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Executive Summary

The long-term strategic framework Asian Development Bank (ADB)—Strategy 2020—
prioritizes capacity development alongside good governance as “drivers of change” and 
puts them deeper into the mainstream of ADB operations. The Midterm Review of Strategy 
2020 observed that weak governance and institutional capacities continue to constrain 
the development prospects of many developing member countries (DMCs). It found that 
capacity development was generally viewed as not being well integrated in ADB operations, 
and that the outcomes of ADB’s capacity development strategies remained unclear. 
To better understand and explain these findings, and to inform ADB’s future corporate 
approach to capacity development, ADB reviewed its existing approach, as expressed in 
the Medium-Term Framework and Action Plan (MTFAP) for capacity development. The 
current report presents the findings and recommendations of the first comprehensive 
review of the MTFAP since it was adopted in 2007.

Review Findings
The landscape of public institutions, the interplay between public and nonpublic 
actors, and the capabilities required to perform are changing rapidly. Three trends 
are of particular relevance: (i) the emergence of complex cross-sector and cross-border 
challenges such as climate adaptation, urban development, and financial sector regulation 
demand new capabilities of public institutions; (ii) the increasing role of the private sector 
and a better educated citizenry in how services are produced and delivered; (iii) the 
challenge of adapting institutional development to the local context and reform readiness 
while incorporating international demands, standards, and experiences in an increasingly 
interconnected world.

Public sector performance in Asia and the Pacific has improved, but significant 
challenges remain. The region displays contrasting and varied patterns of actual 
institutional performance, and differences in the underlying parameters of governance and 
capacity. This picture of diversity offers new challenges to development agencies, but also 
opportunities. ADB is well positioned to draw on its regional experience, global networks, 
and convening power, recognizing that opportunities for successful capacity development 
are largely determined by the endogenous context of drivers of and constraints to 
institutional change and reform.

The international capacity development agenda is shifting focus. The international 
community continues to share a commitment to strengthen governance and institutional 
capacities. However, there is a clearer focus on effective or performing institutions as the 
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outcome of capacity development processes. Greater attention is paid to the context in 
which institutions operate, and to the change readiness of stakeholders. Development 
agencies are increasingly looking beyond training and technical advisory services, to 
knowledge sharing and brokering, South−South cooperation, and social innovation and 
collaborative practices involving nongovernment actors as drivers of change.

A major achievement of the Medium-Term Framework and Action Plan is that 
capacity development has been elevated as a corporate priority in ADB. The MTFAP 
positions capacity development, public sector management, and governance as directly 
linked and mutually reinforcing. The introduction of a capacity development classification 
heightened attention to the theme. During 2008–2015, ADB approved 2,459 lending, 
grant, and technical assistance operations with a capacity development classification 
amounting to $53.9 billion, representing 66% of the total number of ADB operations 
and 54% of total ADB financing. While establishing the value of ADB’s actual financing 
of capacity development activities is difficult, it is noteworthy that the annual number of 
approved operations classified as capacity development increased by 75% between 2008 
and 2015.The financial value of these capacity development operations was almost 150% 
higher in 2015 than in 2008.

The conceptual framework of the Medium-Term Framework and Action Plan 
embodies recognized principles of effective capacity development and remains 
valid. The conceptual framework emphasizes country ownership and leadership, results 
orientation, focus on different entry points for capacity development, attention to the 
enabling environment and political economy for reform, and change management issues. 
However, looking closer at ADB operations, it is evident that the framework was not 
implemented fully as intended. It did not serve as an overarching reference or specific 
quality parameter for ADB’s capacity development support in operations. Nor has the 
available guidance to implement the framework been frequently used. The framework is 
also less articulate on the increased diversification of capacity development challenges.

The capacity development focus in country partnership strategies and priority 
sectors has increased, but quality-at-entry is mixed. The MTFAP set out to increase 
mainstreaming of capacity development in country partnership strategies and sector 
assessments and road maps. This ambition was largely met from the perspective that 
capacity development issues are referred to in strategy documents, and a high proportion 
of operations are classified as contributing to capacity development. However, there are 
weaknesses in how comprehensively and effectively capacity development is addressed 
at the strategy level. The alignment of strategies to DMCs’ policies and plans, and the 
quality of sector-level capacity-related assessments are generally stronger areas in country 
programming. Meanwhile, the quality of results frameworks, stakeholder involvement in 
diagnostic work, and the inclusion of knowledge and innovative approaches in capacity 
development leave room for improvement.

The quality-at-entry of capacity development in ADB operations is also mixed, but 
is better in public sector management and the social sectors. The review of operations 
paints a highly differentiated picture of the quality of capacity development support. 
Good practices were observed across modalities, sectors, countries, and regions that fully 
met the quality criteria of the MTFAP, including a focus on different levels of capacity 
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development—individual, organizational, enabling environment, and networks. There 
is a significant difference in trends of quality across sectors. Operations in public sector 
management and the social sectors (such as education and health) were consistently 
higher quality than in the infrastructure sectors (such as energy and transport). Somewhat 
surprisingly, quality-at-entry was found to be weaker in ADB’s operations in low-income 
countries, which invites ADB to further reflect on its engagement in such contexts. This 
mixed quality picture should, however, be seen in the context of the overall positive success 
rates of operations that are deemed to be making a contribution to capacity development.

Strengthening of operational modalities that support capacity development has 
been relatively successful. ADB has successfully engaged in long-term sector-wide 
approaches aiming at comprehensive institutional reforms where different operational 
modalities complement each other over time. This includes technical assistance, which 
is part and parcel of packaging ADB’s support. ADB continues to test modalities such as 
capacity development facilities and funds, multitranche financing facilities, and results-
based lending. This said, ADB’s capacity development-themed operations have a strong 
preference for using consulting services. The review found comparatively fewer cases 
where knowledge acquisition, South−South cooperation, and collaborate practices with 
nongovernment actors were applied as means of developing capacity. Furthermore, the 
introduction of the capacity development technical assistance modality in 2009, despite 
bringing attention to the capacity development theme, does not seem to have made 
material difference to the quality of capacity development support.

Internal support systems for capacity development are not ensuring sufficient 
attention to the quality of ADB’s engagement and capacity development results. 
A shortcoming of the MTFAP’s implementation is that quality-at-entry criteria were not 
integrated with project processes. Business processes and staff guidance are suboptimal. 
The project classification marker for capacity development support in operations is 
inconsequential because the marker is generic and lacks meaningful follow-up. Formal 
learning and knowledge sharing activities for ADB staff have been ad hoc. The current 
processes leave much to individual staff members’ competencies, judgment, and 
dedication. There are virtues to this approach compared to more formalized approaches. 
The balance may, however, have tilted too much to the side of relying exclusively on 
individual staff members’ judgment and informal learning—an approach that demands 
strong and constant management support and oversight, and a strong peer learning culture.

Recommendations
ADB’s ability to determine the results of its capacity development support is hampered— 
as observed in the Midterm Review of Strategy 2020—even as the evidence suggests that 
many ADB operations have significantly contributed to developing local capacities. The 
recommendations of the review aim to address this situation. A step change is required—
and feasible—in ADB’s approach, capitalizing on and broadening existing good practices, 
including by strengthening the quality and selectivity of ADB’s capacity development 
support.
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(i) Strategic and Operational Alignment
a. Prioritize working differently to enhance the quality of ADB’s capacity 

development investments rather than aiming to spend more overall 
on capacity development. This said, resources will be required to catalyze 
change in how ADB works with institutional issues, especially for learning 
and knowledge sharing, specialized support to operations, and piloting of 
innovative approaches. The Governance Thematic Group can play a central 
role in supporting implementation of ADB’s capacity development approach, 
coordinating closely with other sector and thematic groups. It will also be 
important to make optimal use of resident missions in the delivery of ADB’s 
capacity development support.

b. Establish a clear operational approach for capacity development linked 
to ADB operations. With the MTFAP’s conceptual framework remaining 
valid, ADB could develop an operational framework or approach that integrates 
capacity development efforts with upstream public sector management 
operations and downstream sector support, and aligns fully to ADB’s corporate 
results framework.

c. Strengthen ADB’s focus on institutional performance results in 
developing member countries. There could be a clearer and more rigorous 
focus on better institutional performance in and across the sectors where ADB 
is active as to the purpose of ADB’s capacity development support. Better 
institutional performance can be a key ingredient of ADB’s contribution to 
development results in three principal areas: (i) enhancing the efficiency of 
project implementation and sustainability, (ii) delivering broader sector-level 
objectives, and  
(iii) responding to new and complex cross-sector development challenges.

d. Enhance the differentiation of ADB’s capacity development responses to 
client needs and situations. The variation in institutional performance across 
the region and within countries requires ADB to make clear choices about the 
scope of its capacity development support. Efforts could focus on core state 
functions in low-capacity environments, while in some sectors and countries 
ADB could support broader policy and institutional reform. Where better 
governance and capacities are available, ADB could broker regional networks 
and South−South cooperation, support innovation processes, and make 
cutting-edge knowledge available.

(ii) Business Lines and Processes
a. Introduce selectivity in operations processing requirements and 

classifications for different levels of capacity development support. ADB’s 
classifications of capacity development operations and of quality-at-entry 
and completion requirements could be modified to make operational choices 
about levels and intensity of support to institutional performance explicit and 
consequential, with demands on rigor in operations processing tailored to the 
level of ambition of the support. ADB could introduce a capacity development 
classification according to the scope of the objectives of the institutional 
strengthening support and setting appropriate corporate targets.
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b. Enhance the quality of dialogue, diagnostics, and design—the 3Ds of 
quality-at-entry of institutional support. ADB should, in accordance with 
the selective choices of levels and complexity of support outlined above, 
facilitate “how to” guidance, knowledge sharing, and learning from existing 
good practice, in particular in the following areas: (i) diagnostics of specific 
institutional performance problems; (ii) multidisciplinary context analysis 
when aiming for broad institutional reforms and change; (iii) focus on change 
readiness and change management; and (iv) investment in dialogue, inclusion 
of partners in diagnostics, and efforts to ensure DMC leadership during the 
entire project cycle.

c. Work strategically with flexible use of modalities and instruments, and 
within a long-term horizon. ADB’s capacity development support is, rightly, 
often a long-term effort extending beyond individual operations. Sector road 
maps keep the strategic perspective, and different modalities can provide 
the flexibility to adapt to changing circumstances and lessons. Time-tested 
approaches such as technical assistance should still play a major role in capacity 
development support, including for enhancing skills and competencies of staff 
in DMC organizations, which continues to be an essential building block of 
better institutional performance. ADB should include new frontier options for 
catalyzing change and learning, and pilot test innovations with possibilities to 
scale up. There should be an increasing emphasis on collaborative partnerships 
with research institutions, civil society and private sector organizations, and 
other development agencies. Increasing use of partner country systems should 
also be promoted when appropriate, in line with current practice.

(iii) Knowledge and Learning
Strengthen knowledge sharing and learning in capacity development. 
ADB should put a premium on learning about when and how to support, from a 
“One ADB” perspective, institutional strengthening that integrates experiences, 
approaches, and instruments from across the organization. The key thrust should 
be on knowledge sharing, peer learning, and support, both within ADB and with 
DMCs. So that learning is effective it should be targeted at particular sectors 
and subsectors, or countries and subnational jurisdictions. The considerable 
differences in quality-at-entry between sectors and countries might warrant that 
early actions include verifying these differences. Showcasing good practices and 
case briefs, and learning and development efforts should be given more attention.





I. Introduction

1. The Asian Development Bank (ADB) has worked with its developing member 
countries (DMCs) since the late 1960s to develop their capacities to meet development 
objectives in a variety of sectors. ADB’s long-term strategic framework adopted in 2008—
Strategy 2020—prioritizes capacity development alongside good governance as “drivers 
of change” and puts them deeper into the mainstream of ADB operations.1 As a catalyst 
for change in these areas, ADB aims to stimulate inclusive economic growth, enhance 
development effectiveness, and foster cost-effective delivery of public goods and services 
in areas such as education, health care, clean water and sanitation, transport, and electricity.

2. The Midterm Review of Strategy 2020, completed in 2014, observed that weak 
governance and institutional capacities continue to constrain the development prospects 
of many DMCs.2 In affirming ADB’s role in helping DMCs strengthen governance systems 
and institutional capacities, the review found that capacity development was generally 
viewed as not being well integrated in ADB operations, and that the outcomes of ADB’s 
capacity development strategies remained unclear.

3. To better understand and explain these findings—and to inform ADB’s 
future corporate approach to capacity development—the Midterm Review of 
Strategy 2020 committed ADB to review its approach to capacity development 
with the aim of (i) recognizing the need for long-term investment for institutional 
development and sustainability, (ii) strengthening capacities for stronger resilience 
to overcome vulnerabilities, and (iii) defining and achieving specific outcomes and 
results from its capacity building interventions. ADB’s existing approach to capacity 
development is expressed in the Medium-Term Framework and Action Plan (MTFAP) 
for capacity development.3 The current report presents the new review’s findings and 
recommendations.

A.�Objective, Scope, and Methodology
4. The review served to determine whether ADB implemented its approach to 
capacity development as intended. The review assessed three main areas: (i) how ADB is 
responding to external needs and demands for capacity development and consideration 

1 ADB, 2008. Strategy 2020: The Long-Term Strategic Framework of the Asian Development Bank, 2008–2020. Manila.
2 ADB. 2014. Midterm Review of Strategy 2020: Meeting the Challenges of a Transforming Asia and Pacific. Manila.
3 ADB. 2007. Integrating Capacity Development into Country Programs and Operations: Medium-Term Framework and 

Action Plan. Manila. 
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of the broader capacity development landscape; (ii) the extent to which capacity 
development is institutionalized in ADB country programming and operations, including 
regional approaches; and (iii) the effectiveness of ADB’s internal support systems for 
capacity development. While the review touched on definitions and concepts of capacity 
development—and governance, for that matter—the review was not intended to have a full 
discussion of definitional issues or to study the merits of different conceptual frameworks 
available for capacity development; rather, it aimed to focus on how ADB’s conceptual 
framework and action plan for capacity development was implemented.

5. The review examined ADB’s organizational strengths and weaknesses in its 
relevant strategies and operational plans; lending, grants, and technical assistance (TA) 
operations; business processes and systems for assessing, implementing, monitoring, and 
reporting capacity development; and in its people. Trends, challenges, and opportunities 
in Asia and the Pacific that have a bearing on ADB’s approach were observed, in 
particular how capacity development contributes to governance improvements and 
public sector performance in DMCs. Capacity development approaches and practices 
by other international development institutions were considered. By assessing ADB’s 
capacity development experience and drawing on lessons from the broader regional and 
global experience, the review provides direction for how ADB can improve its relevance, 
responsiveness, and effectiveness in capacity development. 

6. The review focused on country partnership strategies (CPSs), sector strategies 
and road maps, and operations approved since 2008. A qualitative assessment of 143 
operations encompassing country and sector strategies, loans, grants, and TA with a 
capacity development thematic classification was conducted in accordance with the 
assessment method explained in Appendix 1. The 30 CPSs, 16 sector assessments, 30 
loans, 20 grants, and 47 capacity development technical assistance capacity development 
operations assessed for the review are listed in Appendix 2. Capacity development 
practices were assessed across sectors as well as the five operations departments—Central 
and West Asia, East Asia, the Pacific, South Asia, and Southeast Asia—taking particular 
note of the different country income groups as well as countries categorized as fragile and 
conflict-affected situations (FCASs) (Appendix 3).

7. In addition to the qualitative assessment, the review employed a combination 
of desk, literature and institutional reviews, database analysis, and consultations with key 
informants to gather information, evidence, and feedback. A questionnaire completed 
by 57 government organizations from 15 DMCs enabled them to share their views on 
ADB’s performance in capacity development; share ideas for how ADB can improve its 
effectiveness in capacity development; and inform ADB of their capacity development 
priorities and needs. Appendix 4 presents a summary of DMC responses. Consultations 
were held with ADB management and staff, supplemented by a staff survey that was 
completed by 130 staff. Appendix 5 presents a summary of staff responses.
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B.�Structure of the Report 
8. Following this introduction, Section II outlines ADB’s approach to capacity 
development as described in the MTFAP. Section III assesses the challenges and 
opportunities in Asia and the Pacific for improving the institutional performance required 
to pursue equitable and sustainable growth, the international environment for capacity 
development, and how ADB is responding to external demands. Section IV examines 
the extent to which capacity development is institutionalized or mainstreamed in ADB 
country programming and operations. The effectiveness of ADB’s internal support 
systems for capacity development is assessed in Section V. Each of sections III, IV, and V 
includes the main conclusions. Recommendations for how ADB can improve its relevance, 
responsiveness, and effectiveness in capacity development are provided in Section VI to 
inform ADB’s future corporate approach to capacity development.  



II.  ADB’s Capacity Development 
Approach

9. ADB’s strategies in the 1990s and 2000s recognized capacity development as 
a necessary condition for effective governance, sustainable development, and poverty 
reduction. A review of ADB’s Poverty Reduction Strategy in 2004 led to ADB embracing 
capacity development as one of five thematic priorities to assist DMCs to enhance their 
capacity to formulate and implement policies, reforms, and investments for poverty 
reduction.4 At the same time, the introduction of a general capacity development 
classification of operations improved the availability of information to track ADB’s 
interventions that contained capacity development elements. ADB’s increased focus on 
capacity development in the mid-2000s was consistent with the Paris Declaration on Aid 
Effectiveness, which called for capacity development processes to be demand driven and 
led by the countries receiving external assistance.5 

A.�Medium-Term Framework and Action Plan
10. ADB adopted the MTFAP as its corporate approach to capacity development in 
2007. The approach had two distinct but related components: (i) the framework, which 
set out ADB’s conceptual approach to capacity development; and (ii) the action plan, 
which provided the implementation strategy. ADB defined capacity development as “the 
process whereby people, organizations, and society as a whole unleash, strengthen, create, 
adapt, and maintain capacity over time.” This was the same definition promulgated by 
the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD).6 Put another 
way, ADB regarded capacity development as the process by which a country raises its 
capacity to manage its affairs successfully, and was considered key to overall development 
performance (footnote 3).

11. Conceptual framework. ADB’s conceptual framework comprised three main 
dimensions: (i) organizational development, (ii) institutional development, and (iii) 
networks of organizations or partnerships. Although an organization such as a DMC 
government agency is the typical entry point for ADB operations, the framework required 
ADB to look both within and beyond organizational boundaries. To improve and sustain the 
performance of an organization, institutional and related policy matters were considered 
as part of the organization’s wider social, political, and economic enabling environment. 

4 ADB. 2004. Review of the Asian Development Bank’s Poverty Reduction Strategy. Manila. 
5 OECD. 2005. Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness: Ownership, Harmonization, Alignment, Results and Mutual 

Accountability. Paris.
6 OECD. 2006. The Challenge of Capacity Development: Working Towards Good Practice. Paris.
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How that organization interacts with other government and nongovernment organizations, 
coalitions, and agents of change to achieve development results was considered. These 
three dimensions intended to provide ADB with flexibility to suit the individual needs 
of its DMCs and look for “best fit” solutions to capacity needs. A fourth dimension or 
level—individuals—was added in the action plan in recognition of the importance of 
individual skills and competencies, including as a building block of better organizational and 
institutional performance.

12. While there are different ways of conceptualizing and approaching capacity 
development, as discussed in the next section, the directions of ADB’s capacity 
development approach were fully within the dominant paradigm articulated in the 
mid-2000s by the OECD, other multilateral development banks, and leading bilateral 
aid agencies. ADB recognized the need to (i) develop an understanding with DMCs on 
capacity development concepts and objectives, (ii) emphasize country leadership and 
ownership of the capacity development process, (iii) support results-oriented and inclusive 
processes, and (iv) use country systems to the extent possible in ADB’s operations. By 
applying these practices, ADB’s capacity development interventions aimed to contribute to 
better and more sustainable results for DMC organizations. 

13. Action plan. The action plan for implementing the capacity development 
framework was two-pronged in its intended outcomes: (i) institutionalizing a capacity 
development focus in country programming and operations, and (ii) establishing internal 
support systems for implementing the capacity development theme. In effect, the 
action plan was a strategy for how capacity was to be developed within ADB. Multiple 
departments had responsibility for implementing the action plan.7 In particular, operations 
departments were expected to institutionalize flexible, programmatic, and results-oriented 
approaches that suited the pace of development in DMCs and recognized and responded 
to DMC commitment to capacity development and their absorptive capacity for ADB’s 
support. 

14. Revisions to the action plan were introduced in 2011 following an internal report 
that found the capacity development framework to be sound, but implementation of 
the action plan hindered by (i) outputs and activities that lacked strategic focus, were 
aspirational and not practical for operations to implement, and overlapped and were 
not effectively linked with ADB business processes; (ii) lack of guidance for rationalizing 
priorities for capacity development interventions; and (iii) limitations on the availability of 
financial and human resources.8 

15. The revised action plan streamlined and consolidated outputs and activities into 
eight corporate outputs that were intended to achieve the two overarching outcomes, as 
shown in Table 1.9 While not as comprehensive as the original action plan, the revised action 
plan was seen to be more implementable. In terms of the action plan component of the 

7 They were listed in the MTFAP as the five operations departments: Budget, Personnel and Management Systems 

Department, Department of External Relations, Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department, and 

Strategy and Policy Department. 
8 ADB. 2010. Memorandum: Report to Management on Proposal for Revised Capacity Development Action Plan. Manila.
9 ADB. 2011. Revised Capacity Development Action Plan. Manila.
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MTFAP, the review examined only the implementation of the revised action plan but took 
note of previous capacity development thematic reporting on the original action plan.10

Table 1: Capacity Development Action Plan Results Framework

Outcome Output 
Institutionalizing 
capacity development 
focus in country 
programming and 
operations

1.1.  Increased capacity development focus in CPSs in priority sectors 
based on quality-at-entry criteria

1.2. Increased capacity development focus in projects in priority sectors 
based on quality-at-entry criteria

1.3.  Strengthened partnerships with other funding agencies and 
stakeholders in capacity development

1.4.  New modalities and processes to support capacity development 
piloted

Establishing internal 
support systems for 
capacity development

2.1.  Effective ADB-wide leadership exercised in support of the proposed 
capacity development approach

2.2.  Improved ADB staff skills in strengthening capacity development in 
ADB operations

2.3.  Improved capacity development focus of transparency, 
accountability, and reporting mechanisms for ADB-wide delivery of 
results

2.4.  Increased demand orientation and effectiveness of upstream 
technical capacity development support

ADB = Asian Development Bank, CPS = country partnership strategy.

Source: ADB. 2011. Revised Capacity Development Action Plan. Manila.  

16. Shortly following the adoption of the MTFAP, a special evaluation study on ADB’s 
capacity development efforts in three countries—Cambodia, Nepal, and the Philippines—
conducted by ADB’s (then) Operations Evaluation Department confirmed the main thrust 
of the success factors for capacity development that the MTFAP intended to strengthen.11 
Such factors included clear strategic direction and realistic capacity development 
objectives and results frameworks that can measure and monitor capacity development 
and are informed by adequate diagnostics, long-term engagement supported by an 
appropriate mix of operational modalities with careful sequencing of capacity development 
support and flexibility in implementation, and a conducive political and socioeconomic 
enabling environment with continued ownership and commitment by country stakeholders. 
The study also emphasized the importance of qualified ADB staff and consultants for 
capacity development implementation and supervision, including optimal use of resident 
missions, as well as harmonization with other development agencies. This review allowed a 
retrospection of the findings and recommendations of the special evaluation study.

10 ADB. 2011. Capacity Development Thematic Report 2008–2010. Manila; ADB. 2011. Capacity Development Action Plan: 

Annual Progress Report 2010. Manila; ADB. 2008. Capacity Development Thematic Report 2006–2007. Manila.
11 ADB. 2008. Special Evaluation Study: Effectiveness of ADB’s Capacity Development Assistance: How to Get Institutions 

Right. Manila.
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B.� Complementarity of Capacity 
Development and Governance 

17. Capacity development and governance are intrinsically linked in ADB’s long-term 
strategic thinking and operations. Strategy 2020’s categorization of capacity development, 
alongside good governance, as a driver of change is an evolutionary step in the treatment 
of capacity development and governance. ADB’s previous long-term strategic framework, 
adopted in 2001, elevated good governance as one of ADB’s three core strategic areas in 
recognition of the growing global discourse on the role good governance plays in growth 
and development.12 In that long-term strategy, capacity development was recognized as a 
core element of the overall governance agenda rather than alongside it.

18. Governance and capacity development are mutually reinforcing. As outlined in 
its 1995 governance policy, ADB’s concept of good governance focuses essentially on the 
institutions and mechanisms for effective management—accountability, participation, 
predictability, and transparency.13 Institutions need organizational and governance 
capacities, eventually performing to existing or emerging standards, including public sector 
standards. Capacity development focuses on the processes that enable DMCs to pursue 
the governance and organizational capacities they require to deliver on development 
objectives. A good governance environment and a certain level of performance capabilities 
are, in turn, more likely to capitalize on capacity development support and therefore 
increase the pace at which the country’s capacities are raised.    

19. ADB developed separate operational approaches to recognize the 
complementarity of capacity development and governance. ADB’s operational plan for 
governance—the Second Governance and Anticorruption Action Plan (GACAP II)—aims 
to strengthen governance institutions in DMCs by focusing on three areas: public financial 
management, procurement, and combating corruption.14 GACAP II applies a risk-based 
approach to mainstreaming governance in ADB operations. Focusing ADB’s capacity 
development interventions on governance shortcomings is one way to mitigate governance 
risks to operations and has been found to be a practical way to focus capacity development 
interventions in operations as well as to optimize the use of ADB’s financial and human 
resources.15 

20. While the governance−capacity development nexus described above might be 
considered a practical implementation of the two issues, ADB’s capacity development 
approach is not limited to mitigating governance risks. Capacity development interventions 
are typically designed to address a wider set of institutional development issues and achieve 
results beyond governance improvements, especially in the sectors and subsectors where 
ADB is active, as will be further detailed in Section IV.

12  ADB. 2001. Moving the Poverty Reduction Agenda Forward in Asia and the Pacific: The Long-Term Strategic Framework of 

the Asian Development Bank (2001–2015). Manila.
13  ADB. 1995. Governance: Sound Development Management. Manila.
14  ADB. 2006. Second Governance and Anticorruption Action Plan (GACAP II). Manila. 
15  ADB. 2011. Capacity Development Thematic Report 2008–2010. Manila. 



III.  Trends, Challenges, and Opportunities 
in Capacity Development 

A.�Introduction 
21. Strategy 2020 sets a course for ADB to work with its DMCs to achieve rapid 
and inclusive economic growth. An enabling environment for economic activities and 
services hinges on well-performing public institutions at national and subnational levels 
as well as on the capabilities of governments and other economic actors to adapt to and 
explore the continuous changes in international and regional markets and in the flows 
of goods, services, and labor. Whether in public, private, civil, or a blend of these sectors, 
institutional performance matters greatly for development and for addressing emerging 
regional challenges such as inequality, environmental pressures, gender disparities, and fast 
urbanization.

22. This section outlines global and regional trends in the development of public 
sector institutions and their increasingly sophisticated relations to nonstate actors. The key 
institutional challenges in Asia and the Pacific are described, and underline the increasing 
spread between country situations in the region. The section also outlines the trends 
in international thinking about the capacity development approaches of development 
agencies to support institutional reform and change, with a special focus on the approaches 
of multilateral lending institutions.  

