the most important action area).” 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department, 2022 Annual Evaluation Review). 
 

15. The survey also asked whether the findings of fragility and resilience assessments and other diagnostics 
relating to FCAS and SIDS should be included in the main text of country partnership strategies (CPSs) and 
project documents rather than being presented in a linked or supplemental documents per current practice 
(Table A8.8). About 73% of ADB staff agreed with this statement—85% of staff from SDCC, 77% from PPFD, 
75% from PARD, and 73% from SPD. Across ADB departments, statistical tests revealed a highly significant 
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relationship between departmental affiliation and view on including fragility and resilience assessments in main 
text of the CPS and project documents.  
 
16. There was also a slightly significant association at 10% level between work location (in ADB 
headquarters or in resident missions and representative offices) and perception of whether to include or not 
findings of diagnostics in CPS or project documents’ main text. Similarly, there was a highly significant 
association at 1% between staff with previous FCAS and SIDS experience and view on inclusion of these 
assessments.  
 
17. About 30% of ADB managers (international staff levels 7 and above) were not in favor of including the 
findings of fragility and resilience assessments and other diagnostics in the main text of the CPS and project 
documents. Statistical tests revealed that there was a highly significant association between staff categories 
and view on inclusion of fragility and resilience assessments in the main text of CPS and project documents.  
 

Table A8.8: Perception on Whether the Findings of Fragility and Resilience Assessments and Other 
Diagnostics Relating to Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations and Small Island Developing States 
Should be Included in the Main Text of the Country Partnership Strategy and Project Documents 

 

Categories 

Percentage of Respondents (%) 

No Yes 
No response/ 
Don’t know 

Department    
Central and West Asia Department 25.4 70.1 4.5 
East Asia Department  20.0 70.9 9.1 
Economic Research and Regional Cooperation Department 12.5 72.9 14.6 
Office of Public–Private Partnership 25.0 66.7 8.3 
Pacific Department  16.9 74.7 8.4 
Private Sector Operations Department  14.6 72.3 13.1 
Procurement, Portfolio and Financial Management Department  13.6 77.3 9.1 
South Asia Department  19.0 72.4 8.6 
Southeast Asia Department 18.6 70.3 11.0 
Strategy, Policy and Partnerships Department 22.2 73.3 4.4 
Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department  12.5 84.8 2.7 
All 18.7 73.2 8.1 
Chi-square statistic 31.3583 Degrees of freedom 20 p-value 0.0506* 

 

Work location 
   

ADB headquarters 17.6 75.3 7.1 
Resident mission and representative office 21.0 68.8 10.2 
All 18.7 73.2 8.1 
Chi-square statistic 5.4105 Degrees of freedom 2 p-value 0.0669* 

 

FCAS and SIDS experience 
   

Have previously worked in FCAS and SIDS 19.0 76.8 4.2 
Have not previously worked in FCAS and SIDS 18.5 71.1 10.4 
All 18.7 73.2 8.1 
Chi-square statistic 12.3722 Degrees of freedom 2 p-value 0.0021*** 

 

Staff category 
   

International staff (Levels 1–6) 19.3 75.7 5.0 
International staff (Levels 7 and above) 30.3 68.4 1.3 
National staff 16.0 71.3 12.7 
All 18.7 73.2 8.1 
Chi-square statistic 29.8645 Degrees of freedom 4 p-value 0.0000*** 

 

Sector expertise 
   

Agriculture and natural resources 17.5 73.0 9.5 
Climate change and disaster risk management 23.8 66.7 9.5 
Education and health 13.6 75.0 11.4 
Energy 18.4 73.6 8.0 
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Categories 

Percentage of Respondents (%) 

No Yes 
No response/ 
Don’t know 

Finance 17.1 70.5 12.4 
Gender and social development 13.0 82.6 4.3 
Others 16.9 74.9 8.2 
Public sector management 19.7 75.8 4.5 
Transport and ICT 25.8 69.1 5.2 
Water and other urban infrastructure and services 25.3 67.0 7.7 
All 18.7 73.2 8.1 
Chi-square statistic 15.0579 Degrees of freedom 18 p-value 0.6580ns 

 

FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected situations, ICT = information and communication technology, SIDS = small island developing states.  
*** - significant at 1% level, ** = significant at 10% level 
The survey question was “Should findings of fragility and resilience assessments and other diagnostics relating to FCAS and SIDS be 
included in the main texts of country partnership strategies and project documents rather than being presented in linked or supplemental 
documents as per current practice?” 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department, 2022 Annual Evaluation Review). 
 
18. Respondents were also asked to elaborate their answer on the inclusion of fragility and resilience 
assessments and other diagnostics in the main text of CPS and project documents. The evaluation team ran a 
word cloud to represent the most common phrases and subjects used in response to the question. 1 The most 
used words were “context finding,” “main document,” “summary,” “linked document,” and “supplemental 
document.” However, the word cloud does not provide much context to respond to the question at hand. The 
evaluation team ran a sentiment analysis to find out how much of the entire responses were either positive or 
negative in nature.2 Overall, the text responses were found to be 81.8% positive, which suggests that the 
responses were mostly favorable, which was also consistent with the results in Table A8.8.  
 

 
Figure A8.1: Respondents View on Inclusion of Fragility and Resilience Assessments  

 

 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department, 2022 Annual Evaluation 
Review). 

 
19. Another open-ended question was on suggestions of additional elements or areas of differentiated 
approaches for FCAS and SIDS that could be introduced. Using the word cloud (Figure A8.2), prominent 
responses were areas of “procurement,” “capacity building,” “safeguards,” “flexibility,” “modality,” and 
“stakeholder engagement.” 
 
 

 
1 A word cloud (also known as a tag cloud) is a visual representation of words. Cloud creators are used to highlight popular words and 

phrases based on frequency and relevance. They provide you with quick and simple visual insights that can lead to more in-depth 
analyses. 

2 Sentiment analysis was done using https://monkeylearn.com/sentiment-analysis-online/.  

https://monkeylearn.com/sentiment-analysis-online/
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Figure A8.2: Additional Elements or Components of Differentiated Approaches 
that Could be Introduced 

 

 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department, 2022 Annual Evaluation 
Review). 

 

F. Increasing Institutional Capacity of ADB 
 
20. ADB staff were asked about what they think as the key action area to best support ADB’s institutional 
capacity in its engagement to FCAS and SIDS (Table A8.9). A quarter (25.9%) of respondents opined that 
enhancing organizational coordination of ADB’s operations (e.g., formalizing, and operationalizing FCAS and 
SIDS working groups and networks across themes, sectors, and regional departments) was the key priority. 
Staff from EARD (38%), PSOD (37%), and PPFD (36%) have similar appreciation of this key action area.  
 
21. About 23% of ADB staff viewed strengthening knowledge and analytics (e.g., developing data analytics 
and tools to support the assessment of geographically specific fragility, poverty, conflict, and other parameters 
and classification) as the key action area to support ADB’s institutional capacity. This was supported by staff 
from ERCD (44%), SPD (32%), and SDCC (28%). However, statistical test revealed that perception on key action 
areas to support ADB’s institutional capacity was independent of the staff’s departmental affiliation. This was 
also the case for staff work location and sector expertise.  
 
22. A quarter (25%) of staff with previous experience in FCAS and SIDS, viewed enhanced ADB 
responsiveness (through strengthening ADB’s field presence) as the key action area while 31% of those without 
FCAS and SIDS experience considered enhancing organizational coordination of ADB’s operations. Statistical 
test revealed a highly significant association between experience in FCAS and SIDS and the choice of the key 
action area. Likewise, the same finding can be observed by staff category whereby perception was diverse across 
ADB managers (international staff levels 7 and above), international staff levels 1–6, and national staff.  
  



142 Appendix 8 
 

 

Table A8.9: Perception on the Most Important Key Action Areas to Best Support ADB’s Institutional Capacity for its Engagement in 
Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations and Small Island Developing States  

Categories 

Percentage of Respondents (%) 
Enhanced Organizational 

Coordination of ADB’s 
Operations in FCAS and 

SIDS 

Strengthened 
Knowledge and 

Analytics 

ADB Staff More Effective 
in Applying FCAS and SIDS 

Contextual Knowledge 
and Skills 

Enhanced ADB 
Responsive-ness 

Stronger Human 
Resource Policies and 
Enhanced Incentives 

Expanded 
Partnerships 

and 
Coordination 

Department       
Central and West Asia Department 23.7 25.3 13.9 19.1 5.7 12.4 
East Asia Department  38.0 18.0 16.0 12.0 6.0 10.0 
Economic Research and Regional Cooperation Department 15.4 43.6 12.8 10.3 10.3 7.7 
Office of Public–Private Partnership 35.0 15.0 15.0 20.0 5.0 10.0 
Pacific Department  18.7 20.0 18.7 20.0 14.7 8.0 
Private Sector Operations Department  37.7 19.3 7.0 22.8 6.1 7.0 
Procurement, Portfolio and Financial Management Department  36.1 19.4 8.3 16.7 13.9 5.6 
South Asia Department  23.9 18.2 20.5 21.6 8.0 8.0 
Southeast Asia Department 21.4 22.2 17.9 23.1 6.0 9.4 
Strategy, Policy and Partnerships Department 29.3 31.7 17.1 12.2 7.3 2.4 
Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department  21.0 27.6 18.1 19.0 4.8 9.5 
All 25.9 23.4 15.1 19.2 7.3 9.0 

Chi-square statistic 62.1896 Degrees of freedom 50  p-value 0.1156ns  
Work location       
ADB headquarters 25.5 24.8 16.3 17.4 7.1 8.9 
Resident mission and representative office 26.9 20.3 12.5 23.2 7.7 9.2 
All 25.9 23.4 15.1 19.2 7.3 9.0 

Chi-square statistic 6.9664 Degrees of freedom 5  p-value 0.2232ns  
FCAS and SIDS experience       
Have previously worked in FCAS and SIDS 18.1 24.1 14.9 24.9 8.3 9.7 
Have not previously worked in FCAS and SIDS 31.1 23.0 15.3 15.5 6.6 8.5 
All 25.9 23.4 15.1 19.2 7.3 9.0 

Chi-square statistic 24.9958 Degrees of freedom 5  p-value 0.0001***  
Staff category       
International staff (levels 1–6) 22.0 22.0 14.9 23.8 8.2 9.1 
International staff (levels 7 and above) 15.5 38.0 9.9 18.3 9.9 8.5 
National staff 33.0 22.3 16.5 13.7 5.6 8.9 
All 25.9 23.4 15.1 19.2 7.3 9.0 

Chi-square statistic 26.7050 Degrees of freedom 10                   p-value 0.0029***  
Sector expertise       
Agriculture and natural resources 28.1 33.3 12.3 12.3 8.8 5.3 
Climate change and disaster risk management 36.8 26.3 15.8 15.8 5.3 0.0 
Education and health 17.9 20.5 15.4 30.8 5.1 10.3 
Energy 28.6 24.7 14.3 16.9 7.8 7.8 
Finance 24.4 31.4 9.3 17.4 4.7 12.8 
Gender and social development 17.5 27.5 22.5 17.5 7.5 7.5 
Others 28.1 22.2 14.3 20.5 7.0 7.9 
Public sector management 29.3 19.0 17.2 15.5 12.1 6.9 
Transport and ICT 16.9 20.5 22.9 16.9 9.6 13.3 
Water and other urban infrastructure and services 26.9 16.7 14.1 24.4 5.1 12.8 
All 25.9 23.4 15.1 19.2 7.3 9.0 

Chi-square statistic 39.2933 Degrees of freedom 45                      p-value 0.7115ns  
FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected situations, ICT = information and communication technology, SIDS = small island developing states. *** - significant at 1% level, ns = not significant 
The survey question was “Please rank the following key action areas identified in ADB’s FSA to indicate those you think best support ADB’s institutional capacity for its engagement in FCAS and SIDS (‘1’ being the most important action 
area).” 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department, 2022 Annual Evaluation Review). 
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23. The survey also asked respondents on their suggestions to improve ADB’s institutional capacity 
in FCAS and SIDS. As shown in the word cloud (Figure A8.3), the most used phrases were “capacity 
building,” “ground presence,” “policy dialogue,” “dedicated FCAS,” “local capacity development,” 
“international consultants,” and “short-term assignments.”  

 
 

Figure A8.3: Suggestions for Additional Elements or Components to Improve 
ADB’s Institutional Capacity in Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations and 

Small Island Developing States 

 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department, 2022 Annual Evaluation 
Review). 

 
 

G. Enhanced Understanding of Developing Member Country Contexts 
 
24. Three quarters (75%) of ADB staff viewed the completion of multidimensional fragility and 
resilience assessments (which include political economy and governance assessments, and integrating 
the identified drivers of fragility and resilience, and risk analysis into strategic planning, preparation, 
processing, and implementation) was the key action area to understand country context in FCAS and 
SIDS. A quarter (25%) of ADB staff considered completion of watching briefs on potentially context-
sensitive situations (which include risks assessments and providing briefings to management and 
operations on potential issues relevant to ADB) was the priority area. Statistical test revealed that the 
staff’s departmental affiliation (also work location, experience, and staff category) and perception on 
enhancing understanding context were statistically independent from each other. However, there is mild 
association between sector expertise and choice of support to advance ADB’s understanding of country 
context in FCAS and SIDS (Table A8.10).  

 
Table A8.10: Respondents’ Perception on the Most Important Key Action Areas to Best Support ADB’s 

Understanding of Country Contexts in Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations and Small Island 
Developing States  

Categories 

Percentage of Respondents (%) 
Completed 

Multidimensional 
Fragility and Resilience 

Assessments 

Completed Watching 
Briefs on Potential 
Context-sensitive 

Situations 
Department   
Central and West Asia Department 75.1 24.9 
East Asia Department  68.8 31.3 
Economic Research and Regional Cooperation 
Department 70.6 29.4 
Office of Public–Private Partnership 83.3 16.7 
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Categories 

Percentage of Respondents (%) 
Completed 

Multidimensional 
Fragility and Resilience 

Assessments 

Completed Watching 
Briefs on Potential 
Context-sensitive 

Situations 
Pacific Department  73.6 26.4 
Private Sector Operations Department  74.1 25.9 
Procurement, Portfolio and Financial Management 
Department  82.9 17.1 
South Asia Department  80.7 19.3 
Southeast Asia Department 70.0 30.0 
Strategy, Policy and Partnerships Department 76.9 23.1 
Sustainable Development and Climate Change 
Department  78.4 21.6 
All 75.1 24.9 

Chi-square statistic 7.1460 Degrees of freedom 10 p-value 0.7116ns  
Work location   
ADB headquarters 75.2 24.8 
Resident mission and representative office 75.1 24.9 
All 75.1 24.9 

Chi-square statistic 0.0006 Degrees of freedom 1 p-value 0.9798 ns  
FCAS and SIDS experience   
Have previously worked in FCAS and SIDS 72.5 27.5 
Have not previously worked in FCAS and SIDS 76.9 23.1 
All 75.1 24.9 

Chi-square statistic 2.0946 Degrees of freedom 1 p-value 0.1478 ns  
Staff category   
International staff (levels 1–6) 74.1 25.9 
International staff (levels 7 and above) 68.1 31.9 
National staff 77.8 22.2 
All 75.1 24.9 
Chi-square statistic 2.2826 Degrees of freedom 2 p-value 0.3194 ns  
Sector expertise   
Agriculture and natural resources 78.2 21.8 
Climate change and disaster risk management 89.5 10.5 
Education and health 65.8 34.2 
Energy 74.3 25.7 
Finance 80.5 19.5 
Gender and social development 83.3 16.7 
Others 77.6 22.4 
Public sector management 64.9 35.1 
Transport and ICT 65.9 34.1 
Water and other urban infrastructure and services 72.0 28.0 
All 75.1 24.9 
Chi-square statistic 15.6318 Degrees of freedom 9 p-value 0.0750*  

FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected situations, ICT = information and communication technology, SIDS = small island developing 
states.  
* = significant at 10%, ns = not significant. The survey question was “Please rank the following key action areas identified in ADB’s FSA to 
indicate those you think best support ADB’s enhanced understanding of DMC country contexts in FCAS and SIDS (“1” being the best).” 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department, 2022 Annual Evaluation Review). 
 
25. The survey asked staff about additional elements or components that could improve ADB’s 
understanding of country contexts in FCAS and SIDS. As shown in the word cloud below (Figure A8.4), 
the most common elements or components cited include “gender equality,” “private sector,” “resident 
mission,” “development partners,” “better understanding of the country,” and “ground presence.”  
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Figure A8.4: Additional Elements or Components to Improve ADB’s Understanding of 
Developing Member Country Contexts in Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations and 

Small Island Developing States  

 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department, 2022 Annual Evaluation 
Review). 