B.�Changes in Public Sector Management
23. Public sector management (PSM) is undergoing deep changes, both globally and 
in Asia and the Pacific. The landscape of public institutions, the interplay between public 
and nonpublic actors, and the capabilities required to perform are changing rapidly. Deeper 
vertical specialization must be supplemented with horizontal integration across sector and 
disciplinary boundaries, as well as across geographical and political borders. Globalization, 
the increasing sophistication of economies, a better educated citizenry, and the rapid 
expansion of digital communication and media have three significant implications for 
governments.

24. Solving complex development problems. First, governments need to identify 
increasingly complex upstream policy and institutional responses to development 
challenges, and to implement more responsive, effective, and efficient downstream services 
to citizens and private sector actors. While core functions such as macroeconomic and 
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fiscal management and service delivery in transport, education, and basic healthcare 
continue to be fundamental, cross-sector and complex challenges such as climate 
adaptation, greening of growth, urban development, and financial sector regulation demand 
new capabilities of public sector institutions and individuals. Health issues, for example, 
reach far beyond the health sector as lifestyles and related morbidity patterns change, and 
people live longer. Meeting many of the defining challenges of the century will demand 
new, complex governance and institutional capabilities, including strong capabilities to work 
across domains and to harvest and utilize the digital data footprints that can inform policy 
and implementation processes.  

25. Engaging with the private sector and citizens. Second, there is increasing 
focus on the role of the private sector and citizens in how services are produced and 
delivered. The policy, institutional, regulatory, and service responses of national and 
local governments increasingly have to be codeveloped and/or coimplemented with 
citizens, the private sector, and research communities in public−private, public−civil or 
“triple helix” partnerships.16 The authority of doctors and teachers is challenged by the 
access to information available to citizens who have an internet connection, with patients 
increasingly assuming responsibility for choices about treatment, and students and parents 
taking active coresponsibility of learning. The introduction of performance and efficiency 
standards in the public sector increasingly mimic what the private sector can offer. The 
traditional image of omnipotent bureaucrats towering behind paper-stacked desks is rapidly 
fading, while consultative, entrepreneurial, and innovative practices are gaining ground. 

26. Managing greater interconnectedness. Third, while the policy and programming 
responses of public institutions have to fit the particular social and political context of 
each country or subnational locale to be effective, increasingly they cannot be conceived 
in isolation from neighboring countries or regions, or in isolation from global trends and 
emerging global standards. The direct and indirect interactions and dependencies between 
institutions and policy regimes across geographic boundaries force often uncomfortable 
choices for decision makers about how to adapt to an interconnected world where ideas, 
goods, services, and people travel with more ease. This greater interconnectedness raises 
challenges but also opens new opportunities for how international actors can bring added 
value through their regional presence and convening power.   

27. ADB-wide sector strategies and operational plans reflect these trends toward 
more sophisticated and integrated PSM, balancing adaptation to the specific context and 
emerging global good practices and experiences. In transport, the focus is shifting from 
stand-alone infrastructure projects, for example in roads, and the maintenance of such 
infrastructure, to creating sustainable transport systems that are accessible, safe, affordable, 
and environment-friendly.17 This shift requires institutions that can collaborate and regulate 
between a broad range of stakeholders such as economic policy makers, transport and 
environmental authorities, and private constructors and operators. Infrastructure is more 
likely to be sustainable and contributing to inclusive growth if underpinned by institutions 
that enable equitable access to services as well as financial, technical, social, and 
environmental sustainability of investments. 

16 The term ”triple helix” partnerships has been used where government, private sector, and research institutions have 

worked together; ”quadruple helix” is used where civil society is added to the triple helix.
17  ADB. 2010. Sustainable Transport Initiative Operational Plan. Manila. 
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28. Similarly, ADB’s urban sector strategy emphasizes a systems-oriented and 
integrated approach to address the challenges of rapidly urbanizing Asia, recognizing 
the demands on governments and urban authorities to address complex problems that 
have political, institutional, planning, and regulatory dimensions.18 In education, the 
focus is no longer primarily on enrollment, but on quality learning outcomes and the 
interconnectedness between the various levels and types of education, as well as the links 
to an increasingly sophisticated labor market.19 Institutional arrangements and performance 
targets are changing and becoming more complex and demanding, from school level to 
system level, including the interplay between education systems, the labor market, and 
social assistance and insurance schemes.20 

C.� Challenges and Opportunities  
in Asia and the Pacific

29. While trends point to increased sophistication and responsiveness of public 
institutions and performance, as well as increasing pressure to adapt and collaborate across 
traditional boundaries, the Asia and Pacific region displays contrasting and varied patterns 
of actual institutional performance as well as differences in the underlying parameters of 
governance and capacity. 

30. Public sector management and institutional performance. Measured 
by ADB’s country performance assessment (CPA) ratings for PSM and institutions 
in countries eligible for the Asian Development Fund, the Asia and Pacific region has 
improved marginally in the period 2008–2015.21 The average rating for all countries 
increased from 3.3 to 3.6 based on a scale of 1 (low) to 6 (high). With a few exceptions, all 
countries improved their score. Not surprisingly, countries classified as FCAS showed lower 
performance with an average of 3.1 in 2015, slightly above the 2.9 average in 2008. Within 
the PSM and institutions rating, the quality of public administration is the dimension that 
considers most directly the issue of public sector capacity. The rating for this dimension 
increased from 3.4 to 3.8 for non-FCAS countries, notably more than for FCAS countries, 
which increased from 2.6 to 2.8.

31. From a broader comparative perspective, despite remarkable achievements 
in some countries and sectors and the overall improvement in the CPA rating for PSM 
and institutions, governance and institutional improvements have been slower than the 
impressive economic achievements of the Asia and Pacific region.22 Since 1993, indicators 
covering the rule of law and bureaucratic quality gained only slightly compared with average 

18 ADB. 2012. Urban Operational Plan. Manila.
19 ADB. 2010. Education by 2020: A Sector Operations Plan. Manila.
20 ADB. 2013. Social Protection Operational Plan 2014–2020. Manila.
21 Under ADB’s performance-based allocation policy, ADB gauges the relative performance of eligible borrowers 

with access to the Asian Development Fund by conducting annual CPAs and uses the CPA results to derive Asian 

Development Fund allocations. The CPA’s PSM and institutions rating is composed of five dimensions: property rights 

and rules-based governance; quality of budgetary and financial management; efficiency of revenue mobilization; 

quality of public administration; and transparency, accountability, and corruption in the public sector.  
22 ADB. 2013. Asian Development Outlook 2013 Update: Governance and Public Service Delivery. Manila. 
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OECD scores, indicating that Asia and the Pacific is not catching up in this area as it is in 
economic and social development. 

32. Looking beneath the general picture there is a more nuanced situation at the 
subregional level, as described in Box 1. 

33. Differentiated country needs. Strengthening institutional performance to 
accelerate or sustain development, or merely keep up with global developments such as 
fast-moving financial markets and information and communication technologies (ICTs), is 
a competitive parameter between countries. Countries with weak capacities can get caught 
in a challenging catch-up game where improvements in institutional performance, however 
notable, may not be fast or comprehensive enough compared with what neighboring 
countries achieve. The premium on effective governance and the penalties for poor 
institutional performance have increased dramatically, as witnessed by the wide disparities 
between the high-growth economies in Asia and the Pacific, and the weaker or fragile states 
where basic institutional and political accommodations still lag behind.

Box 1: A Varied Picture of Governance and Institutional Performance

Using data from the Worldwide Governance Indicators, the 2013 Asian Development Outlook 
found that developing Asia showed a great deal of heterogeneity when it comes to governance 
and institutional performance in its five subregions.

East Asia was the strongest subregion overall, scoring particularly high on government 
effectiveness, regulatory quality, and the rule of law. Southeast Asia, though scoring lower in all 
categories, similarly performed at its strongest on the same three governance components.

South Asia and Central and West Asia scored generally weaker than the other subregions. 
South Asia’s biggest challenges were political stability and regulatory quality. Central and West 
Asia’s scores on controlling corruption, the rule of law, and voice were weaker. 

The Pacific’s performance was less uniform across indicators—strongest in political stability 
and voice, and weakest in regulatory quality and government effectiveness, though the data 
used to construct the scores tend to be less reliable for small Pacific economies.

Going one step further, governance quality was found to be diverse at the country level. 
Whereas advanced economies tend to resemble one another across many dimensions of 
institutional quality, developing economies show greater variability in governance quality. As 
it happens, regional averages in developing Asia mask vast heterogeneity in institutions across 
economies. While governance measures in high-income economies (such as Hong Kong, 
China; the Republic of Korea; and Singapore) outperform many other developed countries, 
developing Asia is lagging behind.

Source: ADB. 2013. Asian Development Outlook 2013 Update: Governance and Public Service Delivery. Manila.

34. Opportunities for successful capacity development are largely determined by 
the endogenous context of drivers of and constraints to institutional change and reform. 
Therefore the scope of needs and effective demand for capacity development support 
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must be determined at the country level, recognizing that within regional or even country 
income groupings the countries exhibit a wide range of characteristics, institutional 
performance, and levels of capacity. In many FCAS countries, institutional performance 
is poor and state legitimacy, core state functions, and basic services are severely 
underdeveloped.23 Meanwhile, both low-income countries (LICs) and middle-income 
countries (MICs) need to improve their capacities to adopt and implement appropriate 
policies and regulations as well as strengthen governance and service delivery functions. 

35. In general terms, the reform environment and most urgent priorities for ADB’s 
support—and external assistance more broadly—may tend to follow the indicative pattern 
depicted in Figure 1. FCAS countries, which may be either low-income or middle-income, 
are shown separately to illustrate the particular challenges facing FCAS countries. In reality, 
aspects of a country’s development situation may fall anywhere across this FCAS−LIC−MIC 
depiction.

23 ADB. 2012. Working Differently in Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations: The ADB Experience. Manila.

FCAS

Figure 1: Focus Areas for Capacity Development

ADB = Asian Development Bank, DMC = developing member country, FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected 
situation, LIC = low-income country, MIC = middle-income country.

Source: ADB. 
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36. The contrasting and varied patterns of development situations, and of institutional 
and governance performance, demand highly differentiated capacity development choices 
within and across countries. For ADB, capacity development responses will vary from a 
focus on the effective implementation and sustainable operation and maintenance of 
investment projects, to more comprehensive policy and institutional reforms at the sector 
level, or to cross-sector and cross-boundary integrated responses to complex development 
challenges such as climate change, migration, urban development, and financial and 
tax regulation, all of which increasingly dominate global, regional, and national arenas. 
Meanwhile, the spread of ICT has promoted a more connected and networked world and 
offers tremendous opportunities for economic and social gains.

D.� International Trends in Support and 
Approaches to Capacity Development

37. Capacity development support is a relatively significant part of official development 
assistance provided by development agencies worldwide. Table 2 shows that global aid flows 
aiming broadly at capacity development totaled more than $22 billion in 2014, or 11% of all 
aid flows.24 This level has been relatively constant since 2008. Capacity development as a 
proportion of total aid flows to ADB’s DMCs is similar to the global aid flows picture. About 
13%–14% of all project-type funding is directed at capacity development, while 21%–24% 
of TA is for capacity development. Project-type aid constitutes 80%–90% of all capacity 
development financing, and a far smaller proportion is provided by TA. Despite much 
discussion about TA effectiveness, TA continues to comprise only about 3%–5% of global aid 
flows, with about $7 billion spent globally each year. 

Table 2: Global Aid Flows to Capacity Development through Projects  
and Technical Assistance, 2008–2014 ($ billion)

Aid Flow 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
Total Aid 164,330 164,858 170,597 183,231 172,755 193,644 205,070
Total project-type aid 34,334 61,146 84,586 95,480 94,425 99,674 106,344
Total TA - 2,000 8,169 7,490 6,533 6,847 6,721
TA as share of all aid - 1% 5% 4% 4% 4% 3%
Total Aid for CD 18,647 20,089 20,117 19,949 19,552 20,325 22,567
CD as share of total aid 11% 12% 12% 11% 11% 10% 11%
Project-type aid for CD 4,826 7,728 11,492 12,593 12,472 12,562 14,449
CD as share of all projects 14% 13% 14% 13% 13% 13% 14%
TA for CD - 371 1,984 1,832 1,574 1,446 1,409
CD as share of all TA - 19% 24% 24% 24% 21% 21%

CD = capacity development, TA = technical assistance. 

Source: OECD data: http://stats.oecd.org/qwids/

24 Comprehensive OECD data became available in 2009. Capacity development is estimated by adding the 

subcategories of sector policy and management, and sector education and training. 
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38. The international development community continues to share a commitment to 
strengthen governance and institutional capacities. The commitment was reaffirmed at 
the high-level forums of the Global Partnership for Effective Development Co-operation 
in Busan in 2011 and Mexico in 2014.25 It is also reflected in the continued focus on 
strengthening and expanding the use of country systems for delivering development 
assistance. The 2030 Sustainable Development Goals elevate the global dialogue and 
commitment to governance and institutional performance through Goal 16 to “…build 
effective, accountable, and inclusive institutions at all levels.”26 Goal 17 is also relevant as it 
includes a capacity building component. 

39. Approaches to tackle governance and capacity issues have evolved since the 
1990s and they continue to evolve in recognition that this area is particularly challenging. 
The balance of driving forces behind success in reform and institutional strengthening has 
shifted. Developing countries rightly demand that they be in the driver’s seat, not only in 
nominal terms, but in practical terms, including in the diagnosis of domestic challenges; 
design of reform and institutional strengthening objectives and trajectories; and political, 
managerial, and technical leadership of reforms. Development agencies have increasingly 
taken the back seat and play a supporting role that is adapted to the particular situation 
of the partner country, providing advice on demand and access to knowledge and peers. 
The development agencies increasingly recognize that externally driven reforms and 
institutional development processes are unlikely to succeed without strong domestic 
leadership. 

40. Three important trends have emerged in institutional strengthening efforts: an 
increasing focus on higher-level results, greater attention to the local context and drivers of 
change, and looking beyond traditional approaches to capacity development.

41. Increasing focus on higher-level results. First, the broad concept of capacity 
development—and the closely related concept of governance—is being replaced by 
a sharper focus on the performance of institutions, with specific results judged on 
whether they effectively contribute to this performance. At the outcome level, capacity 
development processes aim at contributing to performing, responsive, and resilient 
institutions, while capacity outputs include better systems and business processes 
(including ICT), new skills, and more effective governance with stronger accountability and 
more transparency. Intermediate outputs include the establishment of multistakeholder 
coalitions that can drive reform and change.27 

42. The focus on results suits development agencies that are under increasing pressure 
to demonstrate results, with capacity development thinking framed by the managing for 
development results agenda.28 At the same time, the agenda has been criticized for being 
too rigid in its focus on short-term, predictable, and visible results rather than longer-term 

25 OECD. 2011. Busan Partnership for Effective Development Cooperation. http://www.oecd.org/dac/effectiveness/; OECD. 

2014. Mexico High Level Meeting Communiqué 2014. http://effectivecooperation.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/07/

ENG_Final-ConsensusMexicoHLMCommunique.pdf 
26 United Nations. Sustainable Development. https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/.  
27 The World Bank Institute’s “collaborative governance” approach is an example; World Bank Institute. Collaborative 

Governance. http://wbi.worldbank.org/wbi/topic/governance
28 OECD. 2008. Managing for Development Results: Information Sheet. Paris.
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and often less tangible and unpredictable changes associated with institutional change and 
development.29 Therefore, lower levels of activity accomplishment—such as number of 
workshops held and trainees trained or draft laws and regulations—are increasingly rejected 
as valid capacity results. In and by themselves they do not ensure that better institutional 
performance will follow, even if they may be valid activities on the road to such better 
performance.  

43. Greater attention to local context and drivers of change. Second, there 
is greater attention to the specific context in which institutions operate and where 
improvements or reforms are sought, and to the change or reform readiness of 
stakeholders. The key challenge of major capacity development and reform efforts is 
not to design the ideal end situation by mimicking how institutions in highly developed 
economies perform. Instead, the most difficult—and often neglected—part is to assess if 
those benefiting from policy and institutional reforms have sufficient power and stamina 
to prevail over those who stand to lose from the changes. Reform and change paths need 
to be crafted that maintain momentum while adapting to the changes in the context and 
configuration of interests that inevitably occur over time.

44. Such approaches have their origins in “open systems” thinking and give greater 
recognition to complexity, context, and politics, where flexibility, experimentation, learning, 
and adaptation are prioritized in capacity development support.30 So-called “politically 
smart” support considers political economy and reform readiness issues in a concrete and 
practical manner, rather than relying on technocratic blueprints of best practice.31 Similarly, 
problem-driven, iterative, and incremental approaches to overcome “capability traps” 
are gaining more attention in settings where the political economy and initial capacity 
levels are making policy and institutional reforms unlikely to succeed.32 One downside 
for development agencies is that such approaches have been shown to be empirically 
demanding and relatively costly to implement.33 Box 2 illustrates how ADB has developed 
its approach in this direction. 

29 H. Baser. 2011. Managing for Capacity Results. A Paper for the Cairo Workshop on Capacity Development: From 

Concepts to Implementation. Cairo. 28–29 March. 
30 B. Lucas. 2013. Current Thinking on Capacity Development. Helpdesk Research Report prepared for the Governance, 

Social Development, Humanitarian and Conflict Applied Knowledge Services, University of Birmingham.   
31 D. Booth and S. Unsworth. 2014. Politically Smart, Locally Led Development. Overseas Development Institute 

Discussion Paper. London: Overseas Development Institute. 
32 M. Andrews, L. Pritchett, and M. Woolcock. 2012. Escaping Capability Traps Through Problem-Driven Iterative 

Adaptation. Center for Global Development Working Paper Series. No. 299. Washington, DC.  

https://www.hks.harvard.edu/centers/cid/publications/faculty-working-papers/cid-working-paper-no.-240  
33 European Centre for Development Policy Management. 2011. Bringing the Invisible into Perspective: Reference Document 

for Using the 5Cs Framework to Plan, Monitor, and Evaluate Capacity and Results of Capacity Development Processes. 
Maastricht. The “5Cs” capabilities framework consisted of five core capabilities that contribute to the overall capacity 

of organizations and systems and attempted to develop a deeper explanation and empirical basis for how capacity is 

developed. 
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Box 2: The Political Economy of Reform in the Pacific

The Asian Development Bank (ADB) has contributed to the international debate about the 
salience of political economy, particularly based on its experience in the Pacific, where the 
communal and cultural characteristics of societies frame arenas of reform and change that are 
very different from those encountered in other countries. 

In late 2009, ADB launched a new Pacific Approach, a framework for its role in the development 
of its 14 Pacific developing member countries. The Pacific Approach requires a high level of 
understanding of the political economy of each developing member country. For its assistance to 
be most effective, ADB should have a good appreciation of how economics, politics, and culture 
interact within each country. To shape the approach, ADB commissioned a series of studies on 
the political economy of reforms, later published in the Pacific Studies Series. 

An ADB grant to Tuvalu to strengthen financial management illustrates the approach. The 
grant proposal notes that “issues of political economy greatly affect the way Tuvalu’s economy 
is performing…. Tuvalu is an egalitarian society, which acts as a disincentive to individual effort 
and achievement…. The private sector is affected by cultural constraints on trade in land. 
Access to land can be problematic, and land cannot be used as collateral when seeking finance. 
Cultural norms presume that when a Tuvaluan enters into business, profits will be shared, and 
there can also be difficulties in charging kin for goods and services. Such factors reduce the 
returns and incentive for private sector activity.”

In 2013, ADB issued guidance on the use of political economy analysis in ADB operations. 
Explicit attention to political economy factors can found in many of ADB’s operational 
documents. 

ADB = Asian Development Bank.

Sources: ADB. 2009. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Asian 
Development Fund Grant to Tuvalu for the Improved Financial Management Program. Manila. ADB.2010. 
ADB’s Pacific Approach. Manila; ADB. 2011. The Political Economy of Economic Reform in the Pacific. Manila; 
ADB. 2013. Guidance Note: Use of Political Economy Analysis for ADB Operations. Manila.

45. Looking beyond traditional approaches to capacity development. Third, 
development agencies are shifting away from a narrow focus on the traditional uses 
of TA such as training and technical advisory services—approaches that have often 
been considered synonymous with capacity development no matter their intended and 
actual effects. Increasingly, knowledge sharing and brokering, South−South cooperation, 
leveraging of collaborative networks, governance support, and the use of social 
innovation practices are applied as drivers of learning, change, and enhanced institutional 
performance, and increasingly are added to the menu of capacity development support 
that development agencies deliver through TA. 

46. Development agencies are exploring less hands-on approaches, working 
through or in partnerships with research institutions, the private sector, and civil society 
organizations (CSOs). Using their convening power, development agencies have in many 
cases been able to catalyze multistakeholder processes and drive specific regional or 
global networks that address particular aspects of institutional performance. Box 3 gives 
an example in social protection where ADB has leveraged its convening power in this 
way. Results-driven instruments (e.g., policy- or results-based lending) are also used to 
incentivize institutional change processes and leave implementation responsibilities fully 
with the partners. 
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Box 3: Building Networks and Constituencies for Social Protection

The Asian Development Bank (ADB) has engaged vigorously in promoting social protection 
systems in Asia and the Pacific as an essential contribution to inclusive growth and poverty 
reduction. To allow learning on successful experiences from other parts of the world and 
to develop national systems and capacities in this area, ADB has applied a broad range of 
instruments, reaching well beyond the traditional use of consultants and training. 

Four regional technical assistance operations served to disseminate and share experiences not 
only with governments, but with other development partners, and to provide specific advice, 
including drawing on expertise from Latin America. Bangladesh, the People’s Republic of China, 
Indonesia, Mongolia, Pakistan, and the Philippines are among the economies where ADB 
is engaged and where it has supported national constituencies promoting social protection 
schemes.

In the Social Protection Operational Plan 2014–2020, ADB aims to continue to strengthen 
institutional performance to deliver effective and equitable social protection in the region. 
This will be delivered in close collaboration with development partners and stakeholders from 
the private sector. In addition to advisory services, support will include knowledge generation, 
research, and South−South cooperation. ADB will spearhead the creation of the Asia Pacific 
Social Protection Network for South−South Learning with linkages to Latin America and the 
Caribbean, and other regional and global networks.   

ADB = Asian Development Bank.

Sources: ADB. 2013. Social Protection Operational Plan 2014−2020.Manila; Staff interviews.

47. Development agencies continue to be cognizant of the potential harm they can 
inflict on weak endogenous institutions when they set up parallel systems and structures 
instead of using and strengthening country systems. Use of country systems is expected to 
reduce delays in project implementation, rationalize transactions costs, improve country 
ownership, and develop capable institutions and effective systems for service delivery.34 
The actual use of country systems will depend on DMCs’ institutional capacities and 
preferences for using ADB’s systems and procedures or their own systems. In 2015, 60% of 
ADB operations used country systems.35 In situations where country systems such as public 
financial management and procurement systems are not currently used due to fiduciary 
concerns, consideration for how such systems can be strengthened should form part of 
capacity development strategies in country programming and operations. 

48. Strategy 2020 positions ADB well to align to these trends. ADB’s emphasis 
on knowledge service led the Southeast Asia Department (SERD) to devise its own 
knowledge management framework to guide the department’s knowledge activities with 
a strong focus on its operational context.36 The strategy recognizes that knowledge and 
finance are inseparable components of operations, with knowledge solutions and sharing 
being integral to the department’s core business—the lending and nonlending products 
and services, which provide or combine finance and knowledge services that underpin 

34 ADB. 2014. Revised Staff Guidance for Implementing the Second Governance and Anticorruption Action Plan (GACAP II): 

Assessing and Managing Governance Risks in ADB Operations. Manila. 
35 ADB. 2016. Development Effectiveness Review 2015 Report. Manila.  
36 ADB. 2012. Knowledge First. Progressing Knowledge Management in the Southeast Asia Department 2010–2011. Manila.
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development support to the region. The strategy aims to mainstream the creation, capture, 
and communication of knowledge in the operations cycle and to ensure that knowledge 
products and services are driven by needs and demand from the client country, in line 
with specific country needs. SERD’s experience shows that systematic mainstreaming of 
knowledge work and support, including learning from experience, is paying off in terms of 
more relevant and feasible investments and policy support, and underpins the “knowledge 
first, finance follows” operating principle. In time, this approach is expected to lead to more 
effective development from ADB support in Southeast Asia. 

49. Other multilateral development agencies and international mechanisms. 
The World Bank has pursued the trends described above in its approach to PSM reforms.37 
While strongly focusing on the results of public sector performance, the PSM approach 
emphasizes public sector reform as a pragmatic problem-solving activity that seeks to 
improve results by identifying sustainable improvements to the public sector results chain. 
The World Bank notes that changes to formal arrangements often are critical, but that 
ultimately PSM reform is about changing the informal, actual behaviors of agents within the 
public sector, and thereby the actual services or regulatory functions that the public sector 
delivers.

50. The World Bank embraces the shift from a sole focus on reform contents (what 
should be done) toward a broader concern that includes the reform context (where is it 
to be done) and process (how the problem is to be agreed on and the solution developed 
or reform sequenced). The process of PSM reform is emphasized as key for success, to 
the extent that it helps uncover the real incentives and interests of the actors involved 
in conducting PSM reform and finding a compromise between them. In that sense, the 
old notion of capacity building—understood as training or expert advice—is no longer 
necessarily the obvious entry-point for supporting reform.

51. The World Bank Institute (WBI) has developed an approach to capacity 
development that goes well beyond the traditional but narrow input-focus of training and 
advice.38 The Capacity Development Results Framework is focused on learning as a driver 
of change. The framework identifies awareness, skills, consensus, teamwork, networks, 
policy and/or strategy, and implemented strategy and/or plans as learning outcomes, 
which are key means to foster change processes driven by actors who have, through the 
acquired learning, become change agents. The focus is also both on results—eventually 
development results—and on the change process, as well as on the role that the WBI or 
other development agencies can play by providing learning opportunities and access to 
knowledge and networks.  

52. Closely related is the WBI’s concept of “collaborative governance” (footnote 
28). It concerns both the “why” and the “how” of governance reforms, with considerably 
greater focus on the latter, using a series of innovative and collaborative approaches 
that complement technical solutions. The WBI is helping governments engage with 
citizens and organizations from the private and civil society sectors—and vice versa—by 

37 World Bank. 2012. The World Bank’s Approach to Public Sector Management 2011–2020: Better Results from Public Sector 

Institutions. Washington, DC. 
38 World Bank Institute. 2012. The Capacity Development Results Framework: A Strategic and Results-Oriented Approach to 

Learning for Capacity Development. Washington, DC.
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using concepts such as “building coalitions” and tools aimed at providing stakeholders 
the ability and capacity for effective engagement in order to solve difficult governance 
challenges. The WBI does this by applying coalition-building diagnostics and stakeholder 
mapping to understand reform environments, building multistakeholder support through 
strategic communication, attaining results throughout the project life cycle via a rapid 
results approach, and accessing quality-assured support through expert networks of local 
practitioners. 

53. Collaborative governance is related to the World Bank’s multistakeholder 
engagement approach, which promotes cooperation directly with actors outside the 
executive government, including the legislative and judicial branches of government, the 
private sector, CSOs, and the media.39

54. The Inter-American Development Bank offers the Special Program for 
Institutional Development, which supports national and subnational governments in Latin 
America and the Caribbean to advance the development of citizen-centric public sector 
institutions in order to make them more effective, efficient, and open.40 The program has 
two components. The first supports government capacities to promote managing for 
results and to strengthen and use country systems, including financial management and 
procurement systems, national development effectiveness, and environmental safeguards 
systems. The second component contributes to institutional development with a particular 
emphasis on institutional reforms and modernization and on organizational reengineering 
with a direct impact on services to citizens. This component supports access to 
information, joint production of services with citizens, and use of digital solutions to provide 
public services. In 2015, the Inter-American Development Bank launched the Innovations 
in Public Service Delivery publication series that will analyze innovative practices to 
improve the quality and delivery of public services.

55. At the international level, the Effective Institutions Platform, of which ADB is a 
member, is a partnership of over 60 high-, middle-, and low-income countries as well as 
organizations comprising multilateral and bilateral development agencies, civil society, 
and think tanks.41 Created in 2012, the Effective Institutions Platform aims to support 
countries to strengthen public sector institutions by linking policy areas (e.g., accountability 
institutions with citizens), and facilitating access to knowledge and experiences that goes 
beyond or cuts across the technical aspects underpinning the strength of public sector 
institutions. The Effective Institutions Platform focuses on change management and reform 
processes, and on mutual learning and exchange as a potent means to empower actors 
engaged in promoting institutional change. 

56. Similarly, the Open Government Partnership was launched in 2011 to provide 
an international and multistakeholder platform for countries committed to making 
their governments more open, accountable, and responsive to their citizens.42 In the 69 

39 World Bank. 2012. Strengthening Governance: Tackling Corruption: The World Bank Group’s Updated Strategy and 

Implementation Plan. Washington, DC.; World Bank. 2009. Guidance Note on Bank Multi-Stakeholder Engagement. 

Washington, DC. 
40 Inter-American Development Bank. Government and Institutions. http://www.iadb.org/en/topics/government/

government-institutions,1553.html
41 Effective Institutions Platform. http://www.effectiveinstitutions.org/
42 Open Government Partnership. http://www.opengovpartnership.org/
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participating countries worldwide, government and civil society actors work together 
to develop and implement open government reforms, many of which embrace new 
technologies and advance open data initiatives, with the ultimate goal of improving the 
quality of governance and of services that citizens receive. ADB became a multilateral 
partner to the Open Government Partnership in 2014. The Effective Institutions Platform 
and the Open Government Partnership reflect the trends in the international thinking and 
practice on capacity development—and on governance development, for that matter—
including the focus on the higher-level goals of effective institutions.

E.�Conclusions 
57. PSM is changing fast in Asia and the Pacific. Three trends are of particular 
relevance: (i) the emergence of increasing complex cross-sector and cross-border 
challenges that require sophisticated policy and institutional responses; (ii) stronger focus 
on performance and responsiveness to the growing demands from a better educated 
citizenry; and (iii) the challenge of adapting institutional development and reforms to the 
local context and reform readiness while incorporating global and regional experiences and 
standards.

58. Public sector performance and governance in Asia and the Pacific has become 
more developed, but significant challenges remain in the region. They are marked by 
increasing differentiation between individual countries and groups of countries. This picture 
of diversity offers new challenges to development agencies, but also opportunities where 
ADB is well positioned to draw on its regional experience, global networks, and convening 
power.

59. The international capacity development agenda is shifting focus. First, there 
is a clearer focus on effective or performing institutions as the outcome of capacity 
development processes. Second, greater attention is paid to the context in which 
institutions operate, and to stakeholders’ readiness for change. Third, development 
agencies are looking beyond training and technical advisory services and using knowledge 
brokering, South−South cooperation, and social innovation and collaborative practices as 
drivers of change. Policy- and results-based instruments and use of country systems are 
also applied with the explicit purpose of strengthening institutional performance.

60. ADB’s Strategy 2020, the Midterm Review of Strategy 2020, and ADB-wide sector 
operational plans acknowledge several of the trends highlighted above, some of which 
ADB has been quick to adopt. This has occurred through the elevation of governance and 
capacity development as a joint strategic driver of change, and the focus on knowledge 
solutions and additional partnerships, in particular with private sector and CSOs. ADB 
has an explicit aim to increase CSO participation in country programming and operations, 
including throughout the project cycle.43 ADB in its overall corporate results framework 
tracks the level of CSO participation in sovereign operations, reaching 94% of operations in 
2015 (footnote 36).

43 ADB. 2012. The NGO and Civil Society Center Results-Based ADB–Civil Society Organization Cooperation Workplan 

2013–2016. Manila. 
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61. The Midterm Review of Strategy 2020 confirmed the emphasis on governance and 
capacity development and underlined the need for differentiated responses to different 
country situations (footnote 2). Knowledge solutions, the focus on regional challenges, 
and the ambition of delivering “finance++” with even greater attention to the differentiated 
development needs of clients position ADB well to play a stronger role in supporting better 
institutional performance in Asia and the Pacific.44  

62. The conceptual framework outlined in the 2007 MTFAP captures many of the 
important features and principles of capacity development that remain relevant today, 
notably the attention to context, networks, change readiness issues, and results orientation. 
The framework is less articulate on the increased diversification of capacity development 
challenges and responses within and across countries and sectors, but will serve ADB well 
looking ahead. The MTFAP can be built on in the next corporate approach to capacity 
development by capturing the new and emerging trends more directly, making better 
institutional performance a fully integrated part of ADB’s capacity development approach, 
and developing an overall strategic framework with direct operational relevance.

44 ADB’s “finance ++” approach refers to the combination of ADB’s own finance plus leveraging resources through 

partnership plus providing knowledge to DMCs to maximize and accelerate development effectiveness.



IV.  Mainstreaming and Quality  
of Capacity Development in Country 
Programming and Operations 

A.�Introduction 
63. Successful implementation of the MTFAP largely rested on the extent to which 
capacity development was effectively mainstreamed in ADB operations. This section 
provides a quantitative and qualitative overview of ADB’s capacity development efforts. It 
examines if and how capacity development was mainstreamed in country programming and 
sector road maps. It further assesses the quality-at-entry of capacity development support 
measured against the MTFAP’s conceptual framework and the key targets and detailed 
parameters set out in the action plan. The assessment is based on a comprehensive analysis 
of CPSs; sector assessments and road maps; and loan, grant, and TA documents. The 
assessment responds to both how ADB works with capacity development support, and how 
well this reflects what the MTFAP sought to achieve.

64. At the country level, the MTFAP expected that CPSs and sector assessments and 
road maps would meet quality-at-entry criteria, including (i) harmonization and alignment 
with DMCs’ and other donors’ strategies, (ii) documented involvement of stakeholders in 
preparation of capacity development strategies, (iii) quality sector capacity assessments 
informing CPSs and sector road map actions, and (iv) adequacy of monitoring frameworks. 
At the project level, the target was increased capacity development focus also based on 
quality-at-entry criteria, including (i) country ownership; (ii) quality of baseline assessment; 
(iii) quality of the design and monitoring framework (DMF); and (iv) the degree to which 
four dimensions of capacity development—individual, organizational, institutional, and 
networks—have been considered. 

65. These quality-at-entry criteria have been examined, with emphasis on whether 
diagnostics extend beyond analyzing what should be done to specifying of constraints, 
change readiness of stakeholders, and the change management approach selected to 
achieve envisaged outcomes. Appendix 1 provides details of the qualitative assessment 
methodology. The results-orientation is assessed against whether operations include 
institutional performance targets and look beyond capacity development processes and 
inputs such as training.

66. The MTFAP included result areas envisaging strengthened partnerships with other 
funding agencies and networks in support of capacity development, and new modalities 
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and processes to support capacity development. The result areas are also reviewed in this 
section. Complementing the qualitative assessment is an examination of the responses 
to the survey among DMCs and ADB staff, which also permitted a stock-taking of 
expectations for the future of ADB’s capacity development work. 

B.� Articulation of Capacity Development  
in Country and Sector Strategies

67. CPSs and sector assessments and road maps are the highest level documents that 
articulate ADB’s diagnostics and forward-looking plans in its DMCs. The review included an 
analysis of 30 CPSs and 16 sector assessments to gauge whether the relevant documents 
met quality-at-entry criteria (described above).

68. Country partnership strategies. Overall, the analysis of the CPSs confirms that 
capacity—and governance—issues are mentioned in all CPSs, and all CPSs include some 
level of support to public sector performance and capacity and governance development. 
This said, there are very few references to the specific consultative processes that have led 
to the CPS development, and while there are references to sector assessments there are 
no references to specific assessments of capacity development. The results frameworks for 
CPSs do not, with few exceptions, detail the outputs or outcomes at the level of capacities 
or institutional performance. Results typically remain at higher-level outcomes such as 
road access, graduation levels, and access to clean water—that is, outcomes at the level of 
services and the satisfaction of citizen needs and demands. 

69. Many recent CPSs emphasize value-addition beyond investment finance, 
particularly through knowledge services, and show a clear trend toward more weight on 
knowledge services and innovation.45 Box 4 provides an example of the CPS for Thailand 
2013–2016. CPSs also stress the need for closer alignment to country demands, as well 
as flexibility to adapt implementation to changing circumstances. Such good practices 
are of particular importance when supporting institutional reform and targeting better 
institutional performance. CPSs for Myanmar 2012–2014, Nepal 2013–2017, the Philippines 
2011–2016, Samoa 2008–2012, and Uzbekistan 2012–2016 gave significant attention to 
these issues.

45 CPSs for 2008–2010 scored an average of only 0.4 on a scale from 0 to 2, while CPSs from 2011–2013 scored an 

average of 1.1 (see the qualitative assessment methodology in Appendix 1).
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Box 4: Country Partnership Strategy for Thailand:  
Adding Value Beyond Finance

The 2013–2016 country partnership strategy (CPS) for Thailand is a nine-page document 
only. It refers briefly to sociopolitical tensions in the country, to governance and capacity 
weaknesses, and to the government’s policies and plans that include a strong focus on both 
governance and capacity development.

The CPS positions the Asian Development Bank (ADB) to deliver policy advice and capacity 
development drawing on ADB’s extensive knowledge and experience in Asia and the Pacific as 
well as to mobilize and syndicate financial resources for innovative private sector investments, 
and to continue to facilitate regional cooperation and integration.

Looking back, the CPS notes that, “Overall, ADB operations in Thailand were considered  
to be catalytic and cost-effective in promoting public sector reform and in leveraging private 
sector investment. Key lessons from implementation of the CPS, 2007–2011 include  
(i) the effectiveness of ADB policy advice and expanded use of nonsovereign modalities,  
(ii) the need for effective response to continued demand for ADB knowledge services,  
(iii) the need for more fully developing synergies between ADB public and private sector 
operations, and (iv) the requirement for flexibility and readiness in responding to Thailand’s 
changing development priorities.”

The CPS condenses lessons, brings a strong focus on capacity development and innovation, 
and identifies knowledge services as a key modality in 2013–2016. It is not possible, reading 
only the CPS, to assess if diagnostics underpinning the strategy are adequate and if the strategy 
is feasible. However, the CPS addresses in headline form the main topics that would be 
expected in the area of institutional performance.

ADB = Asian Development Bank, CPS = country partnership strategy.

Source: ADB; ADB 2013. Country Partnership Strategy: Thailand, 2013–2016. Manila. p. 5.

70. Reforms to streamline ADB’s business processes were introduced in 2010. 
CPSs became relatively short documents with a 10-page limit for the main text, whereas 
previously they were a single-source document for development information on the 
DMC concerned and had become increasingly bulky documents, often exceeding 100 
pages.46 The current template for the CPS document does not include a specific section on 
governance and capacity development issues, or prescribe mentioning of the consultative 
processes leading to the CPS or the ownership of DMC partners of the strategy. As the 
template is not fully prescriptive of the required content of a CPS, there is some flexibility 
in what content is included. CPSs can be relatively frank on development issues, but they 
are documents directing a partnership with the current DMC authorities, imposing natural 
limits for what such documents can and should express. The CPS document itself is no 
longer designed to provide detailed diagnostic background for the strategies they entail and 
cannot be expected to contain, in its present form, all of the quality-at-entry expectations 
set out in the MTFAP. 

46 ADB. 2009. Country Partnership Strategy: Responding to the New Aid Architecture: Report of the Country Partnership 

Strategy Working Group. Manila.
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71. Sector assessments and road maps. Sector assessments and road maps are 
documents designed to provide the analysis and diagnostic depth that CPS documents 
are no longer meant to contain. The template for sector assessments includes a section 
summarizing the factors that promote and/or limit successful sector performance and 
service delivery, including the government’s policy, institutional, legal, and regulatory 
frameworks; the role and capacity of concerned agencies, including for managing results; 
the critical areas for developing capacity; and the commitment to institutional reform. 

72. The examination of a small sample of 16 sector assessments looked at (i) how 
comprehensively the documents dealt with alignment to government policies and plans; 
(ii) how adequately they involved stakeholders in the preparation; (iii) the quality of the 
baseline capacity assessment; (iv) the adequacy of the capacity development elements in 
the DMF; and (v) the identification of knowledge services, South−South cooperation, and 
innovative approaches to capacity development.

73. Table 3 shows the findings and makes a simple distinction across the dimensions 
between the sector assessments judged to be of medium to high quality from those of low 
quality.47 The alignment of sector assessments and road maps to government policies and 
plans, and the quality of sector-level capacity assessments scored the highest, whereas the 
quality of the accompanying DMFs is mixed. Adequate stakeholder involvement in sector 
diagnostic work—defined as one of the key success indicators in the MTFAP—scored 
lower. Only one in four sector assessments were judged to have given adequate attention to 
knowledge and innovative approaches.

Table 3: Quality of Capacity Development in Sector Assessments

Quality

Alignment to 
Government 

Policies/Plans

Adequacy of 
Stakeholder 
Involvement

Quality of 
Baseline 

Assessment
Quality of CD 

 in DMFs

Knowledge/  
Innovative 

Approaches
Medium to high 81% 38% 69% 43% 25%
Low 19% 62% 31% 57% 75%

CD = capacity development, DMF = design and monitoring framework. 

Source: ADB.

74. Overall, the MTFAP has only been partially successful in enhancing the quality-at-
entry at the level of sector assessments and road maps. The conceptual framework outlined 
in the MTFAP has not been applied for analytical or structuring purposes in any of the sector 
assessments, nor in the accompanying DMFs. In this overall picture of mixed quality, the 
review encountered several good practice cases where sector assessments were prepared 
in close cooperation with DMC stakeholders, where there is analytical rigor and respectful 
frankness about political economy issues that affect prospects for development, institutional 
reform, and capacity development. Good practices were observed in the energy and 
transport sectors in the Lao People’s Democratic Republic, and in the water and municipal 
services sector in Cambodia. Box 5 gives a good practice example from the Philippines.

47 The high, medium, and low quality parameters were determined using the scoring scales under the qualitative 

assessment methodology explained in Appendix 1. 
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Box 5: Sector Assessment Good Practice in the Philippines

The 2011–2016 country partnership strategy for the Philippines was a highly participatory 
process and was informed by more than a dozen sector, subsector, and thematic assessments, 
which collectively have very good coverage of the key public sector management, governance, 
and political economy issues in the Philippines. 

The subsector assessment of decentralization and local governance considers the status 
of reforms; the political economy factors shaping the decentralization arena; as well as the 
strengths and weaknesses in the current capacities, including but not limited to incentives, 
systems, and skills. The assessment details the long-term engagement of the Asian 
Development Bank (ADB) in the subsector. Since 2004, ADB has provided two program loans 
and several technical assistance operations to support the government’s decentralization 
efforts. Various technical assistance activities have helped continue the policy dialogue, 
addressing gaps and constraints in core reform areas as well as developing capacity.

The decentralization and local governance assessment is a forward-looking stock-taking 
exercise within an ongoing strategic partnership that has applied several operational modalities 
to support the government’s reforms. The assessment can be considered part of a cycle of 
implementation–learning–reflection–planning–implementation rather than an input to a linear 
diagnose–plan–implement sequence.

The assessment includes a detailed road map in the form of the design and monitoring 
framework for future ADB support. The assessment’s main limitation is that it does not 
explicitly specify if and how government and other stakeholders participated in the exercise, 
or if stakeholders agree to the assessment and will take sufficient ownership of the forward 
actions supported by ADB.  

After the preparation of the country partnership strategy, a country procurement assistance 
report was prepared in 2012, in a joint venture with the Government of the Philippines, the 
World Bank, and the Government of Japan. The report is an example of a detailed subsector 
assessment that meets all the quality-at-entry criteria defined in the Medium-Term Framework 
and Action Plan for capacity development. The report is harmonized with key development 
partners and fully aligned with government plans in the area; it not only includes government 
partners in the diagnostics but was actually led by them, with technical assistance support from 
ADB and development partners. The country procurement assistance report reflects different 
points of view of the government and development partners, respectively, and includes 
detailed recommendations for a future action plan.  

ADB = Asian Development Bank, TA = technical assistance.

Source: ADB. 

75. ADB has no corporate-wide guidance on how sector assessments and road 
maps should be produced and what they should cover, except for the annotated table of 
contents template. To assist its staff, SERD prepared a comprehensive guidance note on 
the subject and has published many priority sector assessments and road maps.48 SERD’s 
guidance places equal importance on process and content in the preparation of the sector 
assessment, strategy, and road map. Assessments can be supported with consultant 
assistance, but ADB staff members need to lead the dialogue with DMC stakeholders to 

48 ADB. 2011. A Framework for Preparing Sector Assessment, Strategy, and Roadmaps in Southeast Asia Regional Department. 

Manila.



IV. Mainstreaming and Quality of Capacity Development in Country Programming and Operations  27

agree on the findings of the assessment. The guidance requests a focus on key sector and 
subsector constraints including the policy environment, plans and finance, institutional 
environment, capacity and governance, implications for goods and service provision, and 
political economy influences. SERD’s guidance note could be shared more widely in ADB as 
a good practice example. 

76. High-quality sector and subsector-level assessments are critical to ADB’s 
operational performance. They inform CPSs and bind together individual operations in a 
sector through a longer-term, analytically informed perspective. Provided they express a 
consensus with DMC stakeholders—including consensus about holding diverging views, as 
relevant—they lay the ground for strong DMC buy-in and ownership of future operations, 
a critical factor not only for institutional and capacity development efforts, but also for the 
sustainability of ADB-financed projects. At the sector level, assessments should include the 
entire chain of opportunities and constraints, from development impact and outcomes and 
the underlying performance demands to institutions and their specific capacities.

77. As required in the template, sector assessments and road maps should focus 
on sector-wide performance and on the institutional, governance, capacity, and other 
issues that enable and constrain further development. Strengthening the institutional 
analysis of sector assessments and road maps achieves in part what the MTFAP aimed at 
with its demand for separate capacity assessments. The integrated focus on institutional 
performance and other elements in the wider environment that conditions performance—
including governance and capacity—would most often be the preferable approach at the 
sector level, to avoid that both problem analysis and solution design compartmentalize and 
fragment. 

78. In line with operational requirements, separate capacity assessments at the 
project or agency level may be helpful to shape specific organizational development 
processes at a certain point in time. With TA support from the Sustainable Development 
and Climate Change Department, capacity assessments were prepared with the national 
authorities responsible for anticorruption, audit, and procurement in several countries.49 
The assessments were done under the auspices of the MTFAP and linked to broader 
governance and PSM engagements, and in some instances informed CPS preparations. 
However, project- or agency-level capacity assessments have not been adopted as a 
systematic practice in ADB operations. Where project- or agency-level assessments are 
undertaken, they should clearly link to the analysis and findings of the broader sector 
assessments and road maps.   

79. Unlike capacity assessments, governance risk assessments required under 
GACAP II were made a mandatory requirement of CPS preparation. Country- and sector-
level governance risk assessments capture the performance of a country’s governance 
and institutions in the priority areas of public financial management, procurement, and 
anticorruption (footnote 35). Similarly, the CPA exercise conducted annually by ADB 
provides a separate opportunity to regularly assess the performance of institutions in the 
countries where the CPA is conducted (footnote 22). While these diagnostics are not 

49 ADB. 2009. Technical Assistance for Governance and Capacity Development Initiative Phase 2. Manila (TA7277-REG). 

Under this TA, capacity assessments were prepared in Bhutan, Cambodia, Indonesia, the Lao People’s Democratic 

Republic, the Federated States of Micronesia, Nepal, and the Philippines.
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designed as capacity assessment tools, used well they can shed light on where governance 
and institutional improvements are needed and assist in the dialogue with DMC 
stakeholders on their capacity development needs.    

C.� Capacity Development Focus of  
ADB Operations

80. During 2008–2015, ADB approved 2,459 operations with a capacity development 
classification amounting to $53.9 billion, representing 66% of the total number of ADB 
operations and 54% of total ADB financing.50 This comprised 429 loans amounting to 
$47.4 billion, 207 grants totaling $4.6 billion, and 1,823 TA operations totaling $1.9 billion. 
The annual number and financial value of total lending, grant, and TA operations with a 
capacity development classification rose substantially since 2008. The annual number of 
approved operations rose from 182 in 2008 to 318 in 2015, and the annual value of these 
operations increased from $3.9 billion to $9.6 billion during the same period. 

81. Figure 2 shows trends in the capacity development focus of loans, grants, and 
TA—measured by the number of operations with a capacity development classification as a 
proportion of the total number of operations.

82. The capacity development focus of operations was the highest overall for TA, 
followed by loans, and grants. The capacity development focus of TA operations was 71% 
for 2008–2015, rising steadily each year from a low of 44% in 2008 to a high of 86% in 
2015. The capacity development focus of lending was 59% and grant operations was 49%. 
The highest capacity development focus was registered in 2014 at 78% for loans and 73% 
for grants. While the capacity development focus of loans has risen significantly since 
2008, capacity development grants have fluctuated across the years and are around the 
same level in 2015 as in 2008. 

83. Table 4 shows the capacity development focus of operations in each sector 
in 2008–2015. For all types of operations, the education sector has overall the highest 
proportion of capacity development-classified operations as a share of total operations, 
followed by water. The energy sector has the lowest proportion, but the picture is highly 
uneven.

50 The financing amounts reported are the total financing of operations and do not represent the financing of capacity 

development activities specifically. ADB’s Project Classification System allows operations to be classified as capacity 

development by applying a general marker without assigning a monetary value to the capacity development aspects 

of operations. The tables presented in this section therefore report on the number of operations, rather than on the 

financial value of operations.
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Figure 2: Number of Operations with Capacity Development 
Classification, 2008–2015
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Source: ADB Listing of Loan, TA, Grant, and Equity Approvals Database as of June 2016. 
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Table 4: Capacity Development Focus of Operations by Sector, 2008–2015

Sector TA Loans Grants
Agriculture and Natural Resources 66% 56% 46%
Education 83% 83% 73%
Energy 61% 45% 38%
Finance 68% 50% 73%
Health and Social Protection 77% 60% 33%
Industry and Trade 75% 63% 40%
Multisector 74% 70% 31%
Public Sector Management 74% 41% 53%
Transport and ICT 64% 60% 48%
Water 79% 80% 71%
Total 71% 59% 49%

ICT = information and communication technology, TA = technical assistance.

Source: ADB Listing of Loan, TA, Grant, and Equity Approvals Database as of June 2016.

84. PSM accounted for 23% of the total number of TA operations and 19% of 
total TA financing in 2008–2015, making it the largest sector for TA operations. PSM 
operations are often the preferred vehicle for ADB’s capacity development support, with 
capacity development commonly linked to governance and public sector performance 
improvements in DMCs. More than half of the PSM support was directed at economic 
management, followed by public expenditure management, public administration, law and 
judiciary, and decentralization. The low proportion of capacity development-classified 
PSM loans in part reflects that linked TA has been used as the key vehicle for capacity 
development support, not the loan itself, and partly because fiscal stabilization and 
emergency loans, which comprise a significant share of PSM sector operations, are rightly 
not classified as capacity development operations. 

85. The proportion of capacity development-classified operations declines somewhat 
with higher country income levels, as shown in Table 5. Though intuitively not surprising, 
it may indicate that ADB’s added value in MICs is still predominantly seen as finance, 
and less in the need for capacity development support, especially once countries are able 
to effectively manage infrastructure investments and operations without the need for 
additional support from ADB. In FCAS countries, the capacity development focus of TA is 
at the same level as in LICs, while for loans and grants it is notably less.

86. Looking at the capacity development focus of operations by subregion, as shown in 
Table 6, the South Asia Department had the highest proportion of capacity development-
classified operations. The other departments had roughly the same proportion of capacity 
development-classified loans, while SERD and the Pacific Department were above the 
average on TA, with the Central and West Asia Department and East Asia Department 
having the smallest capacity development focus of TA operations. South Asia Department 
and SERD grants had the highest capacity development focus whereas the Pacific 
Department had the lowest capacity development focus of the grant instrument—only 25 
of 87 grants in 2008–2015. 
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Table 5: Capacity Development Focus of Operations by Country Classification,  
2008–2015

Country Classification TAa Loans Grants
Low-income 75% 63% 55%
Low-middle-income 73% 59% 48%
Upper-middle-income 60% 56% 35%
Total 71% 59% 49%
Fragile and conflict-affectedb 73% 46% 51%

TA = technical assistance. 

Notes: 
a  Excludes regional TA, which cuts across income groups. 67% of regional TA was classified as capacity 

development operations.
b  Fragile and conflict-affected situations are included in country income groups and therefore are not included in 

the calculation of totals.

Source: ADB Listing of Loan, TA, Grant, and Equity Approvals Database as of June 2016.

Table 6: Capacity Development Focus of Operations by Subregion, 2008–2015

Subregional Department TA Loans Grants
Central and West Asia Department 65% 58% 51%
East Asia Department 60% 58% 42%
Pacific Department 73% 56% 29%
South Asia Department 77% 65% 57%
Southeast Asia Department 76% 56% 57%
Total 71% 59% 49%

TA = technical assistance. 

Source: ADB Listing of Loan, TA, Grant, and Equity Approvals Database as of June 2016.

87. Caution is required when drawing conclusions about the capacity development 
focus of operations. The classification of operations as capacity development is not 
decided on the basis of detailed criteria such as the relative scope or financial weight of 
the capacity development support (footnote 51). The capacity development classification, 
which is discussed in more detail in the next section, reflects the judgment of staff and 
may therefore also fluctuate as capacity development issues over time are more or less 
articulated as a corporate priority in relation to other priorities. This said, the categorization 
of 71% of TA operations, 59% of loan operations, and roughly half of grant operations as 
having a capacity development focus is a clear indication of the importance that capacity 
development—and related governance enhancement support—has in ADB’s operations 
across the modalities. It confirms at the aggregate level that capacity development is being 
mainstreamed as an overall theme in operations.

88. ADB’s overall corporate results framework has as a target that the proportion 
of operations classified as capacity development and/or governance should increase 
over the 2010–2012 average baseline value of 57%. In 2013—the first time that capacity 
development and governance had been monitored—the result was 54%, and ADB was thus 
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reported as “off track” in the governance and capacity development driver of change.51 By 
2015, the result had increased to 65% and was rated “on track” (footnote 36). However, 
given both the changing and diversifying institutional and governance landscape in Asia 
and the general and unspecific nature of the current quantitative-based marker, the on or 
off track status cannot be interpreted as ADB being responsive or unresponsive to country 
situations or demands, nor does the marker allow any judgment as to the quality of ADB’s 
capacity development support.