 
26. Only 21% of ADB staff indicated they are implementing key action areas in engaging in FCAS and 
SIDS. Most of these staff were in PARD (46%), PPFD (32%), and CWRD (27%). The findings revealed a 
highly statistically significant difference at 1% level in the responses, which suggests that these 
departments were mostly associated with the implementation of key action areas. Similarly, 
implementing key action items were highly associated with work experience, staff category, and sector 
expertise.  
 

Table A8.11: Response on Whether the Team had Implemented Any of the Key Action Areas for 
ADB’s Engagement in Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations and Small Island Developing States  

Categories 

Percentage of Respondents (%) 

No Yes 
No Response/ 
Don’t know 

Department    
Central and West Asia Department 61.6 27.2 11.2 
East Asia Department  81.8 7.3 10.9 
Economic Research and Regional Cooperation Department 66.7 6.3 27.1 
Office of Public–Private Partnership 54.2 29.2 16.7 
Pacific Department  37.3 45.8 16.9 
Private Sector Operations Department  67.2 13.9 19.0 
Procurement, Portfolio and Financial Management Department  50.0 31.8 18.2 
South Asia Department  73.3 11.4 15.2 
Southeast Asia Department 65.5 20.7 13.8 
Strategy, Policy and Partnerships Department 73.3 13.3 13.3 
Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department  71.4 20.5 8.0 
All 64.4 21.2 14.4 
Chi-square statistic 80.8019 Degrees of freedom 20 p-value 0.0000*** 
Work location   
ADB headquarters 63.3 22.9 13.8 
Resident mission and representative office 66.7 17.7 15.6 
All 64.4 21.2 14.4 
Chi-square statistic 3.7956 Degrees of freedom 2 p-value 0.1499 ns  
FCAS and SIDS experience   
Have previously worked in FCAS and SIDS 50.7 39.8 9.5 
Have not previously worked in FCAS and SIDS 72.5 10.3 17.3 
All 64.4 21.2 14.4 
Chi-square statistic 125.8602 Degrees of freedom 2 p-value 0.0000*** 
Staff category   
International staff (levels 1–6) 66.8 24.7 8.5 
International staff (levels 7 and above) 47.4 50.0 2.6 
National staff 64.6 12.5 22.9 
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Categories 

Percentage of Respondents (%) 

No Yes 
No Response/ 
Don’t know 

All 64.4 21.2 14.4 
Chi-square statistic 94.9285 Degrees of freedom 4 p-value 0.0000*** 
Sector expertise   
Agriculture and natural resources 74.6 14.3 11.1 
Climate change and disaster risk management 76.2 9.5 14.3 
Education and health 72.7 13.6 13.6 
Energy 54.0 32.2 13.8 
Finance 68.6 12.4 19.0 
Gender and social development 78.3 10.9 10.9 
Others 60.4 23.9 15.7 
Public sector management 57.6 30.3 12.1 
Transport and ICT 64.9 23.7 11.3 
Water and other urban infrastructure and services 70.3 16.5 13.2 
All 64.4 21.2 14.4 
Chi-square statistic 31.1468 Degrees of freedom 18 p-value 0.0277** 

FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected situations, ICT = information and communication technology, SIDS = small island developing 
states.  
*** - significant at 1% level, ** - significant at 5% level, ns = not significant 
The survey question was “Have you or your team used or implemented any of the key action areas for ADB’s engagement in FCAS 
and SIDS?” 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department, 2022 Annual Evaluation Review). 
 
27. Some of the key action areas implemented for ADB’s engagement in FCAS and SIDS, as shown in 
the word cloud (Figure A8.5) includes “fragility assessment,” “risk assessment,” “direct contracting,” 
“institutional strengthening,” “project readiness filters,” and “differentiated procurement approach.” 
 

Figure A8.5: Other Key Action Areas Implemented for ADB’s engagement in Fragile and 
Conflict-Affected Situations and Small Island Developing States 

 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department, 2022 Annual Evaluation 
Review). 

 

H. Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations Classification 
 
28. A DMC is classified as FCAS based on ADB’s country performance assessments overall ratings, 
World Bank’s country policy and institutional assessments, and the presence of a United Nations 
peacekeeping mission. Majority of ADB staff (71%) regarded the presence of subnational conflicts (which 
usually have a regional or ethnic identity market such as ethnicity, geographical location, or religion of 
affected groups) as supplementary factor that should be included in ADB’s FCAS classification system. 
About 62% of ADB staff perceived the presence of refugees or people displaced by conflict or violence, 
together with vulnerability to climate change and other natural hazards, as other factors to consider in 
ADB’s classification (Table A8.12). Other factors that can be considered include the number and status 
of civil society organizations (19%) and degree of press freedom (28%). 
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Table A8.12: Respondents’ Perception on What They Think Should be Included in ADB’s Fragile 
and Conflict-Affected Situations Classification System 

Categories Percentage of Respondents (multiple responses, %) 
Presence of 
Subnational 

Conflicts 

Presence of 
Refugees or 

People 
Displaced 
by Conflict 
or Violence 

Vulnerability 
to Climate 

Change and 
Disasters 

Triggered by 
Natural 
Hazards 

Number and 
Status of Civil 

Society 
Organizations 

Degree of 
Press 

Freedom 

None 

Department       
Central and West Asia Department 75 74 58 24 31 4 
East Asia Department  78 69 64 29 33 4 
Economic Research and Regional 

Cooperation Department 
65 48 52 13 25 0 

Office of Public–Private Partnership 67 67 75 17 29 8 
Pacific Department  71 47 76 13 27 1 
Private Sector Operations Department  63 60 62 13 27 4 
Procurement, Portfolio and Financial 
Management Department  

75 73 68 16 27 0 

South Asia Department  65 51 63 14 24 5 
Southeast Asia Department 70 56 57 23 30 4 
Strategy, Policy and Partnerships 

Department 
76 62 53 9 18 7 

Sustainable Development and Climate 
Change Department  

75 70 71 23 29 1 

All 71 62 62 19 28 3 
Work location 

      

ADB headquarters 73 64 64 18 29 3 
Resident mission and representative 
office 

67 58 59 20 26 4 

All 71 62 62 19 28 3 
FCAS and SIDS experience 

      

Have previously worked in FCAS and 
SIDS 

81 67 66 19 29 4 

Have not previously worked in FCAS 
and SIDS 

65 59 60 19 28 3 

All 71 62 62 19 28 3 
Staff category 

      

International staff (levels 1–6) 72 63 63 18 27 4 
International staff (levels 7 and 
above) 

87 74 61 13 17 7 

National staff 67 59 61 21 32 2 
All 71 62 62 19 28 3 
Sector expertise 

      

Agriculture and natural resources 71 57 68 25 35 6 
Climate change and disaster risk 
management 

86 81 81 33 57 0 

Education and health 68 64 57 14 36 5 
Energy 67 61 63 16 23 6 
Finance 64 63 59 16 28 1 
Gender and social development 78 74 65 26 37 2 
Others 72 61 62 20 25 4 
Public sector management 71 59 64 17 26 3 
Transport and ICT 66 59 58 15 27 2 
Water and other urban infrastructure 
and services 

76 66 63 18 30 3 

All 71 62 62 19 28 3 
FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected situations, ICT = information and communication technology, SIDS = small island developing states.  
The survey question was “What other factors or variables, if any, do you think should be included in ADB’s FCAS classification system? Check 
all that apply.” 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department, 2022 Annual Evaluation Review). 
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I. Other Areas of Support 
 
29. Across ADB, about a third (31%) of the respondents considered governance support (e.g., 
support for strengthening accountability of governments, criminal justice institutions, and citizen security 
initiatives) as the most important support for sector and thematic areas to address FCAS and SIDS 
concerns (Table A8.13). The next important areas were economic support (e.g., support for improving 
infrastructure and financial systems) with ADB staff response rate of 30%; and social sector (e.g., support 
for education, health, social protection, and gender equality) with ADB staff response rate of 29%. Several 
ADB staff also considered support for private sector development (such as small and medium-sized 
enterprises support) and environmental sustainability (such as support for climate change and disaster 
resilience) as the most important areas to address FCAS and SIDS issues. 
 
30. Across ADB departments, perceptions on the most important sector and thematic areas were 
substantially diverse. About 44% of SPD staff viewed governance support while 37% of SDCC staff 
considered social sector support as the critical area. Statistical test showed that the perception on the 
key sector and thematic area to support FCAS and SIDS was highly associated with the staff’s 
departmental affiliation.  
 