D.� Type and Scope of Capacity 
Development Operations

89. As shown above, ADB supports capacity development through loans, grants, 
and TA projects. TA—in particular capacity development TA and policy and advisory 
TA—is often considered the instrument par excellence to support capacity development. 
However, a considerable proportion of loans and grants are also classified as supporting 
capacity development, and in practice different operational modalities often complement 
each other at a given point in time and over time.

90. This section looks across operational modalities at the defining features of ADB’s 
capacity development operations by sector and country income group. The findings are 
based on the analysis of operations since 2008 and comprised 29 loans with a total value of 
$4.1 billion, 20 grants totaling $584 million, and 47 TA operations with a total value of $166 
million (see Appendix 1 for details of the qualitative assessment methodology). 

91. While the cost of capacity development TA operations can, with few exceptions, 
be fully ascribed to financing of capacity development inputs, loan and grant operations 
have in nearly all cases only a minor share dedicated to capacity development. Policy- and 
results-based loans are an exception as they are in many cases linked directly to reform and 
institutional development objectives—but even so there is no objective way of determining 
the precise share of program financing that should be categorized as capacity development 
(footnote 51). 

92. ADB’s primary instrument for supporting the capacities of DMCs is TA operations. 
ADB categorizes four types of TA: capacity development TA, policy and advisory TA, 
project preparatory TA, and research and development TA.52 The introduction of the 
capacity development TA modality in 2009 gave more explicit attention to the issue of 
capacity development in ADB’s TA operations. Capacity development TA is purposely 
designed to meet the capacity development needs of DMCs, although other types of TA 
operations can still contain capacity development dimensions among different—often 
complementing—objectives. Capacity development TA was the most utilized TA operation 
during 2008–2015, with 40% of the 2,585 TA approvals and 48% or $1.2 billion of total 
TA financing of $2.5 billion. Of the 1,823 TA operations directly supporting capacity 
development, expectedly, capacity development TA comprised the largest share at 57%. 

51 ADB. 2013. Development Effectiveness Review 2013. Manila.
52 ADB. 2013. Technical Assistance. Operations Manual. OM D12/BP. Manila; ADB. 2008. Increasing the Impact of the 

Asian Development Bank’s Technical Assistance Program. Manila. 
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However, a significant portion of capacity development support was provided by project 
preparatory at 20%, and policy and advisory TA at 16%.

93. Capacity development TA as well as other TA types can be part of a more 
comprehensive package of loans, grants, and TA operations, which together support 
institutional reform objectives. The multiple operations or mixed modality approach may 
well extend over the CPS cycle and can extend beyond a decade, demonstrating ADB’s 
long-term commitment to a sector—examples are provided in Section IV F. The adoption 
of sector-wide approaches allows ADB, often in coordination with other development 
agencies and closely aligned to country policies and institutions, to support institutional 
reform and development as well as specific investments. Better institutional performance 
and governance is an integrated part of the efforts, supported through a variety of 
operational modalities, including policy dialogue by ADB staff. 

94. The target organizations of ADB’s capacity development support is predominantly 
the executive arm of government, as shown in Table 7. Half of all the assessed operations target 
only the executive, 32% target the executive but also state-owned enterprises, subnational 
government, the business sector, and/or civil society. More than two organizational and/or 
stakeholder groups were targeted in 12% of operations. This included operations in tourism, 
urban development, agriculture, natural resource management, and finance, where broader 
systemic or sector-wide approaches involve business, civil society, and/or state-owned 
enterprises in addition to central or local government. TA operations are even more focused 
on the executive branch, with 66% of operations only targeting the executive, and another 23% 
targeting the executive and one or more other organizational/stakeholder groups.  

Table 7: Targets for Capacity Development Support, 2008–2015  
(n = 93)

Target No. Share
Executive Government 83 86%
The Legislature 0 0%
The Judiciary 0 0%
State-Owned Enterprises 17 18%
Subnational Government 19 20%
Business Sector 15 16%
Civil Society 13 14%
Others 4 4%

Source: ADB.

95. In terms of the objectives or outcome targets of ADB’s capacity development 
support, operations most often aim at multiple areas of institutional strengthening, with 
the dominant weights on enhancing skills and competencies of staff (59%), and changing 
systems, structures, and/or business processes (50%), as shown in Table 8. Broader sector 
or institutional reform efforts (39%) and redesign of processes and services (38%) follow, 
while comparatively little attention is given to governance aspects, enhancing management, 
and motivational and incentive issues. 
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Table 8: Outcome Targets of Capacity Development Support, 2008–2015  
(n = 93)

Outcome Target No. Share
Enhancing skills and competencies of staff 57 59%
Changing systems, structures, and/or business processes 48 50%
Broad sector reform (including legislative, regulatory, and institutional reforms) 37 39%
Redesigning services and/or products of the organization 36 38%
Enhancing relations with customers and/or users 19 20%
Coping with expanding demands and/or changing fiscal resources 10 10%
Enhancing governance mechanisms (e.g., oversight bodies)  10 10%
Enhancing management, communication, human resource management 9 9%
Improving staff motivation and incentives 4 4%

Source: ADB.

96. There is no significant variation across the country classifications except that 
broader sector or institutional reform support increases somewhat from FCAS countries 
(33%) to LICs (40%) and to MICs (43%), and the focus on changing systems, structures, 
and/or business processes is markedly higher in MICs (57%) than in the other country 
categories. 

97. Since 2008, the frequency of operations supporting broader sector or institutional 
reforms fell from a level of about 60% in 2008–2009 to about half after that, whereas the 
focus on enhancing individual skills and competencies rose from about 50% in 2008–2009 
to more than 70%. This suggests the greater attention to the capacity of broader systems 
and institutions motivated by the directions of the MTFAP, especially in the early years of 
the MTFAP’s implementation, ultimately gave way to a narrower focus on the capacity of 
organizations and their staff, and therefore reversion to what might be described as a more 
traditional application of capacity development support. 

98. The focus of ADB’s capacity development support is what ADB’s capacity 
development guidance labels internal “functional” dimensions of organizational 
performance—skills, systems and business processes, and redesign of services and 
products—as well as wider structural reforms that also dominate the functional domain.53 
Comparatively less attention is paid to the “political” dimensions of organizational capacity, 
and to demand-side factors where governance and oversight arrangements and the 
motivation and involvement of stakeholders, clients, and customers are in far greater focus. 

99. Across the operations assessed for the review, the pattern of capacity 
development support broadly reflects three levels of development ambition according to 
the nature of the objectives of the capacity development support.

100. Project implementation and sustainability. First, operations aimed capacity 
development efforts at making project implementation effective and efficient, often 

53 ADB. 2011. Practical Guide to Capacity Development in a Sector Context. Manila.



IV. Mainstreaming and Quality of Capacity Development in Country Programming and Operations  35

focused at training in ADB procedures; and ways to enhance the sustainability of the 
investment financed by ADB. The railway project in Turkmenistan illustrates this approach 
(Box 6). Support would typically include asset management; development of proper 
operation and maintenance systems; training of staff; and in various cases attention to 
financing of operations and maintenance and future investments. The focus is often on a 
single or a few organizations directly responsible for managing and operating an investment 
project as is typically seen in the energy and transport sectors.

Box 6: Railway Operation and Maintenance Capacity Strengthening  
in Turkmenistan

Turkmenistan is expanding its railway network and adding to the locomotive, coach, and freight 
wagon fleets. The existing fleets are well maintained and operate according to schedules, with 
the railway system considered solvent and should remain so given the rising freight volumes 
and revenues. 

The Asian Development Bank (ADB) is supporting the Ministry of Railway Transport (MRT) 
with a $125 million loan to finance power, signaling, and telecommunication systems for 
311 kilometers of the completed railway line between Bereket and Buzkhun, as well as 
equipment for track maintenance and safety. 

The MRT requires skills for modern scheduling of routine and periodic maintenance to improve 
locomotive utilization. The MRT also needs training in implementing externally funded projects 
as the country plans to expand its transport network through international assistance.

The capacity development components of ADB’s support include training on the supervisory 
control and data acquisition system; locomotive utilization improvement and asset 
management; environmental monitoring and management, including implementing the 
environmental monitoring and management plan for the project following ADB guidelines, 
but also focusing on establishing an environmental unit within the MRT; and procurement, 
project, and financial management, aiming at efficient implementation of the project, including 
capacity for managing loans and international competitive bidding.

The capacity development components are thus closely targeting capacities for 
implementation, maintenance, operation, and sustainability of the project investments, but 
with expected longer-term benefits for the MRT.

ADB = Asian Development Bank, MRT = Ministry of Railway Transport.

Source: ADB. 2011. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan to 
Turkmenistan for the North–South Railway Project. Manila.

101. Sector-wide reforms and change. Second, capacity development support 
targets broader sector or institutional reforms in rather well-defined subsectors (e.g., waste 
water management, power transmission, and road transport) that aim not only at the 
proper operation and sustainability of ADB-financed investments, but at changes in the 
legal, regulatory, and fiscal environment of the subsector. This might encompass changes in 
the balance between public and private sector roles; the roles of central and decentralized 
units in government; the wider institutional and governance framework; as well as skills, 
systems, and business processes in one or more specific organizations. The provincial roads 
project in Cambodia explained in Box 7 exemplifies this level of institutional support.
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Box 7: Provincial Roads Improvement in Cambodia

The Asian Development Bank has supported the road sector in Cambodia for many years, 
and is now turning its attention from national to provincial roads. An additional loan and grant 
provided by the Strategic Climate Fund and an associated technical assistance (TA) operation 
was approved in 2011 with financing of $69 million.

The package includes road rehabilitation in four provinces, improvement of the road asset 
management capabilities of the Ministry of Public Works and Transport (MPWT), and support 
to MPWT for establishing a community-based road safety program for the project provinces. 
Road design and planning for climate resilience and disaster management is supported as is 
the capacity of MPWT to provide efficient project management support for construction, 
maintenance, and asset management. 

The TA operations also support strengthening and institutional reform for the MPWT’s 
Department of Land Transport. The department plans, regulates, and administers road traffic, 
but it is not equipped to undertake these tasks effectively and needs to strengthen its human 
resource base and reform its organizational structure and procedures. The TA supports a 
three-stage process. The first was to diagnose the department’s need to restructure, develop 
staff capabilities, and modernize internal processes. The diagnostic was followed by a separate 
TA to address issues of road safety, traffic regulation, vehicle registration, legislation, and long-
term planning. These targeted interventions were designed to enable various development 
partners to provide assistance. The reform implementation (third) stage included assistance 
to restructure the department, develop in-house staff capacities, support recruitment of staff 
with new skills, and implement priority interventions.

The package of operations combines a focus on project implementation, asset management, 
safety, and design capacities with support to the broader institutional reform of the land 
transport sector.

MPWT = Ministry of Public Works and Transport, TA = technical assistance.

Source: ADB. 2011. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan, 
Technical Assistance, and Administration of Loan and Grant to the Kingdom of Cambodia for the Provincial 
Roads Improvement Project. Manila.

102. Cross-sector and cross-border engagement. Third, capacity development 
support aims at broader, complex reforms that cut across traditional sector and/or 
geographical boundaries, demand integrated solutions to development challenges and 
the involvement of multiple stakeholders, and are less tied to traditional investments in 
infrastructure. Box 8 details such a case in integrated flood management in the People’s 
Republic of China (PRC). Areas that typically have capacity development interventions 
in this third category include decentralization reforms; integrated water resource 
management; climate-proofing of cities; regional trade; and broader reforms in “softer” 
sectors such as education, finance, and PSM.
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Box 8: Integrated Flood Management in the People’s Republic of China

The Songhua River Flood Management Sector Project in the People’s Republic of China (PRC) 
ran from 2003 to 2009 with total financing of $433 million, of which $148 million was an Asian 
Development Bank loan and the rest came from PRC resources. The project responded to 
serious flooding in 1998 that displaced 3.4 million people, with the government shifting focus 
from flood control to an integrated approach combining flood forecasting and early warning 
systems and flood control works to strengthen dikes, build new ones, and rehabilitate and 
upgrade reservoirs for wetlands management. 

The project responded to the need to simultaneously strengthen concerned institutions and 
upgrade project management capacity. The capacity development inputs—mainly national 
and international consultants—cost $1.9 million, with an additional $4.4 million for flood 
management systems, flood control works, and project management. More than 7,000 person-
days of training were delivered, enabling the relevant organizations to undertake their new and 
expanded functions.

The project was assessed as successful, building on the drive of the government to adopt a 
better approach to flood management. The project generated increased government funding 
for structural flood and protection works, the concerned provincial and regional governments 
were directly involved in and committed to executing the project, and a strong coordinating 
body assisted at the national level. These, in turn, catalyzed institutions to shift their focus from 
flood control to flood management by mainstreaming integrated river management into their 
regular functions that would make the gains achieved more likely to be sustainable. 

The project completion report and validation report found that clarity of the project’s purpose 
and objectives and enhanced processes and procedures helped ensure the government’s 
commitment to and focus on implementing the project, and fostered unexpectedly effective 
coordination among multiple executing agencies despite a virtually dysfunctional cross-
ministerial project steering committee. The underlying commitment, capacity, and drive of 
PRC stakeholders in multiple institutions were sufficient to make effective use of the technical 
assistance and training that, for a fraction of the total project cost, strongly contributed to 
operational success and sustainability.

PRC = People’s Republic of China.

Source: ADB. 2013. Validation Report: Songhua River Flood Management Sector Project in the People’s Republic 
of China. Manila.

103. Table 9 shows that the type of inputs delivered by ADB to develop DMCs’ 
capacities is concentrated on use of consulting services for technical advice, training, and 
guidance, in particular by international consultants, who are present in 73% of the operations 
assessed, followed by national consultants who are used in 58% of the operations. The use 
of international consultants is high across grant operations at 85%, TA at 79%, and loans 
at 60%. TA operations support significantly more studies or other knowledge products 
(at 38%) than loans and grants (at about 5%), while loans and grants (at about 20%) 
unsurprisingly exceed TA in financing endogenous policy and system developments and 
business process changes. Twinning and South−South cooperation scores are low across all 
of the operational modalities, and there is no change during the period. 
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Table 9: Types of Inputs to Capacity Development, 2008–2015  
(n = 93)

Input No. Share
Advice, training, and guidance from sources that bring in regional or 
international experiences (typically, international consultants) 71 73%

Advice, training, and guidance from sources intimately familiar with the 
domestic context (typically, national consultants) 56 58%

Studies or other knowledge products that draw on international standards and 
broader lessons 21 22%

Financing of policy and system developments and business process changes 17 18%
Workshops and other group learning and development activities 15 15%
Training by recognized training providers to develop specific competencies 12 12%
On-the-ground technical advisory support to align to international standards 7 7%
Twinning arrangements with peer institutions in other countries 5 5%
South−South cooperation with other countries in Asia and the Pacific 4 4%
South−South cooperation with countries in other regions 0 0%

Source: ADB.

104. In summary, the assessment shows that capacity development support is still 
very much synonymous with a team of international and national consultants delivering 
expert advice, training, and guidance, often aimed at developing individual skills and 
competencies—a finding that suggests ADB continues to view individual skills and 
competencies as necessary to effective development and an essential building block on 
the path to better organizational and institutional performance. In many TA operations, 
knowledge products and studies complement the consultants’ work or are produced by the 
consultants. Meanwhile, knowledge sharing, innovation, and South−South cooperation was 
found to be an explicit approach to capacity development in only 16% of all the assessed 
operations and 23% of TA operations.

105. The dominant type of ADB’s capacity development support—focusing on skills 
and competencies, focusing on the executive branch of government, and relying on use of 
consultants—may well be adequate in stable environments where there is strong national 
ownership, a reasonable level of performance capabilities, clearly defined and identifiable 
drivers and sponsors of reform and change, and little resistance from vested interests or 
deep rooted sociocultural norms of behavior. Such support would prima facie be limiting 
and less effective when engaging in volatile environments in which governance, state, and 
service delivery capabilities are weak and institutional reforms are strongly contested. 

106. The strong focus on the executive branch of government will continue to be 
relevant, and required, but it is not reflecting the increasing trend toward multistakeholder 
partnerships, private sector and citizen involvement, and co-production of public sector 
goods and services. While TA-financed consultants have a good track record in many 
instances, there are alternatives which are increasingly in demand from ADB’s clients, as 
described in Subsection F. If ADB is to deliver more vigorously on the “finance++” ambition 
it may have to give greater attention to knowledge services, South−South cooperation, 
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and innovation practices so that they play a bigger role as tools to strengthen institutional 
performance in DMCs.  

E.� Quality of Capacity Development 
Operations

107. This subsection reports the findings on quality-at-entry of the assessed operations 
using the criteria listed in the MTFAP. Part one looks at the ownership and capacity baseline 
assessment quality. Part two considers the dimensions or levels of capacity development 
addressed, as defined in the MTFAP, as well as the quality of DMFs. Despite the revised 
action plan being primarily concerned with quality-at-entry issues, part three briefly looks 
at the quality of implementation of operations. 

1.�Quality-at-Entry: Ownership and Baseline Assessment

108. Ownership. Ownership of capacity development efforts by the pertinent 
country stakeholders is generally acknowledged as a key condition for success of capacity 
development support from development agencies. Ownership is also featured prominently 
in the MTFAP as a quality-at-entry criterion. However, the ownership concept is 
ambiguous, because ownership is not transparently distributed or objectively verifiable; it 
changes over time and sums up attitudes and abilities ranging from active commitment to 
different degrees of indifference to active resistance. Manifestations of ownership are often 
taken to require that active sponsors or champions of institutional reform with sufficient 
influence are identifiable. It also implies that there is at least participation, or even better, 
full leadership and management of diagnostics, design, and implementation of capacity 
development processes, with external partners playing a secondary and supportive role.

109. The reports and recommendations of the President (RRPs) and technical 
assistance reports (TARs) of the assessed operations present an uneven picture regarding 
if and how ownership is mentioned; if and how DMC clients have been actively involved in 
diagnostics, dialogue, and design; and how they will participate in or lead implementation. 
Table 10 shows that 19% of the operations have no indication at all, while the remaining 81% 
are fairly evenly distributed between operations with limited references, clear references, 
and clear references with emphasis on DMC partner leadership. 

110. The PSM, education, water and municipal services, and agriculture and natural 
resources sectors are assessed as above average for ownership, while the energy, transport 
and ICT, and finance sectors are below average. The differences may indicate that 
ownership is simply taken for granted and therefore in many cases not referred to in ADB’s 
traditional sectors (e.g., energy and transport). Meanwhile, partner ownership may be seen 
as a more critical variable for project success in the “softer” sectors, including in water 
and municipal services, where buy-in from governments and citizens to corporatization of 
public utilities and new tariffs are often a key success parameter. 
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Table 10: Partner Ownership of Capacity Development Operations  
by Sector and Country Classification, 2008–2015  

(n = 91)

Sector and Classification
0: No 

Reference
1: Limited 
Reference

2: Clear 
Reference

3: Clear 
Reference 
including 

Ieadership

Weighted 
Average 

Score
Sector
Agriculture and Natural Resources 11% 44% 11% 33% 1.7
Education 0% 27% 36% 36% 2.1
Energy 25% 42% 25% 8% 1.2
Finance 30% 20% 30% 20% 1.4
Health and Social Protection 13% 25% 50% 13% 1.6
Public Sector Management 7% 21% 7% 64% 2.3
Transport and ICT 44% 6% 38% 13% 1.2
Water 9% 27% 36% 27% 1.8
Country Classification
FCAS 14% 21% 36% 29% 1.8
Low-Income 29% 43% 29% 0% 1.0
Middle-Income 16% 20% 27% 38% 1.9
Total 19% 25% 29% 27% 1.6

FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected situation, ICT = information and communication technology.

Source: ADB.

111. References to ownership are markedly lower in LICs than in MICs and FCAS 
countries. This may reflect that MICs are more articulate about what they demand, and 
have stronger capacity and inclination to assert leadership than LICs. In FCAS countries, 
the international consensus has long underlined the importance of looking carefully at 
ownership issues and ownership capacity. The overall modest average score for LICs may 
invite ADB to reflect on whether ownership and participation elements should be more 
clearly addressed in RRPs and TARs when engaging in LICs. 

112. Baseline assessments. A second quality-at-entry criterion is the quality of the 
baseline assessments of existing capacities of country stakeholders. Baseline assessments 
were examined for specific references to capacity constraints, context factors, and previous 
lessons. Overall, only 41% of RRPs and TARs were judged to display a reasonable or high 
specificity of these features, as shown in Table 11. The energy and transport sectors score 
particularly low, while the agriculture, education, and PSM sectors have higher quality. 
Baselines assessments were judged to be of higher quality in FCAS countries and MICs 
than in LICs. The finding reflects the same pattern as that for the ownership criterion 
discussed above. 
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Table 11: Quality of Capacity Baseline Assessment by Sector  
and Country Classification, 2008–2015  

(n = 93)

Sector and Classification

0: Not 
Possible to 

Assess

1: Limited  
Specificity/ 
References

2: Some 
Specificity/ 
References

3: Reasonable 
Specificity/ 
References

4: High 
Specificity/ 

Clear 
References

Weighted 
Average 

Score
Sector 
Agriculture and  
Natural Resources 0% 11% 33% 44% 11% 2.6
Education 0% 36% 9% 36% 18% 2.4
Energy 17% 33% 33% 17% 0% 1.5
Finance 10% 30% 30% 20% 10% 1.9
Health and Social 
Protection 13% 13% 50% 25% 0% 1.9
PSM 0% 14% 21% 21% 43% 2.9
Transport and ICT 38% 13% 19% 31% 0% 1.4
Water 9% 27% 18% 36% 9% 2.1
Country Classification
FCAS 7% 7% 29% 36% 21% 2.6
Low-Income 29% 14% 29% 29% 0% 1.6
Middle-Income 11% 21% 29% 27% 13% 2.1
Total 12% 22% 25% 29% 12% 2.1

FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected situation, ICT = information and communication technology, PSM = public 
sector management.
Source: ADB.

113. Partly overlapping with the ownership issue and the baseline assessment of capacity, 
the qualitative assessment looked at whether RRPs and TARs diagnose reform and change 
readiness, change management issues, and constraints to change. As described in Section II, 
these topics have gained considerable prominence in the international debate on capacity 
development and reform. However, these issues command little attention in the RRPs and 
TARs, as shown in Table 12. The pattern between sectors follows what was found in the other 
quality-at-entry parameters, with the PSM and education sectors scoring highest and the 
energy and transport sectors the lowest. By country classification, higher attention is paid in 
FCAS countries to change readiness and management issues than in the other categories.

114. The ownership issue and baseline quality vary across modalities, perhaps surprisingly 
showing that grants on average have better treatment of these matters than loans and TA, 
as shown in Table 13. A possible explanation is that the grant documents assessed for the 
review were sometimes longer, at 30 pages of text, compared with 12−15 pages for loan and 
TA documents, thus providing room for more detailed analyses to be written into designs. 
This issue is discussed further below. Notable good practices of clear ownership and quality 
baseline assessments include ecosystem and agriculture development in the PRC, public 
utility reform in the Marshall Islands, governance support in Nepal, local government reform 
in the Philippines, and development of financial management capacity in Tuvalu.
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Table 12: Reform and Change Readiness Assessment by Sector, 2008–2015  
(n = 93)

Sector

0: Not 
Possible to 

Assess
1: Minimal 
Reference

2: Some 
Reference

3: Reasonable 
References

4:Specific 
Assessment

Weighted 
Average 

Score
Agriculture and 
Natural Resources 22% 44% 11% 22% 0% 1.3
Education 18% 36% 9% 27% 9% 1.7
Energy 58% 33% 0% 8% 0% 0.6
Finance 50% 40% 10% 0% 0% 0.6
Health and Social 
Protection 13% 63% 25% 0% 0% 1.1
Public Sector 
Management 21% 7% 7% 36% 29% 2.4
Transport and ICT 63% 19% 6% 6% 6% 0.8
Water 27% 36% 27% 9% 0% 1.2
Total 36% 32% 11% 14% 7% 1.2

ICT = information and communication technology.
Source: ADB.

Table 13: Quality of Ownership and Baseline Assessment  
by Operation Modality, 2008–2015  

(n = 93)

Modality

0: Not 
Possible to 

Assess
1: Minimal 
Reference

2: Some 
Reference

3: Reasonable 
References

4: Specific 
Assessment

Weighted 
Average 

Score
TA 18% 33% 19% 26% 6% 1.7
Loans 33% 22% 25% 14% 9% 1.5
Grants 3% 30% 10% 48% 13% 2.5

TA = technical assistance.
Source: ADB.

115. The assessment is consistent with the findings of ADB’s special evaluation study on 
governance and PSM, which found that more rigorous diagnostics are required at the design 
and appraisal stage to understand the dynamics of change, political economy, and country 
contexts.54 This entails, according to the evaluation, more rigorous knowledge work and 
assessments of (i) institutional capacity and resources in counterpart agencies, (ii) the degree 
of motivation for change and overall ownership and commitment to the objectives of the 
project, and (iii) political or socioeconomic factors that may pose risks to both the project and 
the time needed for reforms—or that might present windows of opportunity for reform. 

116. Likewise, the 2013 Development Effectiveness Review found that inadequate 
assessments and inappropriate, inadequate, or complex designs lowered success rates 
in most of the operations; the lack of proper assessment and design resulted in overly 

54 ADB. 2014. Thematic Evaluation Study: ADB Support for Enhancing Governance in its Public Sector Operations. Manila.
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ambitious time frames; and the insufficient understanding of government contexts led to 
designs that failed to take into account political commitment to legal or regulatory changes, 
or the ability of executing agencies to catalyze required government reforms (footnote 52).

2.� Quality-at-Entry: Dimensions of Capacity Development in Project 
Design and in Design and Monitoring Frameworks

117. Dimensions of capacity development. The MTFAP’s conceptual framework 
for capacity development had four dimensions or levels—individual, organizational, 
institutional enabling environment, and networks—and envisaged these dimensions 
guiding and being reflected in project designs. The assessment found not a single reference 
to the MTFAP or explicit reference to the capacity development dimensions as defined in 
the MTFAP. Many project designs did however address one or more of the dimensions, and 
about one in three operations had reasonable coverage of all four capacity development 
dimensions, as shown in Table 14.

Table 14: Capacity Development Dimensions in Project Designs  
by Sector and Country Classification, 2008–2015  

(n = 93)

Sector and Classification

0: Not 
Possible to 

Assess
1: Individual 
Level Only

2: Individual 
and 

Organiza- 
tional 
Levels

3: More 
than Two 

Levels
4: All Four 

Levels

Weighted 
Average 

Score
Sector
Agriculture and  
Natural Resources 0% 11% 33% 0% 56% 3.0
Education 9% 0% 18% 36% 36% 2.9
Energy 17% 17% 33% 25% 8% 1.9
Finance 10% 10% 30% 30% 20% 2.4
Health and Social Protection 0% 0% 13% 50% 38% 3.3
Public Sector Management 7% 0% 14% 29% 50% 3.1
Transport and ICT 38% 6% 13% 31% 13% 1.8
Water 18% 0% 18% 18% 45% 2.7
Country Classification
FCAS 7% 0% 29% 36% 29% 2.8
Low-Income 21% 21% 7% 36% 14% 2.0
Middle-Income 14% 4% 23% 27% 32% 2.6
Total 14% 5% 21% 27% 32% 2.6

FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected situation, ICT = information and communication technology.
Source: ADB.
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118. The pattern from other variables of the assessment is repeated: The “softer” 
sectors—such as education, health, and PSM—cover more capacity development 
dimensions than the energy and transport sectors, which either are silent on the subject 
or focus predominantly on the individual and organizational levels. In education, good 
examples include operations in Indonesia, the Kyrgyz Republic, and Sri Lanka. Operations 
in health and social protection look beyond these levels in 88% of the assessed operations, 
reflecting that support is often directed to strengthen health and social protection systems 
that span various organizational layers and networks.