31. Sector expertise was also highly associated with the chosen sector and thematic area of support. 
For example, sector experts in public sector management favor governance support (43%), education 
and health experts chose social sector support (40%), and transport and ICT (38%) and energy (47%) 
select economic support. For the other categories, statistical test revealed that work location, prior 
experience in FCAS and SIDS, and staff category were not significantly associated with perception on key 
support areas in FCAS and SIDS.  
 

Table A8.13: Perception on Most Important Sector and Thematic Areas to Address Fragile and 
Conflict-Affected Situations and Small Island Developing States Challenges 

Categories Percentage of Respondents (%) 
Economic 
Support 

Social Sector Support Governanc
e Support 

Private 
Sector 

Developme
nt Support 

Environme
ntal 

Sustainabili
ty Support 

Department      
Central and West Asia Department 32.3 33.3 26.0 2.6 5.7 
East Asia Department  24.5 28.6 34.7 0.0 12.2 
Economic Research and Regional 

Cooperation Department 
33.3 33.3 22.2 2.8 8.3 

Office of Public–Private Partnership 35.0 30.0 15.0 10.0 10.0 
Pacific Department  31.4 17.1 37.1 1.4 12.9 
Private Sector Operations 
Department  

27.9 27.0 27.0 10.8 7.2 

Procurement, Portfolio and Financial 
Management Department  

22.9 28.6 40.0 5.7 2.9 

South Asia Department  34.5 25.0 31.0 0.0 9.5 
Southeast Asia Department 30.8 25.6 31.6 2.6 9.4 
Strategy, Policy and Partnerships 
Department 

26.8 19.5 43.9 7.3 2.4 

Sustainable Development and 
Climate Change Department  

22.1 36.5 35.6 0.0 5.8 

All 29.5 28.5 31.0 3.4 7.7 
Chi-square 
statistic 

65.0938 Degrees of freedom 40  p-value 0.0073***  

Work location 
     

ADB headquarters 28.6 28.6 32.9 3.1 6.8 
Resident mission and representative 
office 

31.2 28.3 26.8 4.1 9.7 

All 29.5 28.5 31.0 3.4 7.7 
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Categories Percentage of Respondents (%) 
Economic 
Support 

Social Sector Support Governanc
e Support 

Private 
Sector 

Developme
nt Support 

Environme
ntal 

Sustainabili
ty Support 

Chi-square 
statistic 

5.2525 Degrees of freedom 4  p-value 0.2624 ns  

FCAS and SIDS experience 
     

Have previously worked in FCAS and 
SIDS 

27.9 30.2 31.1 4.1 6.7 

Have not previously worked in FCAS 
and SIDS 

30.5 27.4 30.9 2.9 8.3 

All 29.5 28.5 31.0 3.4 7.7 
Chi-square 
statistic 

2.6188 Degrees of freedom 4  p-value 0.6235 ns  

Staff category      
International staff (levels 1–6) 31.2 28.2 30.2 3.8 6.5 
International staff (levels 7 and 
above) 

34.3 30.0 22.9 2.9 10.0 

National staff 26.3 28.6 33.5 2.9 8.7 
All 29.5 28.5 31.0 3.4 7.7 
Chi-square 
statistic 

6.7682 Degrees of freedom 8  p-value 0.5618 ns  

Sector expertise      
Agriculture and natural resources 29.3 29.3 20.7 1.7 19.0 
Climate change and disaster risk 
management 

11.1 44.4 38.9 0.0 5.6 

Education and health 15.8 39.5 31.6 0.0 13.2 
Energy 46.5 19.7 26.8 2.8 4.2 
Finance 29.6 28.4 23.5 13.6 4.9 
Gender and social development 15.0 52.5 27.5 0.0 5.0 
Others 30.5 27.8 32.0 3.6 6.2 
Public sector management 23.2 25.0 42.9 1.8 7.1 
Transport and ICT 38.0 21.5 30.4 1.3 8.9 
Water and other urban infrastructure 
and services 

23.8 27.5 37.5 1.3 10.0 

All 29.5 28.5 31.0 3.4 7.7 
Chi-square 
statistic 

84.2600 Degrees of freedom 36  p-value 0.0000***  

FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected situations, ICT = information and communication technology, SIDS = small island developing states. 
*** - significant at 1% level, ns = not significant 
The survey question was “Please rank the following sectors or thematic areas of support based on which you deem to be most important 
in addressing FCAS and supporting SIDS (‘1’ being the most important).” 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department, 2022 Annual Evaluation Review). 

 
32. About 39% of ADB staff viewed providing strong management support, followed by ensuring 
human resource development through financial and nonfinancial incentives (32%) were the means to 
attracting and retaining staff with expertise in FCAS and SIDS (Table A8.14). Promoting staff mobility 
(16%) and offering short-term assignments (12%) were the other incentives to attract and retain staff. 
Across departments, these incentives seem to vary significantly. For example, 51% of staff from PPFD 
viewed human resource development through incentives as priority to retain and attract people. On the 
other hand, staff from ERCD (48%) and SPD (48%) viewed strong management support as the solution. 
There was a statistically significant difference at 10% level in the responses of staff across ADB 
departments regarding their view on the appropriate measures or incentives to attract and retain staff 
working in FCAS and SIDS.  
 
33. By staff category, 35% of the ADB managers (international staff levels 7 and above) deemed 
human resource development through providing incentives as key to attract and retain staff with 
expertise in FCAS and SIDS. Statistical results showed that the staff’s perceptions on the best measure to 
attract and retain staff were associated with staff category. However, there was no significant difference 
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in the choice of incentives between work location, work experience in FCAS and SIDS, and sector 
expertise.  

 
Table A8.14: Perception on the Most Important Measures or Incentives to Attract and Retain Staff 

with Expertise in Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations and Small Island Developing States 

Categories 

Percentage of Respondents (%) 

Providing 
Strong 

Management 
Support 

Offering Short-
term 

Assignments 

Promoting 
Staff 

Mobility 

Ensuring Human 
Resource 

Development 
Through Financial 
and Nonfinancial 

Incentives 
Department     
Central and West Asia Department 36.6 17.8 12.6 33.0 
East Asia Department  30.6 14.3 14.3 40.8 
Economic Research and Regional Cooperation Department 48.5 9.1 6.1 36.4 
Office of Public–Private Partnership 40.0 25.0 25.0 10.0 
Pacific Department  37.7 5.8 17.4 39.1 
Private Sector Operations Department  41.6 13.3 15.9 29.2 
Procurement, Portfolio and Financial Management 

Department  
17.1 5.7 25.7 51.4 

South Asia Department  46.4 10.7 14.3 28.6 
Southeast Asia Department 40.5 9.1 20.7 29.8 
Strategy, Policy and Partnerships Department 47.5 10.0 10.0 32.5 
Sustainable Development and Climate Change 

Department  
43.4 12.1 17.2 27.3 

All 39.6 12.4 15.8 32.2 
Chi-square statistic 42.0709 Degrees of freedom 30 p-value 0.0706* 

 

Work location 
    

ADB headquarters 39.2 11.5 17.0 32.3 
Resident mission and representative office 40.4 14.3 13.2 32.0 
All 39.6 12.4 15.8 32.2 
Chi-square statistic 2.9448 Degrees of freedom 3 p-value 0.4002 ns 

 

FCAS and SIDS experience 
    

Have previously worked in FCAS and SIDS 40.5 12.0 16.9 30.6 
Have not previously worked in FCAS and SIDS 38.9 12.7 15.1 33.3 
All 39.6 12.4 15.8 32.2 
Chi-square statistic 1.1166 Degrees of freedom 3 p-value 0.7731 ns 

 

Staff category     
International staff (levels 1–6) 35.4 13.7 18.0 32.9 
International staff (levels 7 and above) 33.3 10.1 21.7 34.8 
National staff 46.1 11.2 11.8 30.8 
All 39.6 12.4 15.8 32.2 
Chi-square statistic 17.7373 Degrees of freedom 9 p-value 0.0383** 

 

Sector expertise     
Agriculture and natural resources 38.6 15.8 19.3 26.3 
Climate change and disaster risk management 52.6 21.1 21.1 5.3 
Education and health 40.5 10.8 21.6 27.0 
Energy 44.4 8.3 15.3 31.9 
Finance 37.8 15.9 18.3 28.0 
Gender and social development 27.5 25.0 15.0 32.5 
Others 41.0 9.3 14.1 35.6 
Public sector management 38.9 13.0 13.0 35.2 
Transport and ICT 41.3 16.3 15.0 27.5 
Water and other urban infrastructure and services 32.9 11.4 17.7 38.0 
All 39.6 12.4 15.8 32.2 
Chi-square statistic 27.6177 Degrees of freedom 27 p-value 0.4309ns 

 

FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected situations, ICT = information and communication technology, SIDS = small island developing states. 
** - significant at 5% level, * - significant at 10% level, ns = not significant 
The survey question was “ADB seeks to use more effective incentive structures to attract and retain staff skilled in FCAS and SIDS contexts. Please 
rank the following measures or incentives in terms of their importance in attracting and retaining staff with expertise in FCAS and SIDS contexts ("1" 
being the most important incentive).” 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department, 2022 Annual Evaluation Review). 
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34. ADB’s comparative advantage in FCAS and SIDS context as shown in the word cloud (Figure A8.6) 
includes experience, presence (local and regional), knowledge, expertise, country knowledge, ground 
presence, honest broker, local knowledge, close relationship, trusted partners, engagement, and history.  
 

 

Figure A8.6: Comparative Advantage of ADB in Relation to Fragile and Conflict-
Affected Situations and Small Island Developing States 

 
The survey question was “What do you think is ADB’s comparative advantage to improve development 
outcomes in FCAS and SIDS?” 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department, 2022 Annual Evaluation Review). 
 

35. Staff were of the view that ADB can improve its engagement in FCAS and SIDS through 
differentiated approach, capacity development, deeper engagement, partnership, private sector, resident 
mission, timely response, and high-quality products (Figure A8.7).  
 

 
Figure A8.7: How ADB can Improve its Engagement in Fragile and Conflict-Affected 

Situations and Small Island Developing States 
 

 
The survey question was “How can ADB improve its engagement in FCAS and SIDS?” 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department, 2022 Annual Evaluation Review). 
 

 



 

 

APPENDIX 9: RESULTS OF THE STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE 
FACTORS INFLUENCING A COUNTRY’S FRAGILE AND CONFLICT-
AFFECTED SITUATIONS CLASSIFICATION 
 
1. The Asian Development Bank (ADB) country classification system determines eligibility of its 
developing member countries (DMCs) for concessional resources. ADB’s country classification is based 
on countries’ gross national income (GNI) per capita and creditworthiness for regular ordinary capital 
resources (OCR) loans and market-based resources.1 Countries in group A (concessional assistance-only) 
are those in greatest need of concessionality as well as access to grants from the Asian Development 
Fund (ADF). Group B countries or OCR blend are those that still need some concessionality as well as 
limited access to grants. Group C countries (regular OCR-only) are those with the least need for 
concessional loans given higher levels of development. The ADB country classification provides a 
systematic way to allocate financial assistance to those in serious need of development assistance such 
as a select number of countries considered as fragile and conflict-affected situations (FCAS) and small 
island developing states (SIDS). 
 
2. Since 2013, ADB has used the harmonized classification system of the multilateral development 
banks (MDBs) for defining a member country as FCAS. The list of countries classified FCAS is published 
annually by ADB and similarly by other multilateral development institutions such as the World Bank to 
highlight the development needs of fragile countries.   
 
3. ADB conducts biennial country performance assessment (CPA) exercise for countries with access 
to concessional resources. Countries are assessed based on the quality of macroeconomic management, 
coherence of structural policies, degree to which policies and institutions promote equity and inclusion, 
quality of governance and public sector management, and performance of concessional assistance 
project portfolio. The CPA score forms the basis for ADB’s FCAS classification. A country is considered 
FCAS if it has an average rating of 3.2 or less based on ADB’s CPA and the World Bank’s country policy 
and institutional assessment (CPIA). 2 The CPA and CPIA are harmonized and both use a set of 16 
indicators covering economic management, structural policies, policies for social inclusion and equity, 
and public sector management and institutions. 

 
4. ADB’s country classification and FCAS list are related in allocating its scarce financial resources to 
countries in greatest need of development assistance. Most countries classified FCAS are in concessional 
assistance-only (Group A) countries, except Papua New Guinea and Timor-Leste, which are OCR blend 
countries. The quantitative exercise investigates factors that determine (i) progression of countries in the 
ADB country classification (utilizing multinomial logistic regression); and (ii) classification of whether a 
country is classified as FCAS or not (utilizing logistic regression) using the underlying framework of 
economic, social, governance, and environmental factors. The environmental component was added 
given increased vulnerabilities of FCAS and SIDS to environmental hazards due to climate change and 
profound impacts on their development path. As made evident during the coronavirus disease (COVID-
19) pandemic, the impact of these natural hazards is heightened in poor and vulnerable populations 
especially when spillovers significantly and negatively affect the economic, social, and governance 
aspects.  

 
1   ADB. 2022. Operations Manual Section A1 Classification and Graduation of Developing Member Countries. Manila.  
2  ADB’s CPA and World Bank’s CPIA measure the quality of policy and institutions (and specific manifestations of fragility) and 

provides a rating of countries against a set of 16 criteria grouped into four clusters: economic management, structural policies, 
policies for social inclusion and equity, and public sector management and institutions. World Bank recently revised its FCAS 
classification to distinguish between countries with high levels of institutional and social fragility and countries affected by 
violent conflict. To measure institutional and social fragility, World Bank uses CPIA. Meanwhile, World Bank identifies countries 
affected by violent conflict based on a threshold number of conflict-related deaths relative to the population. Within this category 
there are two subcategories distinguished by the intensity of violence: (i) countries in high-intensity conflict and (ii) countries in 
medium-intensity conflict. 
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5. The primary objective of the quantitative exercise is to analyze factors that explain the transitions 
in ADB country and fragility classifications based on a reasonable set of information. By looking at these 
dynamics, it can provide useful insights to better focus operational interventions either in a specific 
component of the underlying framework or a combination of components. These can further bolster 
cost-effectiveness in light of extending the scarce financial resources of ADB. Moreover, these insights 
are well in line to support ADB’s increasing attention to targeted and tailored approaches for countries 
facing complex and often unique development challenges. Specifically, with ADB adopting a consolidated 
approach for FCAS and SIDS in 2021, investigating these factors can provide further understanding to 
fragility and resilience analysis to enhance the results of development interventions in its most vulnerable 
DMCs. 
 

A. Data Description 
 
6. A panel data comprised of variables corresponding to the four components of economic, social, 
governance and environmental aspects of the ADB country and FCAS classifications served as 
independent variables. ADB’s country classification were based on ADB operations manual issuances on 
classification and graduation of DMCs dating back to 1995 while ADB’s annual FCAS lists for 2000–2020 
were used to generate the dependent variables. An initial set of 32 independent variables that included 
data ranging from national income accounts, social and demographic indicators, government and fiscal 
expenditures, and disaster information were considered.  
 
7. The dataset was further narrowed down to two variables each for the economic, social and 
governance dimensions, while only one indicator was used for the environmental component given the 
dearth of complete information in this area. There were seven base indicators chosen for the analysis 
based on (i) suitability of indicator as a regressor, and (ii) completeness of observations for each country. 
The sources of basic data were ADB’s Key Indicators Database for the economic and social components; 
the World Bank’s World Development Indicators database for governance indicators; and for the 
environment indicators, the Emergency Events Database (EM-DAT) maintained by the Centre for Research 
on the Epidemiology of Disasters (CRED).3  

 
8. Both the ADB country and FCAS dependent variables were derived also using various ADB sources 
including published reports containing country and FCAS groupings, and information from the ADB 
website. The list of FCAS dates back to 2006. For 2000–2005, this exercise just assumed that the 2006 
list is backdated for this period. A multi-categorical data representing the three main country groupings 
(Groups A, B, and C), and binary data representing a country that has been classified as either FCAS or 
non-FCAS was used for the multinomial logistic, and logistic regressions. 

 
9. The multinomial logistic regression used the base data corresponding to the annual country 
groupings for every country. Meanwhile, data transformations were done for the logistic regression to 
align with ADB’s FCAS classification system that included the reviews in the past 3 years.4 As such, all 
independent variables for a current year represent the average of the last 3 years, for example gross 
domestic product computed to United States (US) dollars using gross domestic product (GDP) purchasing 
power parity (PPP) for 2020 is an average of 2017–2019. Log transformations for GDP PPP and external 
debt were also done to represent growth rates and normalize these variables for the modelling process. 
Table A9.1 provides a brief statistical description of the identified 16 variables (two dependent and 14 
independent variables). 
 