119. By country classification, FCAS country and MIC operations cover on average 
more dimensions than is done in LICs. By modality, grants address on average three 
dimensions, followed by TA (2 dimensions), with loans trailing (1.5 dimensions).

120. Box 9 provides a good example from the health sector in Papua New Guinea. 
Other good examples from the health sector were observed in operations in Mongolia  
and Pakistan.

Box 9: Addressing Multiple Capacity Development Dimensions  
in Rural Primary Health Services in Papua New Guinea

The Asian Development Bank has supported the health sector in Papua New Guinea since the 
1980s. The support has gradually developed into a sector-wide approach. In 2011, the Asian 
Development Bank approved a combined loan and grant operation of $60 million to support 
rural primary health services, with a specific focus on two provinces, but with attention to 
the wider sector issues at provincial and national levels. The support included attention to 
individual skills enhancement, organizational strengthening at national and provincial levels, 
the institutional environment, and network arrangements. The project established partnerships 
between state and other health care service providers, including the private sector, churches, 
and nongovernment organizations. 

The output areas focused on capacity development exemplify the different levels of attention. 
(i) Output 1 assisted the Department of Health to develop and implement policies,  

standards, and strategies for community health providers, including provincial  
planning and coordination functions, facility and asset management, human resource 
audits, staff retention, and planning health services. 

(ii) Output 2 focused on developing sustainable partnerships between provincial 
governments and nonstate actors, through partnership boards that facilitate greater 
coordination and efficiency among diverse health service providers and improve their 
consistency and accountability. The project helped participating provinces to set up 
facility-based funding in selected districts to enable better use of government funds.

(iii) Output 3 aimed at human resource development and management, strengthening 
the skills of health personnel in rural communities. It provided training in facility  
management and clinical supervision for district and provincial managers. 

Additional outputs covered facility upgrading, gender-focused health promotion in local 
communities, and effective project implementation.

Source: ADB. 2011. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan and 
Administration of Grant and Loan to Papua New Guinea for the Rural Primary Health Services Delivery Project. 
Manila.
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121. Design and monitoring frameworks. The quality of DMFs was assessed 
according to the degree to which outcomes and indicators were specific, targeted enhanced 
performance of organizations, and represented a sound logical framework across the results 
chain from activities to impact. Table 15 shows that the sector and country classification 
pattern observed in the other screening categories is also found in terms of DMF quality. 
DMFs displayed more specificity on capacity development in the “softer” sectors, FCAS 
countries, and MICs, and conversely less in energy, transport, and LICs.

Table 15: Quality of Results Frameworks by Sector  
and Country Classification, 2008–2015  

(n = 91)

Sector and Classification

0: Not 
Possible to 

Assess

1: Some 
Broader 

Outcomes at 
Performance 

Level

2: Some 
Specific 

Outcomes 
and 

Indicators

3: Several 
Relatively 
Specific 

Outcomes 
and 

Indicators

4: Specific 
Outcomes, 

Outputs, 
Indicators 
in Sound 
Logical 

Framework

Weighted 
Average 

Score
Sector
Agriculture and  
Natural Resources 0% 33% 22% 33% 11% 2.2
Education 9% 27% 0% 27% 36% 2.5
Energy 17% 50% 8% 17% 8% 1.5
Finance 10% 30% 30% 10% 20% 2.0
Health and Social 
Protection 0% 13% 38% 25% 25% 2.6
Public Sector 
Management 14% 7% 7% 43% 29% 2.6
Transport and ICT 38% 25% 19% 13% 6% 1.3
Water 18% 9% 9% 27% 36% 2.5
Country Classification
FCAS 7% 21% 14% 36% 21% 2.4
Low-Income 21% 29% 21% 21% 7% 1.6
Middle-Income 16% 21% 16% 23% 23% 2.2
Total 15% 24% 15% 24% 21% 2.1

FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected situation, ICT = information and communication technology.
Source: ADB.

122. The sample of operations assessed has many high-quality DMFs where the 
capacity development-related intervention links to specific capacities at the output level. 
Operations focused at an individual organization could be a new information system 
installed and staff able to operate it (e.g., for power grid management, hospital infections, 
or secondary education attainments). In sector-level operations, outputs of capacity 
development efforts could be modifications of the legal and regulatory regime, introducing 
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supervision and accountability mechanisms or bodies (e.g., regulating road planning 
standards and introducing axel load control). 

123. At the outcome level, many DMFs focus on the actual institutional performance 
at the organizational level (e.g., better grid management, observance of hygiene and 
hazardous waste management practices, and higher enrollment levels in education) or at 
the sector level (e.g., roads constructed and maintained to standards and vehicles observing 
axel load limits). While the outcome level usefully focuses on institutional performance, the 
impact is most often the effect on users as a result of the better performance such as fewer 
power outages, fewer infections in patients, or higher education completion rates. 

124. Box 10 provides an example of a well-structured DMF in the education sector in 
the Lao People’s Democratic Republic. The DMFs often have very specific, verifiable, and 
relevant target indicators at the various levels. Other good practice cases include support 
to the transport sector in Mongolia; water and municipal services in Sri Lanka, Tonga, and 
Viet Nam: and agriculture and natural resources development in Tajikistan. 

Box 10: Results Framework for Secondary Education Sector Development  
in the Lao People’s Democratic Republic

In 2011, the Asian Development Bank approved a combined loan and grant support of $40 
million to the secondary education sector in the Lao People’s Democratic Republic (Lao PDR). 
The support included actions at the national level as well as in specific provinces with the aim 
of (i) assuring equitable access to education, (ii) improving its quality and relevance, and (iii) 
strengthening sector governance and performance management.

The envisaged impact was improved educational attainment in the Lao PDR by 2023, 
measured through the share of young adults having completed at least 9 years of schooling, 
enrollment of girls in lower secondary education, and the overall ratio of total secondary to 
primary enrollment. The impact level was thus a combination of quality (completion rates) and 
quantity (enrollment) measures of the benefits that students will get.

The outcomes were enhanced equity, quality, and efficiency of secondary education in the 
Lao PDR, but within a 5-year horizon. Indicators included access rates for particular groups 
(e.g., girls from the poorest districts); survival rates through the grades; and—at the level of 
performance of the educational system—that teachers actually teach a new curriculum in a 
qualified manner.  

Outputs included stipends and dormitory upgrading to enhance access; new school 
curriculum, teacher training curriculum, and rural teacher deployment scheme to attain 
improved delivery of the new curricula; strengthened secondary education management 
capacity measured by the implementation of a pilot block grant system to lower secondary 
schools; a completed school network mapping; and launch of a communication strategy and 
approval of a revised decree on private education. These outputs focused on the capacities 
of the secondary education system, leading to better quality education and increased access 
outcomes and to subsequent impact on attainment levels.  

Lao PDR = Lao People’s Democratic Republic.

Source: ADB. 2011. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan and 
Grant to Lao People’s Democratic Republic for the Secondary Education Sector Development Program. Manila.
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125. However, there are also cases where the indicator is not well chosen, for example 
trying to measure enhanced regulatory capacity to attain energy sector objectives through 
the existence of new regulations prepared by the project. Such regulations might, for 
example, be the direct product of consultants’ work, possibly without much partner 
involvement and their existence would not indicate the broader capacity to actually enforce 
the regulations, assuming that they are first approved.

3.�Quality of Implementation

126. Quality-at-implementation was not an explicit focus of the revised action plan. 
Implementation issues in operations are therefore described in brief and linked to overall 
operational results. In 2013–2015, 85% of ADB operations with a capacity development and 
governance classification were rated successful (footnote 36). Policy-based operations aimed 
at improving policies and regulatory and institutional frameworks had a lower success rate of 
69% in 2013–2015, but an improvement from 45% in 2010–2012. Overall, TA had a success 
rate of 88% in 2013–2015, with capacity development TA slightly lower at 87%. 

127. With the exception of policy-based operations, the rate of successful operations 
directly related to improving institutional performance is above ADB’s target level of 
80% success for all operations. The mixed picture in the quality of capacity development 
operations in the preceding sections should therefore be seen in the context of this overall 
positive assessment of performance, and serve to identify the areas that would bring the 
success rates even higher.

128. The relevance of this perspective is underlined by the less positive results for 
sustainability of operations. Sustainability would typically hinge on sufficient capacities 
of DMC institutions to continue operations and management of project investments. 
In 2013–2015, the Independent Evaluation Department rated only 61% of completed 
operations likely or most likely to be sustainable (footnote 36).

129. The main factors determining sustainability were assessed to be government 
commitment and supportive policies and/or regulatory conditions, availability and capacity 
of human resources to operate and maintain project facilities and/or services, and demand 
for project services by stakeholders. These are key issues for capacity development. The 
significantly lower rate of sustainability likelihood may indicate that even if operations 
contributing to capacity development are deemed successful, they may in the end not 
contribute enough to the sustainability at the outcome and impact levels where the level of 
institutional performance is critical.

130. The findings are consistent with other observations by ADB that inadequate 
assessment of government capacity at project design and weak local institutional capacity 
and/or lack of government support at project implementation are major factors in less 
successful ADB projects (footnote 36). Other studies confirm several of ADB’s challenges 
in capacity development, notably in diagnostics, design, and results frameworks, and in 
responsiveness to the specific country context and the readiness of stakeholders for reform.55 

55 ADB. 2008. Special Evaluation Study: Effectiveness of ADB’s Capacity Development Assistance: How to Get Institutions 

Right. Manila; ADB. 2014. Thematic Evaluation Study: ADB Support for Enhancing Governance in its Public Sector 

Operations. Manila.
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F.�Networks, Partnerships, and Modalities
131. The MTFAP envisaged that ADB would strengthen partnerships with other 
development agencies and stakeholders supporting capacity development through support 
to harmonized, country-led approaches to capacity development. Linked to this result area, 
it was expected that linkages among grant, loan, and TA modalities would be strengthened; 
the number of sector-wide approaches among capacity development-theme operations 
would increase; and ADB would pilot new modalities such as capacity development 
facilities and funds. 

132. The MTFAP appears to have been largely successful on these parameters. 
The qualitative assessment of sector assessments and road maps found that 75% were 
harmonized with other development agencies and aligned to country policies and 
plans. There were also efforts to establish regional partnerships such as the Capacity 
Development for Development Effectiveness Facility, which was launched in 2009 
with financing from ADB, the Government of Japan, the United Nations Development 
Programme, and the World Bank.

133. TA operations are part and parcel of packaging ADB support using different 
operational modalities to assist DMCs to achieve reforms or institutional performance 
goals. Where TA is used in a more ad hoc manner, it is often because financing—including 
cofinancing—has to be mobilized along the way, leading to the processing of more and 
smaller value TA operations.

134. Staff members interviewed for the review largely considered that the palette 
of operational modalities available in ADB accommodates the support needs of DMCs 
identified in CPSs. They also emphasized that the processing cost of TA is to a large degree 
an investment in dialogue with DMCs precisely about institutional, governance, capacity, 
and reform issues. The often moderate but transaction-intensive financing of TA relative 
to loan and grant modalities should be seen as a strategically crafted response to the needs 
of DMC clients. This matches what the MTFAP set out to achieve in terms of strengthened 
linkages between modalities. 

135. The review identified several examples of long-term strategic engagements in a 
sector, where different modalities complement each other over time. In many situations, 
such operations follow what could be described as a sector-wide approach and facilitate 
coordination with other development agencies and align to government policy frameworks. 
ADB would typically support capacity development in different configurations of capital 
investments and policy- or results-based budget support, with TA as an integral part of the 
RRP or through one or more piggybacked operations with their separate TAR. 

136. An example is in Indonesia, where ADB has supported decentralization 
efforts over several phases, with several packages of loans and TA operations in various 
combinations. ADB’s more recent decentralization support to Cambodia and the 
Philippines is following a path similar to that in Indonesia. In railways development in the 
PRC and energy development in Myanmar, several years of TA focusing on planning and 
regulation is now being followed by larger operational investments. In Sri Lanka, a results-
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based loan to the education sector combined with TA operations is notable for its strong 
focus on broad institutional reform and performance enhancements.

137. Overall, the review found that sector-wide approaches were more common in 
education (e.g., in Indonesia, the Kyrgyz Republic, the Lao People’s Democratic Republic, 
Mongolia, and Nepal); health (e.g., Mongolia and Papua New Guinea); and decentralization 
(e.g. Indonesia, Nepal, and the Philippines). The programs and projects referred to here all 
scored higher than average on the quality-at-entry criteria.

138. In interviews with ADB staff members, common themes emerged on the 
importance of using operational modalities flexibly and in combination, and with time 
horizons commensurate with the often decade-long period it takes for reforms and 
institutional development to find their shape, take root, and transform performance. At 
the same time staff members warned against ad hoc approaches where short-term TA 
operations are unrealistically expected to contribute significantly to transformational 
results. 

139. A particular concern staff members expressed was that the predictability of 
available financing of capacity development over the medium- to long-term may be 
inadequate. On the one hand, DMC governments tend to have an aversion to borrowing 
for TA support, especially where the return on so-called “soft” investments is not easily 
apparent to the borrower. On the other hand, ADB’s lending operations are projected to 
increase significantly in the medium term, while TA resources are projected to remain 
steady and therefore decline as a proportion of lending.56

140. Capacity development facilities and funds. Since 2003, ADB has experimented 
with various types of capacity development facilities or funds using the TA modality, as 
described in the following examples. The funds are varied in their strategic, thematic, and 
operational focus. Two are aimed at providing flexible, quick-response advisory support 
across multiple sectors, another is strategically focused on private sector development, and 
the fourth is expanding from a narrow focus on ADB project implementation training to a 
broader scope involving multiple national training providers. While capacity development 
facilities or funds are typically designed with a good fit to the particular country situation, 
they risk becoming a vehicle for ad hoc support not consistent with fostering the longer-
term strategic partnerships that ADB seeks to forge with DMCs and regional partners.

141. In partnership with the Government of the PRC, ADB has implemented a facility-
type TA mechanism since 2003 in which multiple subprojects were funded under a single 
TA project. Under the five most recent facility-type TA projects, 89 subprojects covered 
11 ADB themes and sectors, with social protection and health, capacity development, 
environment, governance, and regional cooperation and integration accounting for just 
over 70% of the subprojects. An evaluation found an increase over time in sophistication of 
topics analyzed, with a shift away from a “blueprint” approach based on the experience of 
other countries to a “frontier” approach needing real-time responses.57 The evaluation also 
found that (i) facility-type TA in MIC contexts could increase goodwill for the wider ADB 
country portfolio; (ii) improved quality assurance of facility-type TA projects is resource-

56 ADB. 2015. Work Program and Budget Framework 2016–2018. Manila.
57 ADB. 2013. Performance Evaluation Report. Facility-Type Technical Assistance in the People’s Republic of China. Manila.
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intensive, but “a must” for success; and (iii) value addition by ADB on substantive issues is 
crucial to the eventual success of facility-type TA projects.

142. ADB’s India Resident Mission has been conducting capacity development 
programs for executing agencies for ADB-funded projects in India since 2008, initially 
focused on delivering training programs on ADB procurement, consultant selection, 
disbursement, and safeguard procedures. In 2011, a more institutional approach was 
adopted and the Capacity Development Resource Centre was established within the 
India Resident Mission using capacity development TA resources. Training was scaled 
up to reach more executing agency staff, and the coverage of topics expanded to project 
management, contract management, construction management, roads maintenance, 
and preconstruction activities. The training programs were delivered in collaboration 
with various national training and academic training institutes. In 2013, the Capacity 
Development Resource Centre collaborated on a pilot basis with two state institutions 
mandated to train government employees at the provincial level in order to reduce costs 
and create a common platform where the government and other development agencies 
can participate.58

143. The Pacific Private Sector Development Initiative (PSDI) is a regional facility-type 
TA cofinanced by ADB and the governments of Australia and New Zealand. Launched by 
ADB in 2006, the PSDI has now entered its third phase. Operating out of ADB’s Pacific 
Liaison and Coordination Office in Sydney, the PSDI works with ADB’s 14 Pacific DMCs to 
improve the enabling environment for business and to support inclusive, private sector-led 
economic growth. Analysis of the constraints to growth forms the basis of the PSDI’s reform 
strategies in DMCs, leading to in-depth policy dialogue and advocacy with government 
and the private sector. Periodic updates of analytical work assess progress and ensure that 
reform priorities remain on track. This approach has enabled the PSDI to be efficient and 
innovative in tailoring assistance to the particular needs of each country.59

144. In Sri Lanka, ADB and the government agreed in 2009 to establish the Capacity 
Development Fund to channel funds for innovative capacity development initiatives in 
public sector institutions, where capacity development initiatives were to be selected 
through a competitive process. The principal outcome was to increase institutional capacity 
for better service delivery. The Capacity Development Fund was designed to encourage 
innovation in capacity development and generate new ideas by developing a country-
specific set of criteria for evaluating innovative strategies for capacity development. 
However, the TA did not proceed to the stage of calling for proposals. The completion 
report recommended that, looking ahead, consideration should be given to working with 
government and domestic institutions, such as the Sri Lanka Institute of Development 
Administration, that have existing expertise in capacity development in the public sector.60 

58 ADB. Capacity Development Resource Centre in India. http://www.adb.org/countries/india/training-calendar
59 The PSDI has five core areas: financing growth, reforming outdated business laws and removing regulations that 

compromise investment, enhancing the efficiency of state-owned enterprises and promoting public−private 

partnerships, ensuring well-functioning competition and regulatory frameworks, and promoting the economic 

empowerment of women; http://www.adb.org/offices/pacific/pacific-private-sector-development-initiative 
60 ADB. 2012. Technical Assistance Completion Report: Umbrella Technical Assistance Capacity Development Fund  

in Sri Lanka. Manila.



IV. Mainstreaming and Quality of Capacity Development in Country Programming and Operations  51

145. Multitranche financing facility. Since 2005, ADB has used multitranche 
financing facilities (MFFs) as a programmatic and flexible instrument to fund sector 
development through a number of tranches that extend up to a period of 10 years. In 
2015, new MMFs with a total value of $2.2 billion were approved, and MMF tranches 
for $3.2 billion were also approved. New MMFs constituted 24% of ADB’s approvals of 
sovereign loans and grants. Since 2005, MMFs were concentrated in countries in South 
Asia and Central and West Asia, and in Viet Nam—and in transport, energy, and water and 
municipal infrastructure.61 

146. The MFF modality has the potential to encourage a strategic, long-term 
perspective on sector development with ample opportunity for consideration of 
institutional performance and capacity issues. In practice, it may be too early to judge the 
instrument on these anticipated merits. A special evaluation study by the Independent 
Evaluation Department observed that at the initial design stage, concept papers for some 
MFFs recognized the need to evaluate institutional capacities and use that as a basis to 
allocate and incur nonphysical expenditures for capacity development.62 However, the 
study did not find a link between the findings of such institutional capacity due diligence 
and the design of nonphysical investment components. Most MFFs have considered 
capacity development only in the first tranche, and only a handful of MFFs have done so in 
second and subsequent tranches, even though the MFF modality allows for this.

147. Interviews with staff from regions that have not approved MFFs since 2012 
recognized their potential, but stressed that a sequence of loans or grants using other 
modalities, coupled with TA support, offered as much operational flexibility as MFFs, or 
even more, and that transaction costs were not significantly higher using a mixed modality 
approach, and thus did not deter such an approach. The evaluation findings on the MFF 
and staff observations both support the notion that it is the quality of sector diagnostics, 
dialogue, and design that matters for how well institutional and capacity issues are 
considered, and that the operational modalities by themselves will not guarantee attention 
to these issues.

148. Results-based lending. ADB introduced the results-based lending (RBL) 
instrument in 2013.63 It ties disbursements to program results and emphasizes support 
for development of institutions and country systems. RBL places a premium on recipient 
institutions to credibly demonstrate progress toward development results and reinforces 
existing results-based approaches such as results-based PSM.64 RBL, results-based 
PSM, and ADB’s capacity development approach have common elements. Each sets out 
to strengthen government systems in DMCs, although they do so in varying ways. RBL is 
potentially a powerful new modality to support capacity development in DMCs.

149. Results-based funding modalities are not new per se, but they have attracted 
more interest as vehicles for support to endogenously driven reforms and institutional 
development processes. They typically include an agreed performance matrix where the 

61 ADB 2016. Multitranche Financing Facility. Annual Report 2015. Manila.
62 ADB. 2012. Real-Time Evaluation Study of the Multitranche Financing Facility. Manila.
63 ADB. 2013. Policy Paper: Piloting Results-Based Lending for Programs. Manila.
64 Asia-Pacific Community of Practice on Managing for Development Results. 2011. Framework for Results-Based Public 

Sector Management and Country Cases. Manila.
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attainment of pre-specified results will release a tranche of funding. Policy-based loans 
often have similar performance-based features but may focus on higher-level policy 
actions and reforms whereas ADB has so far applied RBL to achieve specific sector-based 
performance results. Box 11 demonstrates the results-based approach in the education 
sector in Sri Lanka.

Box 11: Results-Based Financing of Education Reform in Sri Lanka

The Government of Sri Lanka established the Education Sector Development Framework and 
Program 2013–2017 to consolidate education sector reforms and assistance by development 
agencies. The program aims to transform the school system, enhance the achievements of 
general education, and increase the equity and quality of secondary education in subjects 
relevant for a knowledge-based economy.

Building on its experience in Sri Lanka’s education sector, the Asian Development Bank scaled 
up its support to strengthen system-wide efforts such as school-based assessment to ensure 
equitable access to quality and relevant education. This was done through the results-based 
lending (RBL) instrument with supporting capacity development technical assistance. The 
benefits of the RBL were seen as (i) reducing transaction costs by focusing on results rather 
than inputs; (ii) using government systems to strengthen program implementation and improve 
efficiency; and (iii) enabling sector-wide predictable and sustainable financing, including with 
other development agencies.

The results at the outcome level include improved student learning, improved equity and 
efficiency of the school system, strengthened school leadership, and strengthened capacity 
for effective program planning and implementation. Scaled over 5 years, disbursement-linked 
indicators that trigger release of funding move from process results (e.g., training programs 
developed and schools selected) to outputs and eventually outcome-level indicators. All 
indicators for 2014 were met. 

There is cognizance that difficult sector results, such as examination reform, could face 
resistance from parents, teachers, and other stakeholders, and could be challenged by 
implementation capacity. The program includes several strategies to enhance government 
and stakeholder ownership for the planned reforms, such as training of concerned staff and 
awareness campaigns, and is building on the government’s processes. RBL is seen to provide 
sufficient incentives to keep reforms on track, while the incremental approach helps make 
introduction of reforms manageable.

RBL = results-based lending.

Source: ADB. 2013. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Results-Based 
Loans to the Democratic Socialist Republic of Sri Lanka for the Education Sector Development Program. Manila.

150. Trust funds. Enhancing institutional performance is an important element of 
several major trust funds set up by ADB in various sectors. Having specialized funds 
provides ADB with an additional mechanism to fund sector and subsector interventions 
in DMCs that include addressing institutional, capacity development, and governance 
issues, including in areas where they are not yet common practice. Trust funds also provide 
a mechanism for adding dedicated and specialized governance support that complements 
broader ADB operations and capacity development efforts. Trust funds with a strong 
capacity development theme are described below. 
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151. The Urban Climate Change Resilience Trust Fund was established in 2009 with 
commitments of nearly $140 million by 2014. It has adopted a systems-centered approach 
that supports making climate change a central element of city planning. Funds are linked 
to the implementation of infrastructure and policy or institutional interventions, as well as 
strong knowledge, capacity development, and networking components. 

152. The Regional Malaria and Other Communicable Disease Threats Trust Fund 
was established in 2013 and has commitments of $35 million. It aims at providing long-
term focus, knowledge, innovation, and investment for health outcome improvements, 
health system inclusiveness, and health security. Funds are used to build and disseminate 
knowledge, develop capacities, support regional cooperation, and complement ADB’s 
lending operations in health and other sectors.

153. Since 2001, ADB has managed the Governance Cooperation Fund to support 
government-led governance reforms aimed at improving transparency, accountability, 
predictability, and/or participation. The fund has attracted about $7 million in financing 
and has supported capacity development activities, small capital investments such as 
computerization and facilities for training, seed funding for pilot innovative activities, 
and studies with demonstrable implications for the design of governance reforms and/or 
institutions. Priority is given to activities directly linked to broader ADB operations. ADB 
reviewed the fund’s performance in 2015 to inform the development of any successor 
fund. The fund was considered a successful and relevant mechanism.65 It contributed to 
delivering GACAP II and addressing priority governance issues in DMCs. The fund also 
allowed for flexibility and adaption to context, and experimentation and innovation to 
address some of the more challenging aspects of governance.  

G.� Perceptions of ADB’s Capacity 
Development Support and Performance

154. As part of this review, a questionnaire was provided to DMC government 
stakeholders familiar with ADB to elicit their views on the capacity development priorities 
and needs of DMCs, the conditions for success for capacity development, and the 
relevance and quality of ADB’s capacity development support. Appendix 4 summarizes 
the responses by 57 government organizations from 15 DMCs. A broadly similar survey 
was made among ADB staff, partly asking the same questions but adding questions on 
ADB’s internal capacity development focus, and is reported in Section V. The survey was 
completed by 130 staff members. Appendix 4 summarizes the staff survey results. While 
the responses reflect only a sample of views—38% of DMCs with operations and less 
than 5% of ADB’s total staff complement—they nonetheless provide a snapshot of the 
perceptions of ADB’s capacity development support and its approach.

155. Overall, 76% of DMC respondents are highly or generally satisfied with ADB’s 
capacity development support, a level comparable to the overall success rates reported 
in project completion reports. ADB staff perceptions are markedly different, and staff in 

65 ADB. 2016. Review of Support for Implementation of the Second Governance and Anticorruption Action Plan. Consultant’s 

Report. Manila. (TA 6445-REG). 
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general are more critical of ADB’s performance in capacity development than are DMCs. 
Only 32% of staff respondents find that ADB’s capacity development support is highly or 
generally satisfactory; 64% consider some or major improvement is needed. In contrast, 
only 24% of DMCs asked for some improvement, and just one DMC respondent found that 
major improvements are needed. 

156. It is a healthy situation in principle that a provider of services, such as ADB, is more 
critical about the quality of its services than its clients, but the difference is considerable. 
Apart from the likely bias by DMC officials and staff respondents in giving pleasing or (self) 
punishing answers, the different results reflect misalignment of expectations. ADB staff 
may expect and even wish for more transformative results from capacity development 
support whereas DMC officials may have a more realistic view of what success looks 
like and therefore lower expectations of the results that capacity development efforts 
supported by external actors are able to achieve.

157. Capacity development needs. DMC respondents overwhelmingly identify 
skills and competency enhancements as the major capacity development need in their 
organizations (93% of respondents), as shown in Table 16. This fits well with ADB’s 
operational focus. Second and third priorities are on enhancing management (67%) and 
improving staff motivations and incentives (65%), which are areas where fewer ADB 
operations seek to intervene. ADB staff respondents also find skills and competency 
enhancement to be the key focus for capacity development (72%), in line with DMC 
respondents, but ADB also ranks changes in systems, structures, and business processes 
higher (70% against 46% of DMC respondents), and the “soft” areas of management and 
staff incentives lower (49% and 41%, against 67% and 65% for DMC respondents). This 
may indicate a limitation of the dialogue on capacity development needs in some cases. 
Management and motivational issues are more sensitive topics than enhancing skills and 
systems, and may be unfamiliar terrain for ADB staff members without specialization in 
management or organizational development.

Table 16: Capacity Development Needs in DMC Organizations— 
DMC and ADB Staff Views

Capacity Development Need

DMC 
(n = 54)

Staff 
(n = 109)

No. Share No. Share
Enhancing skills and competencies of staff 50 93% 79 72%
Enhancing management, communication, human resource management 36 67% 53 49%
Improving staff motivation and incentives 35 65% 45 41%
Changing systems, structures, and/or business processes 25 46% 76 70%
Coping with expanding demands and/or changing fiscal resources 23 43% 37 34%
Redesigning services and/or products of the organization 17 31% 23 21%
Enhancing governance mechanisms (e.g., oversight bodies)  16 30% 45 41%
Enhancing relations with customers and/or users 12 22% 15 14%
Others 3 6% 8 7%

ADB = Asian Development Bank, DMC = developing member country.
Source: ADB.
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158. Conditions for success. DMC respondents identify the most important 
conditions for success of capacity development as the participation of DMC staff in 
the capacity development process (83% of respondents) and consistent leadership by 
senior level executives (80%). Clarity of goals and results is the third most important 
condition (61%). The weight on ownership by leaders and employees confirms the thrust 
of international capacity development thinking, and underlines the relevance of inclusive 
processes, from diagnostics and design and to delivery. DMCs consider that the major 
challenges in making external support to capacity development effective is insufficient 
involvement of the recipient organization in the preparation and design of the support, and 
that external support is not well aligned to the realities of the organization.

159. Types of support in demand. With regard to the types of support in demand 
from external capacity development providers, DMCs rank training from recognized 
training providers as the highest priority (87% of respondents). This is followed by on-the-
ground technical advisory support (68% of respondents). DMCs also find that ADB is best 
able to deliver training by advisory support (56%), project management support (57%), 
training providers (80%), and workshops and group learning and development activities 
(81%). This is consistent with the focus on skills enhancement and use of consultants in 
ADB operations, but asks for more use of formalized training providers, either national or 
regional. DMC respondents also advise against ad hoc workshops, and give preference to 
structured on-the-job training and longer-term training provided by professional training or 
education providers.

160. The type of capacity development support that ADB respondents consider most 
effective is technical advice from national and international sources, followed by training by 
recognized training providers. Studies and knowledge products, and financing of policy and 
systems development are also considered to be effective types of capacity development 
support. This is largely aligned to DMCs’ views. There are some differences between what 
types of support that ADB staff respondents consider to be most effective and what ADB is 
best able to deliver, as highlighted in Table 17. 

161. Notably, although advice by consultants is considered highly effective, ADB 
respondents give ADB’s capabilities to deliver this service a lower rating, particularly when 
using national consultants. The actual deployment of the various support types derived 
from the qualitative assessment of operations is inserted to illustrate the significant gap 
between what ADB respondents think is most effective, what ADB is good at, and what 
ADB is actually doing.66 

162. Though the methodology applied does not warrant strong conclusions, it does 
appear as though operations tend to rely on the consultant option to provide advice and 
training despite the view that this should to a higher degree be supplemented by training by 
recognized providers, South−South cooperation, and even twinning arrangements.

66 The survey instruments provided to DMCs and ADB staff were not fully identical on these items; therefore, the 

matching DMC figures are not inserted because they are not comparable.
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Table 17: ADB Staff Respondents’ Views of Most Effective  
Capacity Development Support and ADB’s Ability to Deliver  

versus Actual Support in Operations  
(n = 109)

Capacity Development Support

Most  
Effective 
Support

ADB Best 
Able to 
Deliver

Actual  
Share in  

Operations
Advice, training, and guidance from sources that bring in 
regional or international experiences 62% 50% 73%
Advice, training, and guidance from sources intimately 
familiar with the domestic context 59% 35% 58%
Training by recognized training providers to develop specific 
competencies of staff  49% 51% 12%
Twinning arrangement with peer institutions in other 
countries 48% 30% 5%
Financing of policy and system developments and business 
process changes 43% 39% 18%
Workshops and other group learning and development 
activities 40% 61% 15%
Studies or other knowledge products that draw on 
international standards and broader lessons  37% 41% 22%
South−South cooperation with other countries in Asia and 
the Pacific 35% 30% 4%
South−South cooperation with countries in other regions 17% 14% 0%
Others (specify) 8% 6% –

ADB = Asian Development Bank.
Source: ADB.

163. ADB’s performance. Looking at ADB’s performance, DMC respondents find 
that ADB is much more responsive to the priorities of the DMC organizations than ADB 
respondents find—26% of DMCs find ADB highly responsive (against only 8% of ADB 
respondents); 57% find ADB responsive (versus 29% of ADB respondents), and 19% find 
ADB only partly responsive (versus 50% of ADB respondents). This marked difference of 
views is puzzling. To the degree that ADB’s capacity development support is a negotiated 
outcome agreed to by both parties, it might be that staff members perceive that the 
outcome is in ADB’s favor, while DMCs feel the same. If responsiveness is considered to 
entail reaching a common ground based on sound evidence and well-informed dialogue 
about the effectiveness of different types of support options, rather than doing what 
one side in a negotiation would want, then the difference of views may indicate that the 
dialogue—and the negotiations—are not fully effective at delivering on the issues of 
responsiveness. 

164. The majority of DMC respondents (87%) view that ADB is highly or generally 
focused on capacity development in the consultations during project preparation, whereas 
none find that capacity development issues are entirely overseen. There is again a marked 
difference with the views of ADB respondents, where only 34% find that consultations on 
operations are highly or generally focused on capacity development. One explanation of 



IV. Mainstreaming and Quality of Capacity Development in Country Programming and Operations  57

the difference is that 90% of DMC respondents are engaged with capacity development 
support from ADB, and naturally have had capacity development on the agenda during 
preparation of operations, whereas it is likely that fewer of the ADB respondents would 
have been involved in capacity development in the same way. At the CPS level, only 25% of 
staff respondents find that CPS consultations are highly or generally focused on capacity 
development, whereas 28% find they are partly focused, and 23% that they are not focused 
on capacity development at all.

165. DMC and ADB staff respondents’ views are quite divergent in the assessment of 
ADB’s particular strengths and weaknesses, as shown in Table 18. 

Table 18: Perceptions of ADB’s Strengths and Weaknesses in Capacity 
Development—DMC and ADB Staff Views

n = 57 (DMC), n = 91 (Staff)
Strengths DMC ADB Weaknesses DMC ADB
Develops an understanding with 
DMCs on CD Concepts and 
Objectives 56% 29%

Insufficient financial resources 
focused on CD 43% 27%

Aligns CD support with 
the country’s development 
strategies and plans 54% 43%

Emphasis on CD inputs rather 
than outcomes 37% 44%

Is results-oriented and focuses 
on achieving specific outcomes 
from CD 41% 25%

Insufficient diagnosis to assess 
CD needs 24% 42%

Emphasizes country leadership 
and ownership of the CD 
process 33% 27%

Overly ambitious CD objectives 
and/or activities  20% 25%

Supports inclusive processes 
that promote broad stakeholder 
engagement 33% 23%

No effective exit strategy for 
ADB’s CD support 13% 28%

Uses country systems to 
the extent possible in ADB’s 
operations 33% 20%

Insufficient ADB expertise 
to design and implement CD 
activities 2% 40%

Others 0% 4%
Poor quality of consultants used 
by ADB to support CD activities 2% 18%
Others 9% 4%

ADB = Asian Development Bank, CD = capacity development, DMC = developing member country.
Source: ADB.

166. DMCs consider that ADB’s strengths include developing a joint understanding, 
which is one of the success criteria of the MTFAP, aligning to country policies and plans, 
and having a results focus on outcomes. Weaknesses include resource limitations, a focus 
on capacity development inputs rather than outputs, and insufficient diagnosis. The staff 
respondents’ perceptions of ADB’s strengths are evenly spread, whereas weaknesses 
are recognized in the quality of assessments, a focus on inputs rather than outputs, and 
insufficient ADB expertise.
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167. In addition to finding different strengths and weaknesses, a notable difference 
between DMC and ADB staff respondents—who each could tick up to five options for 
strengths and weaknesses—is that staff respondents found fewer strengths and more 
weaknesses on average than DMCs. Staff respondents are therefore markedly more 
critical of ADB’s strengths and weaknesses than DMCs, including on the strength of ADB’s 
expertise, which only 2% of DMC respondents challenged, versus 40% of staff respondents.

168. DMC respondents found that ADB is highly or generally effective in coordinating 
with other development agencies (86% of respondents), in stark contrast to ADB 
respondents, at only 32%. And 56% of staff respondents find that some or major 
improvement is needed. Several sources of respondent bias could explain the difference, 
but the gap warrants reflection about possible differences in the expectations of 
coordination among development agencies. High levels of coordination may well be seen 
as more desirable by or expected of development agencies despite the notable transaction 
costs, whereas DMCs—especially those with higher capacity to engage with multiple 
development agencies—may have lower expectations and may even see coordination as a 
limitation of their leadership and management autonomy.

169. Even if sustainable institutional performance is often the explicit aim of capacity 
development support, it is often difficult to reach the point where no capacity development 
assistance is required. A question in the DMC questionnaire asked what it would take to 
exit from ADB support. Only 13% of DMC respondents viewed that they already had a clear 
exit in sight. 52% found it necessary to jointly identify an exit strategy, while 54% asked for a 
clearer focus on the sustainable capacity results to be achieved through ADB’s support.

170. ADB staff members were asked about their views on ADB’s best role in relation to 
capacity development support, as shown in Table 19.   

Table 19: ADB Staff Perceptions of ADB’s Best Role  
in Capacity Development Support  

(n = 103)

Role No. Share
Seek partnerships with agencies specializing in CD 65 63%
Deliver CD support to broader reforms and efforts to make institutions effective 62 60%
Deliver CD support directly through ADB-contracted resources 39 38%
Finance DMC partners’ own CD initiatives in a hands-off role 29 28%
Deliver CD support focusing on effective use of ADB resources only 23 22%
Others (specify) 2 2%
Don’t know 7 7%

ADB = Asian Development bank, CD = capacity development.
Source: ADB.

171. First, a clear majority of 60% found that ADB has a role supporting broader 
reforms and institutional effectiveness, whereas only 22% found the best role to be 
focusing on the effective use of ADB resources. Second, 63% found that ADB should seek 
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partnerships with agencies specialized in capacity development, with 38% seeing the best 
role for ADB to be the direct contractor, and only 28% seeing ADB as a financier of DMC’s 
own initiatives in a hands-off role. The replies to this question are consistent with the 
high expectations on results—reform implementation is much more difficult terrain than 
ensuring efficient project implementation—and consistent with the rather critical view of 
the quality of ADB’s capacity development efforts. Partnership with others could be a way 
to mitigate these weaknesses.

172. In summary, the most significant result of the DMC and ADB staff surveys is 
the notable difference of views in the responsiveness and quality of ADB’s capacity 
development support, with staff respondents being considerably more critical than DMC 
partners on virtually all parameters. Both groups find skills enhancements to be the most 
important focus for capacity development support. Whereas staff members also consider 
systems, business processes, and governance mechanisms as important areas of support, 
DMCs rank “softer” areas higher, such as management development, and staff motivation 
and incentives. The results suggest that ADB has not fully reached the ambition of the 
MTFAP to create a common understanding about capacity development with its DMCs, 
either in terms of a framework for discussing capacity development or in the diagnosis and 
design processes of particular operations. It may in particular be worthwhile considering 
if the dialogue and consultation processes are sufficiently comprehensive and effective in 
touching on the more sensitive topics that surround governance and capacity issues.

H.�Conclusions
173. The MTFAP set out to increase mainstreaming of capacity development in CPSs 
and sector assessments and road maps. This ambition was largely met from the perspective 
that capacity development issues are referred to in CPSs and sector assessments and 
road maps, and a high proportion of operations are classified as contributing to capacity 
development. However, there are weaknesses in how comprehensively and effectively 
capacity development is addressed at the strategy level. The alignment of strategies to 
DMCs’ policies and plans, and the quality of sector-level, capacity-related assessments are 
stronger areas in country programming, while the quality of results frameworks is mixed. 
Stakeholder involvement in diagnostic work and the inclusion of knowledge and innovative 
approaches in capacity development activities are weaker areas.

174. The second result area of the MTFAP envisaged increased capacity development 
focus in projects based on quality-at-entry criteria. The review of loans, grants, and TA 
operations paints a highly differentiated picture of the quality of capacity development 
support. Good practices were observed across modalities, sectors, countries, and regions 
that fully met the quality criteria that the MTFAP sought to promote, such as DMC 
ownership, quality of baseline assessments, attention to context, good results frameworks, 
and a focus on different levels of capacity development—individual, organizational, 
enabling environment, and networks. The proportion of ADB operations classified with a 
capacity development theme is also relatively high, and especially so for TA operations.

175. The quality-at-entry differs significantly across sectors as measured by the 
MTFAP criteria. Operations in PSM and the social sectors (e.g., education and health) 
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score consistently highest on quality parameters, including on ownership, capacity 
development baseline assessments, attention to context, and quality of DMFs. The 
traditional infrastructure sectors such as energy and transport consistently score lowest. A 
similar variation is found between country groups, with quality-at-entry being consistently 
better in FCAS countries and MICs than in LICs, which invites ADB to further reflect on its 
engagement in LICs. 

176. The third and fourth results areas—strengthening networks and partnerships, 
and strengthening modalities to support capacity development—appears to have been 
relatively successful, though tempered by staff finding some weaknesses, in particular 
concerns with the unpredictability of available financing of capacity development over 
the medium to long term. The introduction of the capacity development TA modality in 
2009 gave more attention to the issue of capacity development in TA operations. ADB is 
often successfully engaged in long-term sector-wide approaches aiming at comprehensive 
reforms, and continues to test modalities such as TA facilities and funds, MFFs, and (more 
recently) the RBL instrument. 

177. This said, ADB’s capacity development-themed operations have a strong 
preference for using consultants as the main capacity development support delivery 
mode. In relatively fewer cases, knowledge acquisition, South−South cooperation, and 
social innovation and collaborative practices were applied as means of developing capacity 
and improving the performance of institutions. The conceptual framework for capacity 
development that was introduced in the MTFAP was not explicit or referenced in the CPSs, 
sector assessments and road maps, or operational documents assessed for the review. 
Furthermore, the introduction of a broad classification of TA as capacity development, 
despite bringing attention to the capacity development theme, does not seem to have 
made material difference to the quality of capacity development support in operations.

178. Overall, the quality of the involvement of DMC stakeholders, of diagnostics, and 
of results frameworks leaves ample room for improvement. The MTFAP has therefore 
not been overall effective in addressing the quality issues in country programming and 
operations. Many of the same issues identified in the MTFAP—and the special evaluation 
study on capacity development from 2008 (footnote 12)—continue to affect ADB’s 
capacity development operations. 

179. The mixed picture of quality should, however, be seen in the context of the 
overall positive success rates of operations that are deemed to be making a contribution 
to capacity development. There are good practices and cases available across ADB 
demonstrating highly responsive and effective support that enhances institutional 
performance either closely linked to the sustainability of operations, at sector or subsector 
level, or across sectors and domains where ADB supports broader and often complex 
reforms. The challenge for ADB is to broaden the adoption of these good practices and the 
lessons from successes and failures. 



V.  Internal Support Systems  
for Capacity Development 

A.�Introduction
180. The MTFAP envisaged strengthened internal support systems for implementing 
the capacity development theme in ADB operations—in effect a strategy for how capacity 
was to be developed within ADB. The revised action plan focused on four areas: ADB-wide 
leadership, ADB staff competencies, monitoring and reporting mechanisms, and technical 
support to operations. This section examines these areas, focusing on leadership, human 
resources, and management systems issues as well as learning and knowledge sharing 
efforts that have informed ADB’s capacity development approach and how it has been 
implemented. 

B.� Leadership, Human Resources,  
and Management Systems

181. Leadership and management. At the highest level—ADB’s Strategy 2020 and 
statements by the ADB Board of Directors, the President, and the Executive Management 
level—capacity development (and the related issue of governance) features clearly and 
prominently as a priority issue. Capacity development has been elevated as a corporate 
priority in ADB, positioning capacity development, PSM, and governance as directly 
linked and mutually reinforcing drivers of change. The Midterm Review of Strategy 2020 
specifically committed to strengthen governance and capacity development, and the 
Midterm Review Action Plan identifies several actions that, if implemented successfully, will 
improve how ADB supports capacity development, as shown in Box 12.67 

67 ADB. 2014. Memorandum: Strategy 2020 Midterm Review Action Plan. Manila.
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Box 12: Strategy 2020 Midterm Review Action Plan

The Midterm Review of Strategy 2020, completed in 2014, affirmed that the Asian 
Development Bank (ADB) would expand its support for good governance and capacity 
development to strengthen the quality of public institutions in order to deliver inclusive growth, 
ensuring that governance and capacity development interventions are built into country 
programs, sector road maps, and operational plans. More effective, timely, and corruption-free 
delivery of public services was emphasized through supply-side public sector reforms and 
demand-driven initiatives that support greater public participation in and accountability for the 
services provided.

The action plan to implement the outcomes of the Midterm Review includes a number 
of actions directly and indirectly related to capacity development. Direct actions are the 
preparation of a capacity development operational plan (informed by this review) and 
the prioritization of resources for capacity development in operations, governance and 
anticorruption actions, as well as public sector management programs. 

Indirect actions include (i) improving implementation of the Second Governance and 
Anticorruption Action Plan; (ii) including knowledge management plans in country partnership 
strategies; (iii) expanding civil society engagement in ADB operations and policy dialogue;  
(iv); facilitating strategic knowledge partnerships with external institutions; (v) developing 
modalities for innovation and new technologies; (vi) establishing full-time secretariats for 
ADB’s communities of practice, including for governance and capacity development; and  
(vii) strengthening resident missions’ capacity development capacities.

ADB = Asian Development Bank. 

Sources: ADB. 2014. Midterm Review of Strategy 2020: Meeting the Challenges of a Transforming Asia and Pacific. 
Manila; ADB. 2014. Memorandum: Strategy 2020 Midterm Review Action Plan. Manila. 

182. Issues of capacity and governance frequently appear in high-level statements, 
for example by the ADB Board of Governors and the ADB President at annual meetings 
of the Board of Governors. However, it is important to recognize that actual management 
attention to capacity development is contingent on the competitiveness of the capacity 
development theme in relation to multiple corporate priorities. While the case for capacity 
development may be intellectually appealing in the context of development effectiveness 
and sustaining development investments, reaching the headlines can be challenging 
because the long-term and often incremental process of capacity development provides 
fewer tangible opportunities to engage senior leaders in ADB and DMCs when compared to 
other ADB investments, especially infrastructure investments. 

183. ADB staff members are almost solidly behind the corporate focus on capacity 
development. The staff survey conducted as part of this review found that 50% of staff 
considered capacity development to be highly relevant to ADB’s corporate vision and 
strategic agenda, while 31% found it relevant, 12% partly relevant, and only 3% found 
it irrelevant. The importance of corporate and management attention to capacity 
development was strongly underlined by staff respondents, who put it at the very top of 
the list of requirements to improve ADB’s focus on and support to capacity development. 
Staff interviews confirmed this view. Other important factors for the capacity development 
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theme are more specialized staff resources and staff training and awareness raising, 
whereas more financial resource for capacity development is seen as an issue for only about 
one in four staff, as shown in Table 20.

Table 20: ADB Staff Perceptions on How ADB Can Improve  
Capacity Development Focus and Support 

(n = 113)

Ways to Improve Capacity Development Share
Increase corporate and management attention 56%
Invest more specialized staff resources in design and implementation support 54%
Provide more staff training and awareness raising 53%
Provide more knowledge products and good practice examples 37%
Improve technical guidance and tools 36%
Improve capacity development focus in existing modalities 36%
Adopt a different approach to support capacity development 33%
Provide more financial resources 26%
Others (specify) 7%

ADB = Asian Development Bank. 
Source: ADB.

184. The primary responsibility for mainstreaming capacity development in operations 
rests with the operations departments. They draw on expertise from sector thematic 
groups as well as the Governance Thematic Group, which was established in 2007 and 
whose membership has reached about 200 staff from various departments and resident 
missions.68 The Governance Thematic Group serves several functions, including as a 
network for knowledge sharing and cross-departmental coordination, peer review, and 
promoting learning on governance-related themes. The general attention to capacity 
development, upstream technical support, and corporate monitoring of the MTFAP is the 
responsibility of the Governance Thematic Group supported by its secretariat located 
in the Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department. This makes the 
Governance Thematic Group an important institutional platform for coordination and 
knowledge sharing on institutional performance, governance, and capacity issues. 

185. The implementation progress of the MTFAP has been reported on a regular basis 
(footnote 11). The report findings have fed into corporate decisions, including making 
revisions to the action plan of the MTFAP, and into the present review. The commitment 
to prepare an updated corporate approach to capacity development from 2016 is an 
additional signal of the continued commitment of ADB’s management. 

186. Human resources. The academic backgrounds of ADB staff range widely, from 
economics and social sciences, humanities and law, natural sciences, and medicine, to 
many variants of engineering. Most of these disciplines would—combined with training and 

68 Prior to 2015, the Governance Thematic Group was known as the Governance and Public Management Community 

of Practice.
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experience in management, counseling, management consultancy, professional facilitation, 
organizational development, and/or applied political science functions—constitute a solid 
basis for providing qualified support to capacity development.

187. The 2011 capacity development thematic report found the number of staff 
members with capacity development expertise to be low and stagnating (footnote 16). 
Relative to other disciplines, few ADB staff have been recruited to exploit their particular 
expertise on capacity development, and few public management specialists, whose 
expertise would typically include some background and experience in developing public 
sector capacity.69 This makes ADB relatively dependent on external support, which was also 
observed by staff who found weaknesses in this area (as reported in the previous section). 
For example, staff members observed that consultants employed during the preparatory 
stages of operations, with their knowledge of institutional capacities and issues, were often 
demobilized when projects were implemented. Lack of ADB staff continuity through the 
project cycle adds to this knowledge loss.

188. ADB’s resident missions play an increasingly important role in ADB’s efforts to 
enhance responsiveness to clients. The increasing complexity of country operations—
including efforts to enhance governance and capacities for institutional performance—
demands quick and knowledgeable responses for which the resident missions should be 
well placed in terms of local knowledge. Looking forward, it will be important to make 
optimal use of resident missions for strengthening diagnostics, dialogue, and delivery of 
ADB’s support related to institutional issues.

189. ADB’s staff guidance dedicated specifically to capacity development consists of 
the MTFAP and a guide to assist sector operations, published in 2011.70 The guide includes 
a set of practical tools and instruments intended to assist ADB staff and DMC partners 
in diagnosing, designing, and implementing capacity development or institutional reform 
components in sector operations. 

190. The awareness and use of the MTFAP and the sector guidance is limited both 
among DMC partners and ADB staff. Only 2% of DMC respondents claimed to be highly 
aware of ADB’s capacity development approach, while 46% were generally aware, and 33% 
partly aware. Among staff, 14% were highly aware, 31% generally aware, and 38% partly 
aware, with 34% acknowledging that they had no view on how satisfactory is the MTFAP. 
The same proportion of staff, 34%, was highly or generally satisfied with the MTFAP, while 
32% found it needs improvement.

191. The sector guidance was unknown to 69% of ADB staff respondents. Of the 31% 
who had used the guidance, 20% found it useful, 9% partly useful, and 2% not useful. The 
MTFAP envisaged the production of this guidance, but neither communication efforts—
which appeared to be modest—nor peer recommendations about the added value of the 
guidance have led to its widespread use in ADB operations.

69 As of 2013, ADB employed about 20 international staff with a public management designation: eight based in the 

Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department and 12 spread across the five operations departments.
70 ADB. 2011. Practical Guide to Capacity Development in a Sector Context. Manila. The 2011 version is the second edition 

of the guidance. The first and more comprehensive edition was prepared in 2008 but remained unpublished. 
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192. ADB has prepared other corporate guidance related to governance, institutions, 
and capacity development. In 2013, staff guidance on the use of political economy analysis 
in ADB operations was issued.71 A guidance note on institutional strengthening in FCAS 
countries has a strong focus on capacity development and makes explicit reference to 
the MTFAP.72 Similar to the 2011 capacity development guidance, both of these tools give 
appropriate emphasis on the need for good diagnosis of the problems and country context 
relevant for support to institutional performance and reform. 

193. Management systems and processes. ADB’s standard operational design 
guidance includes templates for preparing CPSs, priority sector assessments, governance 
risk assessments, RRPs, and TARs. The template for sector assessments does request a 
certain level of attention to institutional performance and capacity issues, but the template 
itself does not provide any guidance to staff. As mentioned in the previous section, SERD 
has found it useful to develop such guidance, which underlines not only content issues 
including capacity constraints and political economy, but also a process focus underlining 
the importance of dialogue with DMC partners as part of the sector assessment process 
(footnote 49).

194. The templates for CPSs, RRPs, and TARs do not demand specific and significant 
attention to institutional performance, governance, and capacity issues. This may be 
appropriate as not all operations have a capacity development theme, but it also means 
that there is little if any guidance for the operations that are focusing on this area that is 
widely recognized to be complex. The MTFAP expected that capacity development could 
be treated more extensively in the core programming and project documents, but apart 
from not requesting attention to capacity development, the CPSs, RRPs, and TARs became 
relatively short documents following ADB’s streamlined business processes in 2010 and 
are not intended to include detailed assessments of capacity and governance issues. The 
priority sector assessments provide the opportunity for detailed assessment, but also here 
the corporate template is of limited help for assessment of institutional matters.

195. The classification of operations as contributing to capacity development or not 
is currently the only management information system marker available to management 
to ascertain whether operations pursue the governance and capacity development driver 
identified as a corporate priority in Strategy 2020. The marker is used to report against 
ADB’s corporate results framework that tracks the percentage of operations classified as 
governance and capacity development as a percentage of the total number of approved 
operations (footnote 36). The current definitions and criteria for the governance and 
capacity development marker are provided in Box 13. 

71 ADB. 2013. Guidance Note: Use of Political Economy Analysis for ADB Operations. Manila.
72 ADB. 2014. Engagement in Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations: Institutional Strengthening Framework: A Guidance 

Note. Manila.
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Box 13: Current Project Classification of Governance  
and Capacity Development

Definitions and criteria used for determining the classification of operations as meeting the 
governance and capacity development driver of change are as follows:

Public financial governance includes
public governance measures contributing to accountability, including civil service reforms;
public governance measures contributing to transparency;
measures that strengthen public financial management, procurement, and integrity  
systems; and
standards of financial reporting.