 
 

 
3   Data were downloaded between the latter part of September 2021 and early October 2021. Relevant links: 

https://kidb.adb.org/; https://databank.worldbank.org/source/world-development-indicators; and https://public.emdat.be/. 
4   Prior to 2013, ADB identified DMCs as fragile when they are ranked in the fourth and fifth quintiles in CPA scores for 2 of the 

last 3 years or are deemed in conflict or post-conflict situations. 

https://kidb.adb.org/
https://databank.worldbank.org/source/world-development-indicators
https://public.emdat.be/
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Table A9.1: Summary of Descriptive Statistics 

Variables Mean 
Standard 
Deviation Min Max 

Dependent variables    
ADB country classification (A/B/C) 0.81 0.77 0.00 2.00 
Binary classification (FCAS/non-FCAS) 0.74 0.44 0.00 1.00 
Independent variables    

(i) Economic     
GDP PPP (log)a 23.83 3.15 16.95 30.82 
GDP PPP (log, average past 3 years) a 23.98 3.13 17.01 30.77 
External debt (log) a 22.52 2.32 18.08 28.38 
External debt (log, average past 3 years) a 22.54 2.30 18.14 28.29 

(ii) Social     
Life expectancy  68.80 4.29 55.84 78.92 
Life expectancy (average past 3 years) 68.77 4.24 55.84 78.62      
Social expenditures as % of GDP 9.75 5.96 2.35 50.91 
Social expenditures as % of GDP (average past 3 years) 9.50 5.36 2.54 41.20 

(iii) Governance    
Government effectiveness  (0.46) 0.58 (2.27) 1.27 
Government effectiveness (average past 3 years) (0.46) 0.57 (2.23) 1.21 
Political stability (0.18) 1.01 (2.81) 1.45 
Political stability (average past 3 years) (0.19) 0.99 (2.75) 1.39 

(iv) Environment    
Disaster count 5.50 7.00 1 41 
Disaster count (average past 3 years) 7.18 7.24 1.00 39.33 

( ) =negative, GDP = gross domestic product, PPP = purchasing power parity, FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected situations. 
a Log refers to natural logarithm.  
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 
 
10. For the independent regressors, the economic dimension variables used were the GDP PPP and 
the nominal level of external debt in US dollars. The GDP PPP provides an indicator of economic 
performance that is used in the FCAS classification system. It offers better comparability across countries 
as it is standardized by PPP. On the other hand, external debt demonstrates a country’s ability to 
externally fund investments and support macroeconomic policy and governance programs through larger 
fiscal space, given that most developing countries face a limited domestic financial and nonfinancial 
resource base. However, external debt has a nonlinear effect on growth depending on the levels of 
indebtedness (i.e., higher and unsustainable levels generally hurt growth). 
 
11. The social component utilized the average life expectancy of the population and the level of social 
expenditures (calculated as the sum of health, education, and social protection expenditures) as a 
percentage of GDP. Life expectancy typically has a strong association with higher development and serves 
as an important linkage of human capital development formation and growth. Likewise, social spending 
particularly if well-targeted, contributes to lower poverty and inequality, which in turn support higher 
development levels. 

 
12. Governance variables used two of the six components of the World Bank’s World Governance 
Indicators: (i) government effectiveness and (ii) political stability. Government effectiveness measures the 
capacity of governments to effectively formulate and implement sound policies. It also gauges the 
perception of quality of public services, civil service, and policy formulation and implementation as well 
as credibility of government commitment in pursuing these initiatives. Political stability summarizes 
perceptions of the likelihood of political instability and/or politically motivated violence, including 
terrorism or how governments are selected, monitored, and replaced. 
 
13. The environmental component included only one indicator (natural disaster count) given the lack 
of environmental data for the period and information across countries. Natural disaster count measures 
the count or number of disasters each country faces annually. Natural disasters that are counted include 



Results of the Statistical Analysis of the Factors Influencing a Country’s Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations Classification 155 
 

 

five types: geophysical, meteorological, hydrological, climatological, and biological. Increasing impacts 
of climate change have seriously affected the development of countries especially those vulnerable to the 
rising frequency and severity of hazard events.  

 

B. Discussion of the Model 
 
14. Regression analysis was used to investigate factors that affect whether a country is classified 
FCAS or not. Given the binary nature of the dependent variable, classification or discrete choice models 
are the suitable framework for this exercise. The logistic model with maximum likelihood estimation was 
determined to provide an appropriate modelling process given the ease of use and straight forward 
interpretation of the model coefficients. 
 
15. For the FCAS quantitative analysis, the dichotomous dependent variable is a country (Y) that is 
classified as non-FCAS (with a value of 1) or FCAS (value of 0) that are determined by observed factors 
from the data collected for the economic, social, governance, and environmental dimensions for 42 ADB 
member countries.5 Logit models use a measurement equation, Y = Xβ + ε, where X is a vector of factors 
and β is a vector of parameters or coefficients indicating effects of a unit change in X on the probability 
of Y, and ε is an error term. The logit model uses a standard logistic probability distribution function, 
and the classification probability is estimated by the following: 
 

𝐸𝐸(𝑌𝑌𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 = 1 |𝑥𝑥𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖) = 𝜋𝜋 (𝑥𝑥𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖) =
𝑒𝑒𝑥𝑥𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝜷𝜷

1 − 𝑒𝑒𝑥𝑥𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝜷𝜷
 

 
The link function for the logit model is: 
 

𝑙𝑙𝑛𝑛 �
𝜋𝜋 (𝑥𝑥𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖)

1 − 𝜋𝜋 (𝑥𝑥𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖)
� = 𝑋𝑋𝛽𝛽 

 
and assumes a standard logistic distribution of errors. Since the above function is based on a probability 
distribution, it ensures that the values are returned between 0 and 1 or the predicted probability. 
 
16. An extension of the logistic model, the multinomial logistic regression to model a 3-category 
country classification of ADB (Groups A, B, and C) was also undertaken. The multinomial logit regression 
is expected to provide insights such as dynamics and progression across income classification levels of 
countries.  
 
17. Analogous to the logit model, the multinomial logit model provides a link function: 
 

𝑙𝑙𝑛𝑛 �
𝜋𝜋 (𝑥𝑥𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖)

1 − 𝜋𝜋 (𝑥𝑥𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖)
� = 𝑋𝑋𝛽𝛽𝑖𝑖 

 
where again X is a vector of factors and β is a vector of parameters or coefficients indicating effects of a 
unit change in X on the probability of Y for j categories with J-1 number of equations. In this case, the 
probability distribution of the response is multinomial instead of binomial and thus, have J−1 equations 
instead of one. Note that only J−1 equations is needed to describe a variable with J response categories, 
and it does not matter which category will serve as a reference since conversion is possible from one 
formulation to another. 
 
18. The modelling process done to fit a logit and multinomial logit regressions on the FCAS 
classification was to divide the dataset into a training and test components. The splitting was done via 
random sampling and a 70:30 ratio was done in favor of the training dataset. The fitting of the regression 

 
5 The analysis excludes non-borrowing countries and countries that have graduated from ADB assistance. 
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models utilized the training dataset while the test dataset served as a benchmark on how good the 
classification of the generated models performs. This is akin to the within- and out of sample exercise in 
ordinary least squares. 
 
19. The model building and fitting of the four components and 14 indicators for the logit and 
multinomial logit models reflect a parsimony of structures to better isolate effects of individual variables 
on the country and FCAS classification models. In this case, the two variables within a component were 
not used at the same time but alternately along with the other component variables. In addition, the 
GDP PPP, and social expenditures as a percentage of GDP that have some common aspects (i.e., GDP) 
although in different components, were used alternately along the different models. This resulted in the 
generation of 11 models for each of the logit and multinomial logit regressions.   

 

C. Results 
 
20. The quantitative approach utilized two modelling aspects of the logistic model: (i) multinomial 
logistic model (multilevel category), and (ii) binary logistic model. The multinomial logit model delves 
into transitional and progression dynamics in ADB’s country classification particularly looking at 
determinants in the economic, social, governance, and environmental dimensions. The binary logistic 
model provides a general view of the dynamics of factors determining whether a country is classified as 
FCAS or not, similar to data and information being used in the existing FCAS classification system.  