Institutional systems and political economy includes
activities addressing administrative and civil service reform,
government agency systems and processes, and
public policy making.

Civil society participation includes
civic engagement, capacity development for civil society, and nongovernment and 
community-based organizations, and creation of an enabling environment for  
participation of civil society in development;
participation in policy advocacy and public access to information; and
constructive partnerships between civil society organizations and government and  
between the public and private sectors.

Anticorruption includes
support for government efforts toward an effective and transparent system for public 
service, anti-bribery, and business integrity; and 
support for active public involvement (e.g., public ethics) and information sharing on 
anticorruption issues and initiatives.

Institutional development comprises project activities aiming to develop processes for 
implementing the formal and informal rules that govern the behavior of the organization, 
including cross-cutting political economy and public administration reform issues.

Organizational development includes improving an organization’s
missions, goals, and strategies;
work processes, structures, and staff skills leadership;
rewards and incentives; and 
internal coordination and control mechanisms such as planning, budgeting, auditing, and 
monitoring.

Client relations, network, and partnership development includes developing
processes that are responsive to the needs of clients; and
capacity for improved communication and information sharing among government  
agencies, the private sector, civil society, and external partners.

Source: ADB. 2014. The Project Classification System: Towards Strategy 2020: A User Guide. Manila.
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196. The classification has no differentiation according to the scope of capacity 
development. The classification does not specify whether capacity development is a minor 
theme focused on specific capacities of executing and implementing agencies or whether 
institutional performance and reform issues are at the heart of an operation. In other words, 
a comprehensive institutional reform program is classified in the same way as training DMC 
officials in ADB’s project processes. Nor is the classification linked to particular demands of 
analytical or design specificity, or of DMF content. Under the existing system, the project 
design and monitoring standards are the same regardless of the scope of the objectives of 
the institutional strengthening support.

197. Without such underlying standards, the marker only indicates a broad quantitative 
measure and has no consequences except adding an overall score of ADB operations 
marked as contributing to capacity development. This system serves well the underlying 
assumption that an increase in the proportion of operations supporting any governance and 
capacity is desirable. As the capacity development needs and demands of clients become 
more differentiated and sophisticated and as an increasing share of operations in DMCs 
(especially MICs) may be perfectly relevant and sustainable without including capacity 
development elements, the underlying assumption behind the target may no longer be 
relevant. The classification could be structured differently to recognize the scope of the 
investment and require clear choices of staff regarding the level of diagnostics, dialogue, 
and design of institutional performance strengthening in operations. 

198. The limited use of existing specific capacity development guidance, the little 
guidance available in operational templates, and the rather superficial project classification 
system leave much to the individual staff member’s competencies, dedication, and 
resources. ADB staff members are by and large able to use existing business processes 
and available operational modalities to craft capacity development support, including 
over longer time periods. On the other hand, the modalities and associated templates, 
staff instructions, project classifications, and quality assurance processes are not ensuring 
sufficient quality attention to institutional performance issues. While striking a balance 
is needed between building on skills, competencies, and judgment of staff, and having 
mandatory requirements that force attention to critical issues, the current balance seems 
disproportionately to hinge on the individual staff member’s—and manager’s—attention to 
this priority area that is, after all, just one among many.

199. It is instructive to compare the efforts to mainstream capacity development with 
the efforts to mainstream gender in ADB’s operations. The gender approach differentiates 
the degree of gender mainstreaming of individual operations.73 It is perfectly legitimate 
for an operation to have no or only some gender elements—in which case it will not have 
to demonstrate a high level of analytical rigor of gender issues or gender-specified results 
in the DMF. The operation will in this case not be categorized as gender mainstreamed. 
If an operation aims for effective gender mainstreaming or has a gender equity theme 
it has to meet several operational expectations and design criteria, including a gender 
analysis collecting baseline data, explicit gender outcomes, and a discussion of the gender 
mainstreaming in the RRP of the operation. The gender mainstreaming approach allows 
staff to choose between different levels of mainstreaming that is indicated in RRPs, coupled 

73 ADB. 2013. Tip Sheet no.1. Understanding and Applying Gender Mainstreaming Categories. Manila.
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with differentiated analytical and design requirements—with guidance and peer support 
from ADB’s gender team in programming exercises.

C.�Learning and Knowledge Sharing
200. The MTFAP envisaged regular participation of ADB staff in innovative learning 
programs to contribute to evolving methodologies and tools and increased staff skills and 
competencies. Apart from a pilot training workshop in ADB’s headquarters for staff in 2007 
linked to the capacity development guidance for sector operations (footnote 70) there 
are no reports on dedicated capacity development training or awareness-raising activities. 
There have been sessions on capacity development in various training and learning events 
on sector and thematic topics as well as related training on multistakeholder approaches, 
including events organized by the Governance Thematic Group, but capacity development 
and institutional performance as such has not been the headline topic of additional 
training.74 

201. The intention behind the pilot workshop on the capacity development guidance 
in 2007 was to move from training to knowledge exchange, building on the positive 
experiences available in ADB. To implement such as shift, a web-based capacity 
development resource center was established to provide easy access to practical tools, 
guidelines, case studies, model practices, academic literature, and other references on 
capacity development, both within ADB and globally. However, over time the resource 
center was not maintained and now no longer operates.75 

202. Knowledge sharing is a vital component of capacity development strategies, and 
is increasingly important as opportunities for knowledge transfers grow through regional 
cooperation. For ADB, it is imperative that its knowledge solutions contribute toward the 
development of DMC capacity.76 This requires that ADB’s tacit knowledge of what capacity 
development assistance works and why in a given context it be validated with evidence. 

203. There are some good examples in ADB. ADB’s capacity development series for 
Pacific DMCs was a significant investment by the Pacific Department, with the overall 
study based on 20 case studies from 11 Pacific island countries that showed significant 
capacity challenges. Some of the challenges are rather unique or exist to a greater extent in 
the Pacific region, such as relatively young states often struggling with issues of legitimacy, 
tensions between modern and traditional institutions, and regular outflows of human 
capital.77 Another example is ADB’s comprehensive study of public sector capacity 
development in Pakistan.78 The multicountry capacity development study prepared by the 

74 Training programs with elements of capacity development include PSM and social development learning weeks, 

nongovernment organization anchors training, working with civil society organizations, political economy training, and 

mobilizing multistakeholder action for reform.
75 ADB. Capacity Development Resource Centre. http://adbweb/capacity-development/resource.asp
76 ADB. 2013. Knowledge Management Directions and Action Plan 2013–2015: Supporting “Finance ++” at the Asian 

Development Bank. Manila.
77 ADB. 2008. Pacific Choice: Learning from Success. Manila.
78  ADB. 2008. Effective Technical Cooperation for Capacity Development: Pakistan Country Case Study. Manila.
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European Centre for Development Policy Management is also instructive—eight of the 16 
cases studies completed for the study were of countries in Asia and the Pacific. 79

204. The experience from other development agencies is worthwhile considering 
when contemplating future actions to enhance learning and knowledge sharing on 
capacity development. The European Union invested significantly in guidance, training, 
and workshops on capacity development and TA during 2005–2010, initially for European 
Union staff only.80 The activities were later expanded to sector-specific, in-country 
events organized by a larger group of development agencies convening developing 
country stakeholders as well as relevant development agency staff, and looking at capacity 
development and reform as one mainstreamed element in sector-wide development 
processes. While the workshop activity was found effective because it was close to 
operations and involved partners, the workshops were also resource-intensive, including 
demands on staff time in the financing agencies. The European Union also created an 
interactive website for peer exchanges.81 It was initially focused on capacity development 
issues, but the site now covers much more.

205. At the international level, ADB has been involved in networks and communities 
such as the Effective Institutes Platform, Open Government Partnership, and Learning 
Network for Capacity Development (Section III D).82 These platforms offer an opportunity 
to follow and influence the international thinking and discourse about institutional and 
capacity development matters. Their actual activity level and convening power changes 
over time, but they are usually “good go-to” places for the most recent perspectives. 

206. Experience points to the double challenge of (i) keeping learning and knowledge 
sharing close to operations to maintain applicability and relevance, and (ii) investing in 
mechanisms that demand a reasonable amount of staff time and resources. Effective 
peer learning and knowledge sharing will only happen if there is a sufficient investment of 
resources for this purpose, and a certain push from management levels to create time and 
incentives for staff participating in and contributing to knowledge sharing and learning.

D.�Conclusions
207. At the overall strategic level, ADB has given and continues to give clear priority to 
the capacity development theme. However, aspects of the MTFAP, as it relates to internal 
supports systems for capacity development, have not been successfully implemented. Staff 
guidance and business processes for integrating institutional performance and capacity 
issues in operations are suboptimal, and the staff application of guidance is found to be 
limited. The project classification marker for operations in use is inconsequential because 
it is generic and without meaningful follow-up. Formal learning and knowledge-sharing 
activities for ADB staff have been ad hoc and opportunistic; a more systematic approach 
may have been more effective. 

79 European Centre for Development Policy Management. 2008. Capacity, Change, and Performance: Study Report: 

Discussion Paper No 59B. Maastricht. 
80 OECD. 2010. Donor Capacity Development Innovation: The European Commission. Paris.
81 Capacity 4 Development. http://capacity4dev.ec.europa.eu/
82 Learning Network for CD. http://www.lencd.org/
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208. The current internal support systems leave much to individual staff members’ 
competencies, judgment, and dedication. There are virtues to this approach compared to 
more formalized approaches that are also prone to frailty and “tick-the-box” behavior. The 
balance may, however, have tilted too much to the side of relying exclusively on individual 
staff member’s judgment and informal learning—an approach that demands strong and 
constant management support and oversight, and a strong peer learning culture.

209. The experience from the MFTAP is that attention to competencies, learning, and 
guidance is important. It is, however, not sufficient. Unless business processes and related 
project classification systems prescribe certain diagnostic or design steps to be adhered 
to for an intervention to be classified under the capacity development theme, the quality-
at-entry work risks being relegated to the prioritization of programming tasks, to being 
done too late to be useful, or to not being done at all. Designing well-crafted capacity 
development support to institutional reforms takes time, is often a process with many small 
interventions and milestones, and is challenging to insert in the time-compressed processes 
that aim at producing approvable loan or grant documents. 

210. To enhance the quality of capacity development efforts in an increasingly 
diversified and challenging context, and to deliver on ADB’s “finance++” agenda, it is timely 
to consider strengthening internal support systems for capacity development and more 
actively supporting operationally relevant, practical knowledge sharing and learning. Striking 
a balance is needed between building on skills, competencies, and judgment of staff, and 
selectively introducing mandatory requirements that force attention to critical issues. 
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211. A major achievement of the MTFAP is that capacity development has been 
elevated as a corporate priority in ADB, positioning capacity development, PSM, and 
governance as directly linked and mutually reinforcing. The MTFAP embodies recognized 
principles of effective capacity development and remains valid. It emphasizes country 
ownership and leadership, results orientation, focus on different entry points for capacity 
development, attention to the enabling environment and political economy for reform, and 
change management issues. 

212. Looking closer at ADB operations, it is evident the conceptual framework from 
2007 was not implemented fully as intended. It did not serve as an overarching reference 
or specific quality parameter for ADB’s capacity development support in operations. Nor 
has the available guidance been frequently used. Despite the high proportion of capacity 
development-classified operations—and relatively high success rates—integrating capacity 
development in operations has not been uniformly effective. The MTFAP expected that 
increased management and staff attention and increased guidance would ensure effective 
mainstreaming and quality of capacity development support. However, ADB’s business 
processes including the capacity development classification introduced in the project 
classification system were suboptimal and not linked to the quality-at-entry criteria in the 
MTFAP or subsequent monitoring of institutional performance results. 

213. Given the current situation, ADB’s ability to determine the results of its capacity 
development support at the operational and corporate levels is hampered—as pointed 
out in the Midterm Review of Strategy 2020—even as the evidence suggests that many 
ADB operations have significantly contributed to developing local capacities. The following 
recommendations aim to address this situation and inform the development of ADB’s 
future corporate approach to capacity development from 2016. A step change is required—
and is feasible—in ADB’s approach, capitalizing on and broadening existing good practices, 
including by strengthening the quality and selectivity of ADB’s capacity development 
support so that ADB remains relevant, responsive, and effective in continuing to meet the 
region’s challenges.

214. The Midterm Review of Strategy 2020 and its action plan open the space for 
ADB to refocus its capacity development approach, complementary to the broader ADB 
reforms and actions envisaged. The strategic focus to become more innovative, inclusive, 
and integrated; the emphasis on a “One ADB” approach to knowledge solutions and the 
introduction of knowledge management plans in CPSs; and the envisioned reforms to make 
business processes agile and flexible will enable ADB to be more responsive to the diversity 
of client needs and development situations, and draw on a richer menu of support options.
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A.�Strategic and Operational Alignment
215. Prioritize working differently to enhance the quality of ADB’s capacity 
development investments rather than aiming to spend more overall on capacity 
development. Institutional performance strengthening should become a fully integrated 
part of operations when relevant, and not something apart. This said, resources will 
be required to catalyze change in how ADB works with institutional issues, especially 
for learning and knowledge sharing, specialized support to operations, and piloting of 
innovative approaches. The Governance Thematic Group, backed by its secretariat in 
the Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department, can play a central role in 
supporting implementation of ADB’s capacity development approach and coordinating 
closely with other sector and thematic groups. Making optimal use of resident missions for 
strengthening diagnostics, dialogue, and delivery of ADB’s support related to institutional 
issues will also be important. ADB’s updated corporate approach to capacity development 
could include clear specifications of the staff and financial resources required for 
implementation.

216. Establish a clear operational approach for capacity development linked 
to ADB operations. ADB’s capacity development approach can build on the partial 
achievements of the MTFAP and address the unfinished agenda in a manner that brings 
capacity development engagements as close to operations as possible, without adding 
unduly to transaction costs. With the MTFAP’s conceptual framework remaining valid, 
ADB could include an operational framework or approach that better integrates capacity 
development efforts with upstream PSM operations and downstream sector support, and 
aligns fully to ADB’s corporate results framework, as follows: 

(i) at the level of development progress in Asia and the Pacific, the framework could 
focus on performance of institutions; 

(ii) at the level of ADB’s contributions to development results, the framework could 
include better and more sustainable results at sector and cross-sector levels, 
including delivery of intended institutional performance results and higher 
sustainability ratings of ADB projects;

(iii) operational management results could include higher quality, responsiveness, and 
selectivity in operations at entry and during implementation; and 

(iv) results at the level of ADB’s organizational management could include knowledge 
and skills of staff, selective modification of business processes and project 
classification, and effective support to operations departments to achieve the 
envisaged higher-level results.

217. Strengthen ADB’s focus on institutional performance results in developing 
member countries. ADB could continue to invest in supporting DMCs to attain better 
performing institutions in and across the sectors and subsectors where ADB is active. 
However, focus on better institutional performance as the purpose of ADB’s capacity 
development support can be clearer and more rigorous. In turn, ADB can aim to position 
itself as a premier regional catalyst of better institutional performance in DMCs. This 
means ADB being regionally recognized for its responsive and effective approach to solving 
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complex development problems. The focus can be fully mainstreamed in country, sector, 
and project level dialogue, and in the design and delivery of ADB operations when capacity 
development support is relevant and feasible. Better institutional performance can be a key 
ingredient of ADB’s contribution to development results in three principal areas:

(i) Enhancing the efficiency of investment project implementation, and 
enhancing sustainability. By contributing targeted learning and guidance on the 
capacity—and governance—issues affecting implementation and sustainability 
prospects of operations, ADB’s corporate performance can be lifted in this area.

(ii) Delivering broader sector-level objectives. Sector operational plans 
consistently focus on changing needs for and challenges to achieving better—
and different—performance of institutions to deliver broader sector objectives. 
Guidance and learning about facilitating sector-wide institutional reform and 
change can be strengthened, based on existing good practice.

(iii) Responding to new and complex cross-sector and cross-border development 
challenges. Rising inequalities, climate change, and urbanization are examples of 
challenges where ADB and its partners can break new ground to foster institutional 
responses that reflect the rapid transformations in the region. ADB can thereby 
remain at the frontier of PSM innovations that successfully address the challenges 
of the 21st century. 

218. Enhance differentiation of ADB’s capacity development responses to client 
needs and situations. As economies grow, institutions tend to perform better, while 
performance continues to lag in other situations, in particular in FCAS countries. The 
variability in the effectiveness of policies and regulations, public sector investments, and 
service delivery across the region and within countries, and the difference in the speed of 
change require ADB to make clear choices about the scope of its support to strengthen 
institutions. The nature and context of reform and change may in some situations not be 
conducive for large investments; smaller, targeted investments may still be able to achieve 
desired results. Operations departments have to craft carefully tailored approaches that use 
a variety of instruments.

219. Sector assessments and road maps should be the key vehicle to ensure a 
strategically informed approach, with existing guidance and processes modified so that 
institutional issues are given sufficient attention. Efforts, often with considerable use of 
advisory services and skills development, can focus on core state functions in low-capacity 
environments, while in some sectors and countries ADB can support broader regulatory, 
policy, and institutional reform. In countries and sectors where better governance and 
capacities are available, ADB can look to broker regional networks and South−South 
cooperation, support innovation processes, and make cutting-edge knowledge available. 
Limited, just-in-time support can assist DMCs reach the next level of institutional 
performance, in some cases matching emerging best global practices. ADB can facilitate 
informed choices among these and other options.
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B.�Business Lines and Processes
220. Introduce selectivity in processing requirements and classifications for 
different levels of capacity development support in ADB operations. ADB’s internal 
systems and processes for diagnostic requirements, DMFs, project classifications, and 
quality-at-entry and –completion can be modified to make operational choices about 
levels and intensity of support to institutional performance explicit and consequential, 
with demands on rigor in diagnostics, design, and results frameworks tailored to the level 
of ambition of the support. At present, there are few such formal requirements, and they 
are the same whether an operation focuses on capacities to follow ADB procedures or on 
wholesale sector-wide or cross-sector reforms.

221. ADB could introduce a classification of capacity development operations 
according to the scope of the objectives of the institutional strengthening support, 
replacing the current classification and setting appropriate corporate targets. Certain 
categories of operations would be required to meet specified criteria (e.g., assessment 
of DMC institutions and readiness to reform and change, ownership by key DMC 
stakeholders, and specification of institutional performance results in DMFs). Modifications 
will be required to design, monitoring, and reporting systems such as project and TA 
report templates and completion reports. The experiences of introducing a differentiated 
classification and criteria system for gender mainstreaming provide useful lessons that can 
be adapted for the mainstreaming of institutional performance support. 

222. Enhance the quality of dialogue, diagnostics, and design—the “3Ds” of 
quality-at-entry of institutional support. To address the shortcomings in quality-at-
entry found in the review, ADB could, in accordance with the selective choices of levels 
and complexity of support outlined above, facilitate “how to” guidance, knowledge sharing, 
and learning from good practice, especially in four areas that are central to the success of 
operations:

(i) diagnostic of specific institutional performance problems, identifying the root 
causes that shape whether and how solutions can be effective; 

(ii) multidisciplinary context analysis when CPSs or individual operations aim at 
assisting a DMC to achieve broader institutional reforms and change—sector 
assessments would be the natural entry point for such diagnosis;  

(iii) focus on change readiness and change management—institutional strengthening 
is as much about knowing how to support change as it is to about having a clear 
performance goal in sight; and 

(iv) nurture country ownership—ADB’s investment in dialogue, inclusion of its partners 
in diagnostics, and efforts to ensure DMC leadership during the entire project cycle 
has significant bearing on the ownership in practice of relevant DMC stakeholders, 
and for the outcomes of ADB’s capacity development support.  

223. Work strategically with flexible use of modalities and instruments, and 
within a long-term horizon. ADB’s support to better performing institutions is, rightly, 
often a long-term effort extending beyond individual operations and having diagnosis and 
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support elements that can be integrated in loans, grants, and TA operations of all types. 
Sector road maps keep the strategic perspective, and different modalities can provide the 
flexibility to adapt to changing circumstances and lessons. Newer instruments such as 
RBLs add important options to focus on agreed performance results rather than inputs and 
processes. Facility-type TA and TA operations built into loans or grants, or in parallel, can 
enhance strategic focus and reduce transaction costs. 

224. Time-tested approaches such as high-quality TA and consulting services should 
still play a major role in capacity development support, including that aimed at enhancing 
skills and competencies of individuals in DMC organizations, which continues to be in 
demand by DMCs and is a crucial building block of better overall institutional performance. 
ADB could in addition include purposeful exploration of new frontier options for catalyzing 
change and learning, and pilot test new ideas and innovations with possibilities to scale 
up, linked to operations (e.g., e-governance). The emphasis on collaborative partnerships 
with research and academic institutions, civil society, private sector organizations, and 
other development agencies should continue to increase. Increasing use of partner country 
systems in project delivery for the purpose of institutional strengthening could also be 
promoted when appropriate, in line with current practice. 

225. ADB need not propose new modalities, but can showcase how existing modalities 
are best used, and maximize broader reforms in ADB stemming from the Midterm Review 
of Strategy 2020.

C.�Knowledge and Learning
226. Strengthen knowledge sharing and learning in capacity development. 
Knowledge sharing and services can be a major contributor to enabling clients to acquire 
and apply knowledge that can transform institutional performance. Additional efforts are 
required to enhance ADB’s tacit knowledge about what works in the area of institutional 
strengthening. ADB could put a premium on learning about when and how to support 
institutional strengthening in a “One ADB” perspective that integrates experiences, 
approaches, and instruments from across the organization. While the future approach 
could include certain modifications of business processes, as recommended above, the key 
thrust of the plan can be on knowledge sharing, peer learning, and support. 

227. ADB can foster learning from and scale up the emerging good practices, and 
foster learning from and sharing of innovative practices in DMCs, and globally. To keep 
learning effective and focused, it should be targeted at particular sectors and subsectors, 
or countries and subnational jurisdictions. Critical areas such as diagnostics, attention to 
change readiness and change management, ownership and effective results orientation 
should be in focus. The considerable differences in quality-at-entry between sectors and 
between country groups might warrant that early actions include verifying these differences 
and identifying pilot learning actions directly targeted to these sectors and countries. 
Showcasing good practices and case briefs, and learning and development efforts could be 
given more attention under ADB’s next corporate approach to capacity development. 



APPENDIX 1

Qualitative Assessment Methodology

1. The review included a qualitative assessment of 30 country partnership strategies 
(CPSs), 16 sector assessments and road maps, 30 lending reports and recommendations 
of the President (RRPs), 20 grant RRPs, and 47 technical assistance reports (TARs) of 
capacity development technical assistance operations selected randomly, but with the 
aim of capturing a spread of regions, countries, sectors, and operational modalities. The 
assessment was limited to the main documents except in cases where supplementary 
evidence was required from background material and/or completion reports.

2. The qualitative assessment was designed to test the quality-at-entry criteria 
identified as success indicators in the 2007 capacity development action plan for CPSs, 
sector assessments and road maps, and operations. These criteria included harmonization 
and alignment with developing member countries and other development agencies; 
adequacy of stakeholder involvement; quality of capacity development baseline assessment 
and strategy; and adequacy of the capacity development performance monitoring systems, 
including design and monitoring frameworks. At the project level, documents were assessed 
for the scope, the target of and key inputs to capacity development processes, the degree 
to which change management issues had been addressed, and whether knowledge sharing 
and innovative approaches had been considered. 

3. The application of the qualitative assessment methodology was initially calibrated 
through parallel assessments of a small random sample of documents by the consultant 
team assisting in preparing the review. After the qualitative assessment was completed, 
select samples in each category were subject to a second review to validate findings and 
scores. 

4. The detailed qualitative assessment parameters are listed below. They included 
parameters at the levels of CPSs, sector assessments and road maps, RRPs, and TARs. The 
scoring scales used were 0 (no references or not possible to assess), 1 (limited coverage 
or reference), 2 (some coverage or reference), and 3 or 4 (highest levels of coverage or 
reference), with some variations applied to this scale depending on the parameter. 

(i) Country partnership strategy parameter
a. Salience of capacity, public sector management, and reform issue in CPS.
b. Capacity development and public sector management development as part of 

the Asian Development Bank’s strategic response.
c. Knowledge sharing and/or innovations with capacity effects.
d. Evaluator’s assessment.
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(ii) Sector assessment and road map parameters
a. Harmonization and alignment to country strategies and/or plans.
b. Adequacy of stakeholder involvement in preparation of capacity development 

strategies.
c. Quality of capacity development baseline assessment and strategy.
d. Adequacy of capacity development performance monitoring system.
e. Knowledge sharing and/or innovations with capacity effects.

(iii) Report and recommendation to the President and technical assistance 
report parameters 
a. Share of costs allocated to capacity development. 
b. Type of target organization(s). 
c. Target of capacity development efforts.  
d. Key types of capacity development support from the Asian Development Bank. 
e. Country ownership.
f. Quality of baseline assessment.
g. Assessment of reform and change readiness, change management issues, and 

constraint to change.
h. Degree to which the four levels of capacity development—individual, 

organizational, enabling environment, and networks—have been addressed in 
project design.

i. Quality of the results framework.
j. Knowledge sharing and/or innovations with capacity effects.



APPENDIX 2

Country Partnership Strategies, 
Sector Assessments, and Operations 
Assessed for the Review 

Table A2.1: Country Partnership Strategies

Economy Country Partnership Strategy Period Date Approved
Afghanistan 2009–2013 November 2008
Bangladesh 2011–2015 October 2011
Bhutan 2012–2013a September 2012
Cambodia 2011–2013 June 2011
China, People’s Republic of 2011–2015 May 2012
Cook Islands 2008–2012 June 2008
India 2013–2017 October 2013
Indonesia 2012–2014 May 2012
Kazakhstan 2012–2016 August 2012
Kyrgyz Republic 2013–2017 August 2013
Kiribati 2010–2014 May 2010
Lao PDR 2012–2016 October 2011
Malaysia 2011–2012a October 2011
Maldives 2012–2013a December 2011
Mongolia 2012–2016 March 2012
Myanmar 2012–2014a October 2012
Nepal 2013–2017 October 2013
Palau 2009–2013 May 2009
Papua New Guinea 2011–2015 August 2010
Philippines 2011–2016 October 2011
Samoa 2008–2012 September 2008
Solomon Islands 2012–2016 February 2012
Sri Lanka 2012–2016 October 2011
Tajikistan 2010–2014 April 2010
Thailand 2013–2016 October 2013
Timor-Leste 2011–2015 August 2011
Tuvalu 2008–2012 September 2008
Uzbekistan 2012–2016 August 2012
Vanuatu 2010–2014 August 2009
Viet Nam 2012–2015 July 2012

Lao PDR = Lao People’s Democratic Republic.
 a Interim Country Partnership Strategy.
Source: ADB.
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Table A2.2: Sector Assessments 

Sector Country Year
Agriculture Bangladesh 2011

Myanmar 2013
Energy Lao PDR 2013 (Update)

Myanmar 2012
Public Sector Management Philippines 2012
Transport and ICT Cambodia 2011

Indonesia 2012
Lao PDR 2011
Myanmar 2012

Philippines 2012
Thailand 2011
Viet Nam 2012

Water Cambodia 2012
Indonesia 2012
Myanmar 2013

Philippines 2012

ICT = information and communication technology, Lao PDR = Lao People’s Democratic Republic.