 
21. The multinomial logit regression analysis investigating the determinants of ADB’s country 
classification using the four components of economic, social, governance and environment were mainly 
consistent with existing knowledge on the many facets of development in Asia and the Pacific region. 
Table A9.2 presents a summary of the multinomial logistic model results while Table A9.4 presents the 
complete results. Of the four components, the economic and social dimensions provided the most 
consistency of statistically significant results. This suggests that enhancing underlying economic and 
social foundations leads to progression in ADB’s country classification. For the economic side, economic 
growth is an important impetus aside from looking at development from an economic size perspective. 
Results show that a 1 percentage point increase in growth can translate to the likelihood by about 1.4–
2.7 times that a country is grouped in the group B and C countries in comparison to countries in group 
A holding other factors constant. On external debt, countries that can source external financing or 
translating to a one unit increase in external debt raises the probability by 1.6 to 5.2 times that a country 
will be classified in groups B and C when compared to a group A county classification. The benefits of 
economic dimensions of stronger and sustained growth, and the ability to take full advantage of external 
financing can translate to development dividends that can result in higher country classification by ADB. 
 
22. On the social side, results indicated the importance of social expenditures in a country’s 
development path. A one-percentage point increase of social spending as a percent of GDP increases the 
likelihood by 13%–25% for countries classified in group B or C compared to those in group A. As for life 
expectancy, this indicator shows that an additional year increase in life expectancy can result to a higher 
probability by 1.15–1.18 times that a country is classified group B or group C compared to group A. 
 
23. The results from governance indicators highlight the need for capacity building in countries 
where development assistance is most needed, particularly FCAS and SIDS that are vulnerable to internal 
and external shocks such as economic downturns and disasters. A one unit increase in government 
effectiveness index increase the chances by 6.8–52.2 times for a country being classified group B or group 
C as compared to a group A country. Likewise, greater political stability as translated to a one unit 
increase in the index raises the possibility by about 1.2–4.3 times that a country is classified group a B or 
group C compared to group A countries. 
 
24. Lastly, the environment indicator did not register statistically significant coefficients and the 
results were also counterintuitive. The probability of a higher income classification resulting from a higher 
disaster count (1.070–1.262 times) may not be the case where most of those vulnerable countries to 
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natural hazards are in group A. Typically, these countries are less resilient and have limited capacity to 
fully cope or adapt to environmental challenges without access to development assistance. 

 
Table A9.2: Summary of Multinomial Logistic Model Results 

Coefficients are Odds Ratio 
(Country A reference) 

Model Results  
Country B Country C 

(i) Economic     
GDP PPP (log) 1.398*** 1.817*** 1.859*** 2.664*** 
External debt (log) 1.589*** 2.942*** 1.891*** 5.217*** 

(ii) Social     
Life expectancy  1.030 1.151*** 1.003 1.175*** 
Social expenditures as percent of GDP  1.125* 1.250*** 1.138* 1.228** 

(iii) Governance     
Government effectiveness 1.054 6.787*** 2.085* 52.196*** 
Political stability 1.185 1.484* 1.296 4.289*** 

(iv) Environment     
Disaster count 1.09 1.247* 1.070 1.262* 

Constant 1.910E-12*** 6.788E-07*** 2.603E-18*** 1.083E-07*** 
No. of observations (Train data) 175 510 
AIC 233.15 837.12 
Pseudo R2 0.17 0.43 
Classification Accuracy     
     Train data 0.63 0.82 
     Test data 0.53 0.76 
Multicollinearity test (variance inflation factor) Passed Passed 

AIC = Akaike information criterion, GDP = gross domestic product, PPP = purchasing power parity.  
***  p < 0.01; ** p < 0.05;  * p < 0.1        
Odds ratio is computed as the exponent of the log odds in the identified multinomial logistic models. 
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 
 
25. For the logistic models, the results were generally in line with the expected direction of effects 
from the economic, social, governance, and environment components as well as being consistent with 
the results derived from multinomial logistic regression on ADB’s country classification. As the models 
were referenced with the FCAS classification, all economic, social, and governance variables had a 
negative effect on the probability of a country being classified as FCAS with a unit increase of the given 
variables while holding all others constant. For the environment variable, it was the opposite, i.e., a unit 
increase because of higher disaster count increases the probability of a country being classified FCAS. In 
terms of model diagnostics, the logistic models generated exhibited generally robust results from the 
multicollinearity test, goodness of fit test, classification or accuracy of the models, and pseudo R2. Table 
A9.3 presents a summary of the logistic model results while Table A9.5 presents the complete results. 
The succeeding discussion of the results utilizes average marginal effects as it provides a more intuitive 
effects of the coefficients. 
 
26. The economic component consistently posted statistically significant results on a country’s FCAS 
classification supporting the importance of economic drivers on FCAS development. GDP growth as 
proxied by GDP PPP can increase the likelihood of a country being in the FCAS list by about 6–12 
percentage points should GDP growth falter by one unit, holding all others constant. Meanwhile, a unit 
increase in external debt as percent of GDP can lower the probability of a country being classified FCAS 
by as much as 3–10 percentage points holding all other variables constant. Most FCAS countries have 
limited fiscal space to pursue development initiatives owing to the smallness of their economic and 
financial landscape. The results for the economic component emphasize that macroeconomic stability is 
one of the key areas in promoting and supporting development in FCAS countries particularly through 
the multiplier effects of greater fiscal space that can encourage economic growth.   
 
27. Social factors also have a significant effect on countries being included in the FCAS list. Social 
expenditures (health, education, and social protection) as a percentage of GDP increases the likelihood 
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of being categorized as FCAS by as much as 0.5–4.0 percentage points should countries experience a 
decrease in social spending. Also, development outcomes such as lower levels of life expectancy of the 
population can figure in increasing the probability of an FCAS classification by about 2–3 percentage 
points for every 1-year decline while holding all others constant. The results for social component 
highlight the returns of investing in human capital that can contribute to higher and better development 
and growth. 

 
28. On governance, the government effectiveness indicator shows that a country is 7–40 percentage 
points more probable to be classified non-FCAS when a 1-unit increase of the governance effectiveness 
index is posted, holding all other variables constant. Conversely, any decrease in the government 
effectiveness index leads to an increase of the same level in the probability of country being classified 
FCAS. Likewise, a 1-unit deterioration in the political stability index increases the probability by 12–18 
percentage points of a country being classified FCAS, holding all others constant. These results in 
governance factors are in line with the overall assessments of MDBs, which show that capacity building 
to improve governance and institutional capacities are important in better delivering basic goods and 
services as well as the implementation of sound government strategies, policies, and programs. 
 
29. Although the environment component was mostly not statistically significant, it still indicates 
that a 1-count increase in disasters can increase the odds of being in the FCAS list by about 0.4–1.4 
percentage points holding the other variables constant. As the effects of climate change are expected to 
worsen, it is imperative that development agencies and country partners implement policies that consider 
environmental implications of disasters and improve resilience especially in FCAS that are more vulnerable 
to natural hazards. 
 

Table A9.3. Summary of Logistic Model Results 

Coefficients are Log Odds Ratio (FCAS Reference) Model Results 
(i) Economic   

GDP PPP (log, average past 3 years) (1.290)*** (0.749)*** 
    Average marginal effects (0.1202) (0.0599) 
External debt (log, average past 3 years) (1.396)*** (0.589)*** 

          Average marginal effects (0.1008) (0.0306) 
(ii) Social   

Life expectancy (average past 3 years) (0.411)*** (0.209)*** 
    Average marginal effects (0.0293) (0.0195) 
Social expenditures as % of GDP (average past 3 years) (0.747)** (0.119) 

          Average marginal effects (0.0406) (0.0054) 
(iii) Governance   

Government effectiveness (average past 3 years) (7.016)*** (1.58)* 
    Average marginal effects (0.4046) (0.0659) 
Political stability (average past 3 years) (2.625)*** (0.925)*** 

          Average Marginal Effects (0.1874) (0.1184) 
(iv) Environment   

Disaster count (average past 3 years) 0.076 0.205* 
          Average marginal effects 0.0044 0.0140 
Constant 6.863 0.001 
No. of observations (Train data) 100 427 
AIC 46.44 244.79 
BIC 59.46 278.41 
Pseudo R2 0.34 0.57 
Classification Accuracy   
      Train data 0.83 0.93 
      Test data 0.84 0.96 
Multicollinearity test (variance inflation factor) Passed Passed 
Hosmer-Lemeshow goodness-of-fit test Passed Passed 

( ) = negative, AIC = Akaike information criterion, BIC = Bayesian information criterion, GDP = gross domestic product, 
PPP = purchasing power parity.            