Source: ADB.

Table A2.3: Technical Assistance Operations

DMC Dep’t Project Name Number Type Country 
Category Sector/s Year

BAN SARD 39297: Capacity 
Development for 

Madrasah Education

7206 CDTA Low 
income

Education 2008

BHU SARD 41147: Strengthening 
of the Credit 

Information Bureau

7084 CDTA Middle 
income

Finance 2008

IND SARD 42054: Developing 
the Power System 

Master Plan for Bihar

7073 CDTA Middle 
income

Energy 2008

KGZ CWRD 46397: 
Implementing the 

e-Procurement 
System

8297 CDTA Middle 
income

Public Sector 
Management

2012

KGZ CWRD 46350: Water Supply 
and Sanitation 

Strategy

8375 CDTA Middle 
income

Water 
and Other 
Municipal 

Infrastructure 
and Services

2013

LAO SARD 40193: Updating 
the National Water 
Policy and Strategy 
(Supplementary)

7013 CDTA Middle 
income

Agriculture 
and Natural 
Resources

2009

continued on next page
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DMC Dep’t Project Name Number Type Country 
Category Sector/s Year

MON EARD 43529: Public 
Transport 

Information and 
Communication 

Technology

7556 CDTA Middle 
income

Transport and 
ICT

2010

NEP SARD 36172: Strengthening 
Public Management 

Program

8173 CDTA Fragile Public Sector 
Management

2012

PAK SARD 42051: Sustainable 
Energy Efficiency 

Development 
Program

7060 CDTA Middle 
income

Energy 2008

PAL PARD 42020: 
Development of a 
Sustainable Health 
Financing Scheme

7079 CDTA Middle 
income

Health 
and Social 
Protection

2008

PHI SERD 41076-02: 
Strengthening 

Transparency and 
Accountability in the 

Road Subsector

7434 CDTA Middle 
income

Transport and 
ICT

2009

PNG PARD 41510: Supporting 
Public Financial 

Management

7427 CDTA Middle 
income

Public Sector 
Management

2009

PRC EARD 43067: Management 
and Policy Support 

to Combat Land 
Degradation

7439 CDTA Middle 
income

Agriculture 
and Natural 
Resources

2009

TIM PARD 41581: Capacity 
Building to 

Strengthen Public 
Sector Management 

and Governance 
Skills, Phase III

7120 CDTA Fragile Education 2008

UZB CWRD Capacity Building 
for Microfinance 

Development

7523 CDTA Middle 
income

Finance 2010

VIE SERD 44003-012: Support 
to Central and Local 

Governments to 
Implement Urban 

Environmental 
Improvement 

Programs

7885 CDTA Middle 
income

Water 
and Other 
Municipal 

Infrastructure 
and Services

2011

Table A2.3: continued

continued on next page
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DMC Dep’t Project Name Number Type Country 
Category Sector/s Year

REG CWRD 46096: Prevention 
and Control of HIV/

AIDS and Other 
Communicable 

Diseases in 
Central Asia 

Regional Economic 
Cooperation 

Countries

8367 CDTA - Health 
and Social 
Protection

2013

REG EARD 40692: Thirteenth 
Agriculture and 

Natural Resources 
Research at 

International 
Agricultural 

Research Centers

6489 RETA - Agriculture 
and Natural 
Resources

2008

REG PARD 42078: Promoting 
Energy Efficiency in 

the Pacific

6485 RETA - Energy 2008

REG SERD 41345: Institutional 
Development 
for Enhanced 
Subregional 

Cooperation in the 
ASEAN Region

6462 RETA - Public Sector 
Management

2008

ASEAN = Association of Southeast Asian Nations, BAN = Bangladesh, BHU = Bhutan, CDTA = capacity 
development technical assistance, CWRD = Central and West Asia Department, Dep’t = department,  
DMC = developing member country, EARD = East Asia Department, ICT = information and communication 
technology, IND = India, KGZ = Kyrgyz Republic, LAO = Lao People’s Democratic Republic, MON = Mongolia, 
NEP = Nepal, PAK = Pakistan, PAL = Palau, PHI = Philippines, PARD = Pacific Department, PNG = Papua New 
Guinea, PRC = People’s Republic of China, REG = regional, SARD = South Asia Department, SERD = Southeast 
Asia Department, TIM = Timor-Leste, UZB = Uzbekistan, VIE = Viet Nam. 

Source: ADB.

Table A2.4: Loan Operations 

DMC Dep’t Project Name Number Country 
Category Sector/s Year

ARM CWRD 45230: Women’s 
Entrepreneurship Support 

Sector Development 
Program (SF)

2922 Middle 
income

Finance 2012

AZE CWRD 39176-033: Road 
Network Development 

Program - Tranche 2

2433
Related 
to MFF 

0014

Middle 
income

Transport and 
ICT

2008

BAN SARD 35049: Padma 
Multipurpose Bridge

2701 Low 
income

Transport and 
ICT

2010

CAM SERD 43309: Provincial Roads 
Improvement

2839 Low 
income

Transport and 
ICT

2011

Table A2.3: continued
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DMC Dep’t Project Name Number Country 
Category Sector/s Year

COO PARD 40287: Avatiu Port 
Development

2472 Middle 
income

Transport and 
ICT

2008

GEO CWRD 43171: Municipal Services 
Development - Phase 2

2534 Middle 
income

Transport and 
ICT

2009

IND SARD 44426 and 44917: 
National Grid 
Improvement

2787 Middle 
income

Energy 2011

IND SARD 38254-043: North 
Karnataka Urban Sector 

Investment Program - 
Tranche 2

2638
Related 
to MFF 
0006

Middle 
income

Water and 
Other Municipal 

Infrastructure 
and Services

2010

INO SERD 38264-01: Second 
Local Government 

Finance and Governance 
Reform Program Cluster 

(Subprogram 1)

2478 Middle 
income

Public Sector 
Management

2008

KAZ CWRD 44060: Small and 
Medium Enterprise 

Investment Program - 
Tranche 1

2689 
Related 
to MFF 
0048

Middle 
income

Finance 2010

KGZ CWRD 38298-023: Second 
Vocational Education and 

Skills Development

2902 Middle 
income

Education 2012

KIR PARD 43072: South Tarawa 
Sanitation Improvement 

Sector

2795 Middle 
income

Water and 
Other Municipal 

Infrastructure 
and Services

2011

LAO SERD 44138: Greater Mekong 
Subregion East–West 

Economic Corridor 
Agriculture Infrastructure 

Sector

3024 Middle 
income

Agriculture 
and Natural 
Resources

2013

MLD SARD 39658: Economic 
Recovery Program 

(Program Loan)

2597 Middle 
income

Public Sector 
Management

2009

MON EARD 45009: Fifth Health 
Sector Development 

Project (SF)

2963 Middle 
income

Health 
and Social 
Protection

2012

MYA SERD 46390: Power 
Distribution Improvement 

Project (SF)

3084 Low 
income

Energy 2013

NEP SARD 36169-02: Rural Finance 
Sector Development 

Cluster Program 
(Subprogram 2)

2641 Fragile Finance 2010

PAK CWRD 47094-001: Jamshoro 
Power Generation Project

3090 Middle 
income

Energy 2013

Table A2.4: continued
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DMC Dep’t Project Name Number Country 
Category Sector/s Year

PAK CWRD 41641: Punjab Millenium 
Development Goals 

Program (Subprogram 2)

2644 Middle 
income

Health 
and Social 
Protection

2010

PAL PARD 42439: Koror–Airai 
Sanitation

3060 Middle 
income

Water and 
Other Municipal 

Infrastructure 
and Services

2013

PHI SERD 39516: Local Government 
Financing and Budget 

Reform Program - 
Subprogram 2

2584 Middle 
income

Public Sector 
Management

2009

PNG PARD 41509: Rural Primary 
Health Services Delivery

2785 Middle 
income

Health 
and Social 
Protection

2011

PRC EARD 43332: Railway Energy 
Efficiency and Safety 

Enhancement Investment 
Program - Tranche 1

2605
Related 
to MFF 
0040

Middle 
income

Transport and 
ICT

2009

RMI PARD 43321-023: Public Sector 
Program - Subprogram 

2 (SF)

2950 Middle 
income

Public Sector 
Management

2012

SRI SARD 39293: Education Sector 
Development Program

3009 Middle 
income

Education 2013

TIM PARD 46260: Road Network 
Upgrading Sector

3020 Fragile Transport and 
ICT

2013

TKM CWRD 43441: North–South 
Railway

2737 Middle 
income

Transport and 
ICT

2011

UZB CWRD 42007: Second Small 
and Microfinance 

Development

2634 Middle 
income

Finance 2010

VIE SERD 41456-033: Water Sector 
Investment Program - 

Tranche 2

2961 Middle 
income

Water and 
Other Municipal 

Infrastructure 
and Services

2012

REG PARD 42291-024: Higher 
Education in the Pacific 
Investment Program - 

Tranche 1

2870 - Education 2012

ARM = Armenia, AZE = Azerbaijan, BAN = Bangladesh, CAM = Cambodia, COO = Cook Islands,  
CWRD = Central and West Asia Department, Dep’t = department, DMC = developing member country,  
EARD = East Asia Regional Department, GEO = Georgia, ICT = information and communication technology, 
IND = India, INO = Indonesia, KAZ = Kazakhstan, KGZ = Kyrgyz Republic, KIR = Kiribati, LAO = Lao People’s 
Democratic Republic, MFF = multitranche financing facility, MLD = Maldives, MON = Mongolia, MYA = Myanmar, 
NEP = Nepal, PAK = Pakistan, PAL = Palau, PARD = Pacific Department, PHI = Philippines, PNG = Papua New 
Guinea, PRC = People’s Republic of China, REG = regional, RMI = Republic of the Marshall Islands, SARD = South 
Asia Department, SERD = Southeast Asia Department, SRI = Sri Lanka, TIM = Timor-Leste, TKM = Turkmenistan,  
UZB = Uzbekistan, VIE = Viet Nam.

Source: ADB.

Table A2.4: continued
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Table A2.5: Grant Operations

DMC Dep’t Project Name Number Country 
Category Sector Year

AFG CWRD 42533-022: Hairatan to 
Mazar-e-Sharif Railway

0161 Fragile Transport and 
ICT

2009

BAN SARD 42378-014: Power System 
Expansion and Efficiency 
Improvement Investment 

Program

0320 Low income Energy 2012

BHU SARD 44239-013: Air 
Transport Connectivity 

Enhancement

0295 Middle 
income

Transport and 
ICT

2012

CAM SERD 41435-032: Tonle Sap 
Poverty Reduction and 

Smallholder Development

0186             
P-backed 
to L2594

Low income Agriculture 
and Natural 
Resources

2009

INO SERD 46421-001: Coral Reef 
Rehabilitation and 

Management Program-
Coral Triangle Initiative

0379 Middle 
income

Agriculture 
and Natural 
Resources

2013

KGZ CWRD 39674-022: CAREC 
Transport Corridor I 

(Bishkek-Torugart Road)

0123 Middle 
income

Transport and 
ICT

2008

KIR PARD 43072-013: South Tarawa 
Sanitation Improvement 

Sector

0263 Middle 
income

Water 
and Other 
Municipal 

Infrastructure 
and Services

2011

LAO SERD 40368-022: Secondary 
Education Sector 

Development

0257 Middle 
income

Education 2011

MON EARD 43127-012: Education for 
the Poor-Financial Crisis 

Response

0158 Middle 
income

Education 2009

MYA SERD 46490-001: Greater 
Mekong Subregion 

Capacity Building for HIV/
AIDS Prevention

9176 Low income Health 
and Social 
Protection

2013

NEP SARD 36172-042: Governance 
Support Program 
(Subprogram 1)

0118 Fragile Public Sector 
Management

2008

PHI SERD 41602-022: Developing 
Microinsurance Project

9118 Middle 
income

Finance 2008

PNG PARD 41509-013: Rural Primary 
Health Services Delivery

0259 Middle 
income

Health 
and Social 
Protection

2011

PRC EARD 38660-023: Ningxia 
Integrated Ecosystem and 
Agricultural Development

0113        
P-backed 
to L2436

Middle 
income

Agriculture 
and Natural 
Resources

2008

continued on next page
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DMC Dep’t Project Name Number Country 
Category Sector Year

SRI SARD 37381-013: Dry Zone 
Urban Water and 

Sanitation

0129            
P-backed 
to L2477

Middle 
income

Water 
and Other 
Municipal 

Infrastructure 
and Services

2008

SRI SARD 37381-022: Dry Zone 
Urban Water and 

Sanitation

0130           
Related to 

G0129

Middle 
income

Water 
and Other 
Municipal 

Infrastructure 
and Services

2008

TAJ CWRD 43150-022: Regional 
Power Transmission

0213 Low income Energy 2010

TIM PARD 43322-012: Road 
Network Development 

Sector

0180    
Related 
to JFPR 
G9142

Fragile Transport and 
ICT

2009

TON PARD 42394-022: Nuku’alofa 
Urban Development 

Sector

0265 Middle 
income

Water 
and Other 
Municipal 

Infrastructure 
and Services

2011

TON PARD 42394-022: Nuku’alofa 
Urban Development 

Sector

0264 Middle 
income

Water 
and Other 
Municipal 

Infrastructure 
and Services

2011

TUV PARD 41180-022: Improvement 
Financial Management 

Program

0139 Middle 
income

Public Sector 
Management

2008

VAN PARD 42391-013: Port Vila 
Urban Development

0275 Middle 
income

Water 
and Other 
Municipal 

Infrastructure 
and Services

2011

AFG = Afghanistan, BAN = Bangladesh, BHU = Bhutan, CAM = Cambodia, CWRD = Central and West Asia 
Department, Dep’t = department, DMC = developing member country, EARD = East Asia Regional Department, 
ICT = information and communication technology, INO = Indonesia, KGZ = Kyrgyz Republic, KIR = Kiribati, 
LAO = Lao People’s Democratic Republic, MON = Mongolia, MYA = Myanmar, NEP = Nepal, PARD = Pacific 
Department, PHI = Philippines, PNG = Papua New Guinea, PRC = People’s Republic of China, SARD = South Asia 
Department, SERD = Southeast Asia Department, SRI = Sri Lanka, TAJ = Tajikistan, TIM = Timor-Leste,  
TON = Tonga, TUV = Tuvalu, VAN = Vanuatu.

Source: ADB.

Table A2.5: continued
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Countries Identified as Fragile  
and Conflict-Affected Situations

Developing Member Country 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Afghanistan
Azerbaijan
Kiribati
Republic of the Marshall Islands
Federated States of Micronesia
Myanmar
Nauru
Nepal
Palau
Papua New Guinea
Solomon Islands
Timor-Leste
Tuvalu
Uzbekistan
Vanuatu

Sources: ADB. Annual Report on the Country Performance Exercise 2007–2014. www.adb.org/site/adf/country-
performance-assessment; World Bank Harmonized List of Fragile Situations FY16. http://pubdocs.worldbank.org/
pubdocs/publicdoc/2015/7/700521437416355449/FCSlist-FY16-Final-712015.pdf
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APPENDIX 4

Summary of Developing Member 
Country Questionnaire Responses

n = 57a No. Share
Section 1: DMC Priorities  
Does the country have a national strategy or plan that includes public 
sector capacity development, organizational change, or reform?

 

36 63%
13 23%

Does your organization have a strategy or plan for capacity development, 
organizational change, or reform?

 

43 75%
12 21%

In the broad sector to which your organization belongs, which arms of 
government or nongovernment stakeholders are currently putting most 
efforts in capacity development? Check 1 or more boxes

 

40 70%
4 7%
1 2%

18 32%
9 16%
9 16%
9 16%

10 18%
What are the major current capacity development needs in your 
organization? Check 1 or more boxes

 

17 30%
52 91%
25 44%

management
37 65%

38 67%
13 23%
23 40%

and oversight bodies)  
19 33%

3 5%
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n = 57a No. Share
What are the most important conditions for success of capacity 
development, organizational change or reform in your organization?  Check 
up to 4 boxes

 

46 81%

change process 
47 82%

change process
34 60%

capacity development and/or change
21 37%

bodies
6 11%

3 5%
12 21%
27 47%
19 33%
2 4%

What type(s) of external capacity development support would best meets 
the organization’s needs? Check up to 4 boxes

 

competencies of staff  
50 88%

30 53%

standards and practices
39 68%

changes
13 23%

standards and broader lessons  
24 42%

domestic context 
22 39%

international experiences
24 42%

16 28%
7 12%
13 23%
3 5%

What are the major challenges in making external capacity development 
support effective and the results of it sustainable? Check up to 4 boxes

 

16 28%

and design of the support
30 53%

cope with 
14 25%

Appendix 4 Table: continued
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n = 57a No. Share
27 47%

integrated in the organization 
20 35%

 
vis-à-vis other pressing tasks

20 35%

development results 
23 40%

13 23%
3 5%

Please add more details about current capacity development needs or 
processes, if relevant: 
Is your organization investing in or prepared to invest in its own capacity 
development and/or the capacity development efforts of other 
organization and/or countries? Check 1 or more boxes

 

resources in getting external capacity development support   
30 53%

human resources in the capacity development efforts of other domestic 
organization 

17 30%

human resources in the capacity development efforts of other countries 
4 7%

resources 
13 23%

5 9%
Are you currently cooperating with ADB and/or other aid agencies to 
develop capacity in your organization? Check 1 box only

 

1 2%
23 40%
4 7%

30 53%
How do you view the alignment of capacity development support by aid 
agencies to your organization’s priorities? Check 1 box only

 

10 18%
37 65%
10 18%
0            0%

Please specify any other capacity development priorities and needs of the 
country/organization:  
Section 2: ADB Performance  
How do you view the alignment of ADB’s capacity development support to 
the organization’s priorities? Check 1 box only

 

14 25%
34 60%
10 18%

Appendix 4 Table: continued
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n = 57a No. Share
0             0%

How do you view the level of capacity development resources provided by 
ADB? Check 1 box only

 

1 2%
33 58%
22 39%
1 2%

What is your view about the capacity development focus of ADB’s 
consultations during project, program, and/or TA preparations? Check 1 
box only

 

10 18%
40 70%
7 12%
0  0%

What type(s) of capacity development support is ADB best able to deliver? 
Check up to 4 boxes

 

competencies of staff  
46 81%

45 79%

standards and practices
32 56%

TA 
32 56%

changes
14 25%

standards and broader lessons  
17 30%

11 19%
5 9%
2 4%

What is your view about the quality of support provided by ADB to achieve 
sustainable capacity development results? Check 1 box only

 

10 18%
33 58%
14 25%
1 2%

How do you view ADB’s flexibility in projects, programs, and/or TA to 
respond to capacity development needs? Check 1 box only

 

5 9%
40 70%
10 18%
2 4%

Appendix 4 Table: continued
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n = 57a No. Share
What is your view about ADB’s strengths in capacity development?  Check 
up to 3 boxes

 

concepts and objectives 
33 58%

strategies and plans 
31 54%

development process 
19 33%

engagement
19 33%

capacity development 
22 39%

18 32%
0 0%

Please specify any ADB project(s), program(s), and/or TA(s) that was 
successful in developing institutional capacities, and why: 
What is your view about ADB’s weaknesses in capacity development? 
Check up to 3 boxes

 

15 26%
11 19%

capacity development 
22 39%

23 40%

development activities 
2 4%

support 
7 12%

development activities
1 2%

5 9%
Please specify any ADB project(s), program(s), and/or TA(s) that was 
unsuccessful in developing institutional capacities, and why:
If ADB capacity development support and technical assistance to your 
organization has been ongoing for several years, what would it take to exit 
successfully from the ADB support? Check up to 3 boxes

 

9 16%
30 53%

through the ADB support
30 53%

filled by the ADB support
20 35%

9 16%
 0   0%

Appendix 4 Table: continued
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n = 57a No. Share
What is your view about ADB’s effectiveness in coordinating with other aid 
agencies? Check 1 box only

 

11 19%
37 65%
6 11%
0  0%

Are you aware of ADB’s medium term framework and action plan for 
capacity development? Check 1 box only

 

1 2%
26 46%
18 32%
9 16%

Please suggest way(s) for ADB to strengthen its capacity development 
support in the future
Please provide any other comments relevant to the review of ADB’s 
approach to capacity development
Additional comments

ADB = Asian Development Bank, DMC = developing member country, TA = technical assistance.
a  The questionnaire was completed by 57 government organizations from the following countries: Armenia, 

Bhutan, Cook Islands, Georgia, India, Indonesia, Kazakhstan, Kiribati, the Lao People’s Democratic Republic, 
Nauru, Nepal, Palau, Samoa, Solomon Islands, and Tajikistan.

Appendix 4 Table: continued
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APPENDIX 5

Summary of ADB Staff Survey 
Responses

n = 130 No. Share
Part  I: Organizational Focus and Support  
What is your view about the relevance of capacity development to ADB’s 
corporate vision and strategic agenda under Strategy 2020? Check 1 box only

 

70 54%
36 28%
14 11%
5 4%
5 4%
0 0%

What is your view about ADB’s role in supporting capacity development? 
Check 1 box only

 

37 28%
39 30%
21 16%
28 22%
5 4%
0 0%

Please specify the sectors in which you view ADB as a major supporter of 
capacity development, if any
Are you aware of ADB’s medium term framework and action plan for 
capacity development? Check 1 box only

 

18 14%
40 31%
50 38%
22 17%
0 0%

What is your view about ADB’s medium-term framework and action plan 
for capacity development? Check 1 box only

 

8 6%
36 28%
29 22%
10 8%
43 33%
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n = 130 No. Share
4 3%

Have you ever used ADB’s practical guide to capacity development in a 
sector context; and was it useful? Check 1 box only

 

5 4%
20 15%
10 8%
3 2%

88 68%
4 3%

What is your view about the adequacy of technical guidance and tools 
available to ADB staff in capacity development? Check 1 box only

 

7 5%
31 24%
33 25%
30 23%
21 16%
8 6%

What is your view about the adequacy of training and leaning and 
development support to ADB staff in capacity development? Check 1 box 
only

 

8 6%
25 19%
30 23%
48 37%
11 8%
8 6%

What is your view about how ADB can improve its overall organizational 
focus and support in capacity development? Check up to 4 boxes

 

63 48%
38 29%
41 32%
42 32%
41 32%
60 46%
29 22%

support
60 46%

8 6%
0 0%
17 13%

Please specify up to three actions ADB should take to improve its overall 
organizational focus and support in capacity development: 

Appendix 5 Table: continued
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n = 130 No. Share
Part II: Operational Performance  
What are the major capacity development needs in DMCs? Check up to 4 
boxes

 

22 17%
78 60%
75 58%

management
53 41%

45 35%
15 12%
36 28%

and oversight bodies)  
45 35%

8 6%
22 17%

What type(s) of capacity development support is most effective in meeting 
DMCs’ needs? Check up to 5 boxes

 

competencies of staff  
53 41%

44 34%

changes
46 35%

standards and broader lessons  
40 31%

domestic context 
63 48%

international experiences
67 52%

38 29%
18 14%
51 39%
9 7%

22 17%
What type(s) of capacity development support is ADB best able to deliver? 
Check up to 5 boxes

 

competencies of staff  
55 42%

65 50%

changes
43 33%

standards and broader lessons  
45 35%

domestic context 
38 29%

Appendix 5 Table: continued
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n = 130 No. Share

international experiences
53 41%

33 25%
15 12%
33 25%
6 5%

22 17%
How do you view the alignment of ADB’s capacity development support to 
DMC priorities? Check 1 box only

 

9 7%
32 25%
54 42%
3 2%

10 8%
22 17%

What is your view about the capacity development focus of ADB’s 
consultations during CPS preparations? Check 1 box only

 

3 2%
24 18%
29 22%
25 19%
26 20%
23 18%

What is your view about the capacity development focus of ADB’s 
consultations during project, program, and/or TA preparations? Check 1 
box only

 

12 9%
25 19%
45 35%
11 8%
14 11%
23 18%

How do you view the level of capacity development financial resources 
provided by ADB? Check 1 box only

 

3 2%
15 12%
52 40%
27 21%
11 8%
22 17%
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n = 130 No. Share
What is your view about the quality of support provided by ADB to achieve 
sustainable capacity development results? Check 1 box only

 

4 3%
28 22%
35 27%
34 26%
7 5%

22 17%
How do you view ADB’s flexibility in implementing its projects, programs, 
and/or TA to respond to capacity development needs? Check 1 box only

 

5 4%
30 23%
44 34%
18 14%
9 7%

24 18%
What is your view about ADB’s strengths in capacity development? Check 
up to 3 boxes

 

concepts and objectives 
31 24%

strategies and plans 
46 35%

development process 
29 22%

engagement
24 18%

capacity development 
27 21%

21 16%
4 3%

22 17%
24 18%

Please specify any ADB project(s), program(s), and/or TA(s) that was 
successful in developing institutional capacities, and why
What is your view about ADB’s weaknesses in capacity development? 
Check up to 3 boxes

 

44 34%
26 20%

capacity development 
47 36%

28 22%

development activities 
42 32%
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n = 130 No. Share

development activities
30 23%

4 3%
14 11%
25 19%

Please specify any ADB project(s), program(s), and/or TA(s) that was 
unsuccessful in developing institutional capacities, and why
What is your view about ADB’s best role in relation to capacity 
development support? Check up to 3 boxes only

 

resources 
39 30%

resources only
23 18%

make institutions effective
62 48%

64 49%

off role 
29 22%

2 2%
0 0%

27 21%
What is your view about ADB’s effectiveness in coordinating with other aid 
agencies in relation to capacity development support? Check 1 box only

 

7 5%
26 20%
27 21%
30 23%
12 9%
28 22%

Please specify any ADB project(s), program(s), and/or TA(s) that was 
successful in coordinating with other aid agencies to achieve sustainable 
capacity development results, and why
Please specify up to three actions ADB should take to improve its 
operational effectiveness in capacity development
Please provide any other comments relevant to the review of ADB’s 
approach to capacity development

ADB = Asian Development Bank, CPS = country partnership strategy, DMC = developing member country,  
TA = technical assistance.

Appendix 5 Table: continued
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Capacity Development in ADB Operations
Review of the Medium-Term Framework and Action Plan for Capacity Development 

Strategy 2020 of the Asian Development Bank (ADB) prioritizes capacity development alongside  
good governance as “drivers of change” and puts them deeper into the mainstream of ADB operations.  
The Midterm Review of Strategy 2020 observed that weak governance and institutional capacities continue 
to constrain the development prospects of many developing members. It found that capacity development 
was generally viewed as not being well integrated in ADB operations. To better understand and explain these 
findings, ADB reviewed its existing approach, as expressed in the Medium-Term Framework and Action Plan 
for capacity development. This report presents the findings and recommendations of the first comprehensive 
review of the framework since it was adopted in 2007.

About the Asian Development Bank

ADB’s vision is an Asia and Pacific region free of poverty. Its mission is to help its developing member 
countries reduce poverty and improve the quality of life of their people. Despite the region’s many successes, 
it remains home to half of the world’s extreme poor. ADB is committed to reducing poverty through inclusive 
economic growth, environmentally sustainable growth, and regional integration. 

Based in Manila, ADB is owned by 67 members, including 48 from the region. Its main instruments for 
helping its developing member countries are policy dialogue, loans, equity investments, guarantees, grants, 
and technical assistance.
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