         ***  p < 0.01; ** p < 0.05;  * p < 0.1        
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 
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Table A9.4: Complete Multinomial Logistic Model Results 

 

 

Dependent Variable: Country Classification; Country A reference

Coefficients are Log Odds Ratio

Country B Country C Country B Country C Country B Country C Country B Country C Country B Country C

i) Economic

GDP PPP (log) 0.456 *** 0.662 *** 0.597 *** 0.980 ***

0.095 0.131 0.111 0.142

External debt (log) 0.678 *** 0.799 *** 0.941 *** 1.447 *** 1.079 *** 1.63 ***

0.125 0.154 0.217 0.277 0.218 0.272

ii) Social

Life expectancy 0.053 0.003 0.141 *** 0.161 *** 0.030 (0.013)

0.048 0.061 0.045 0.055 0.052 0.063

Social expenditures as % of GDP 0.118 * 0.138 0.198 *** 0.205 **

0.067 0.107 0.069 0.098

iii) Governance

Government effectiveness 1.597 *** 3.955 *** 1.668 *** 3.640 *** 1.915 *** 3.249 ***

0.431 0.561 0.47 0.59 0.582 0.841

Political stability 0.395 * 1.456 *** (0.044) 0.738

0.226 0.298 0.339 0.52

iv) Environment

Disaster count 0.086 0.068 0.124 * 0.109 0.157 * 0.162 * 0.221 * 0.233 * 0.155 0.191 *

0.065 0.069 0.065 0.068 0.081 0.084 0.125 0.13 0.104 0.107

Constant (14.203) *** (16.038) *** (24.612) *** (35.821) *** (16.981) *** (17.022) *** (22.145) *** (34.821) *** (26.984) *** (40.490) ***

3.709 4.734 3.592 4.55 4.079 4.785 5.086 6.703 5.199 6.615

No. of observations (Train data) 318 315 284 175 175

AIC 459.36 484.232 416.009 233.153 249.911

Pseudo R2 0.36 0.31 0.34 0.43 0.38

Classification Accuracy

Train 0.74 0.69 0.74 0.82 0.74

Test 0.68 0.60 0.68 0.76 0.64

Multicollinearity test (variance inflation factor) passed passed passed passed passed

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

 

( ) = negative, AIC = Akaike information criterion, GDP = gross domestic product. PPP = purchasing power parity. 
*** p < 0.01; ** p < 0.05;  *  p < 0.1 
Standard errors are shaded in gray. 
Source: IED evaluation team. 
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Table A9.4: Complete Multinomial Logistic Model Results (Continuation) 
 

Dependent Variable: Country Classification; Country A reference
Coefficients are Log Odds Ratio

Country B Country C Country B Country C Country B Country C Country B Country C Country B Country C Country B Country C

i) Economic
GDP PPP (log) 0.335 *** 0.620 *** 0.354 *** 0.922 ***

0.046 0.067 0.065 0.091
External debt (log) 0.527 *** 0.637 *** 0.463 *** 0.737 *** 0.907 *** 1.556 *** 0.929 *** 1.652 ***

0.069 0.08 0.079 0.091 0.147 0.206 0.148 0.198
ii) Social
Life expectancy 0.141 *** 0.070 0.130 *** 0.077 * 0.105 *** 0.057 0.141 0.072 *

0.033 0.044 0.031 0.042 0.037 0.043 0.036 0.041
Social expenditures as % of GDP 0.137 *** 0.129 * 0.223 *** 0.158

0.047 0.072 0.053 0.079
iii) Governance
Government effectiveness 0.098 1.269 *** 0.053 0.735 ** 0.434 1.539 **

0.229 0.305 0.28 0.335 0.378 0.598
Political stability 0.17 1.334 *** (0.370) ** 0.483 ** (0.539) ** 0.259

0.167 0.241 0.17 0.208 0.247 0.432
iv) Environment
Disaster count

Constant (17.757) *** (20.194) *** (17.392) *** (28.225) *** (19.107) *** (18.537) *** (20.345) *** (22.067) *** (21.705) *** (37.470) *** (23.541) *** (40.369) ***
2.576 3.383 2.305 3.147 3.055 3.465 2.675 3.05 3.532 5.166 3.591 4.948

No. of observations (Train data) 510 510 414 413 243 243
AIC 837.122 832.822 740.448 721.622 348.015 347.772
Pseudo R2 0.23 0.24 0.17 0.19 0.35 0.35
Classification Accuracy

Train 0.67 0.63 0.65 0.65 0.78 0.73
Test 0.58 0.54 0.58 0.53 0.73 0.65

Multicollinearity test (variance inflation factor) passed passed passed passed passed passed

Model 11Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 Model 9 Model 10

 
( ) = negative, AIC = Akaike information criterion, GDP = gross domestic product. PPP = purchasing power parity. 
*** p < 0.01; ** p < 0.05;  *  p < 0.1 
Standard errors are shaded in gray. 
Source: IED evaluation team. 
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Table A9.5: Complete Logistic Model Results 
 

Dependent Variable: FCAS classification; FCAS reference
Coefficients are Log Odds Ratio Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 Model 9 Model 10 Model 11

i) Economic
GDP PPP (log, average past 3 years) (0.880) *** (1.090) *** (0.749) *** (1.290) ***

0.209 0.243 0.091 0.149
External debt (log, average past 3 years) (0.890) *** (0.719) (1.254) ** (0.589) *** (1.128) *** (0.614) * (1.396) ***

0.221 0.581 0.546 0.116 0.171 0.336 0.372
ii) Social
Life expectancy  (log, average past 3 years) (0.411) *** (0.411) *** (0.373) *** (0.254) *** (0.230) *** (0.208) *** (0.218) ***

0.111 0.113 0.103 0.055 0.052 0.059 0.0603
Social expenditures as % of GDP (average past 3 years) (0.578) ** (0.747) ** (0.145) (0.119)

0.293 0.331 0.089 0.099
iii) Governance
Government effectiveness  (average past 3 years) (2.255) *** (1.518) * (7.016) *** (2.899) *** (1.865) *** (6.742) ***

0.871 0.856 2.502 0.471 0.427 1.662
Political stability (average past 3 years) (0.925) ** (2.370) *** (2.012) *** (1.502) *** (2.625) ***

0.428 0.747 0.321 0.291 0.571
iv) Environment
Disaster count (average past 3 years) 0.205 * 0.106 0.134 0.076 (0.077)

0.115 0.115 0.118 0.258 0.214

Constant 45.011 *** 51.552 *** 41.644 *** 11.057 27.948 ** 31.140 *** 43.595 *** 23.873 *** 36.885 *** 6.863 27.182 **
10.677 10.613 9.637 14.123 12.977 4.829 5.161 5.519 5.839 7.962 8.394

No. of observations (Train data) 186 186 172 100 100 427 433 351 350 194 194
AIC 91.81 94.30 90.78 47.31 46.44 244.79 262.13 221.65 207.89 70.61 69.21
BIC 107.94 110.43 106.52 60.33 59.46 261.01 278.41 237.09 223.32 83.68 82.28
Pseudo R2 0.55 0.54 0.50 0.56 0.57 0.53 0.50 0.34 0.38 0.51 0.52
Classification Accuracy

Train 0.88 0.87 0.85 0.92 0.91 0.86 0.85 0.83 0.86 0.93 0.93
Test 0.84 0.85 0.84 0.96 0.94 0.88 0.87 0.86 0.86 0.92 0.91

Multicollinearity test (variance inflation factor) passed passed passed passed passed passed passed passed passed passed passed
Hosmer-Lemeshow goodness-of-fit test passed passed passed passed passed passed passed passed passed passed passed    

( ) = negative, AIC = Akaike information criterion, BIC = Bayesian information criterion, GDP = gross domestic product, FCAS = fragile and conflict=affected situations, PPP = purchasing power 
parity. 
*** p < 0.01; ** p < 0.05;  *  p < 0.1 
Standard errors are shaded in gray. 
Source: IED evaluation team. 

 



 

 

APPENDIX 10: LINKED DOCUMENTS 
 
 
A. Sovereign Operations Performance 
 

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

https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/linked-documents/LD_B_NSO_Performance.pdf 
 
C. Result from the Quantitative Statistical Analysis on Key Drives of Effectiveness in Sovereign Projects 

and List of Areas Considered for the Qualitative Analysis on Key Drivers of Effectiveness in 
Nonsovereign Projects 

  

https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/linked-documents/LD_C_Analysis_Key_Drivers_Effectiveness.pdf 
 

D. Management Acceptance and Implementation of Recommendations, 2012–2021 
 

  https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/linked-documents/LD_D_MAR_2012%E2%80%932021.pdf 
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