
G. ANALYSIS OF REPORTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE PRESIDENT AND FACTORS 

RAISED DURING STAFF INTERVIEWS 

 

I. ANALYSIS OF REPORTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE PRESIDENT 

 

A. Introduction 

 

1. Extensive changes to project designs and business processes, the addition of new lending 

modalities, and other influences imply that recently approved project designs are likely to be quite 

different from past projects. An analysis was therefore made of reports and recommendations of the 

President (RRPs) approved from 1 July 2016 to 30 June 2017 which were then compared with a baseline 

of 2009. The baseline year of 2009 was selected because streamlined business processes, including 

changes to the format of the RRP, were introduced in 2010. The main question Evaluation asked was 

whether there were any indications of improvements in project design from 2009 to 2016–2017. 

 

2. All 63 RRPs for sovereign operations approved in 2009 were selected for the baseline analysis. Of 

the 100 sovereign investment projects supported by ADB financing (OCR and/or ADF but excluding policy-

based lending) that were approved from 1 July 2016 to 30 June 2017, 63 RRPs were selected to compare 

with those approved in 2009. Of the 2016–2017 sample, 62% of the RRPs were drawn from infrastructure 

(transport, water and urban, and energy) compared with 78% in 2009. In 2016–2017, there was less use 

of multitranche financing facilities (MFFs) or sector loans than in 2009, particularly MFFs. Two results-

based lending (RBL) projects were included in the RRPs from 2016–2017. Conventional project loans 

represented 78% of the RRPs for 2016–2017 and 54% in 2009. 

 

Table G.1: RRPs from 2009 and 2016–2017, 

by Sector and Modality 

Sector and Modality 

2016–2017 2009 

No. % No. % 

Sector 

ANR 7 11.1 7 11.1 

EDU 4 6.3 1 1.6 

ENE 10 15.9 12 19.0 

FIN 3 4.8 2 3.2 

PSM 5 7.9 1 1.6 

TRA 22 34.9 19 30.2 

WUS 7 11.1 18 28.6 

Others 5 7.9 3 4.8 

Total 63 100.0 63 100.0 

Modality 

Sector  6 9.5 10 15.9 

MFF 6 9.5 19 30.2 

RBL 2 3.2 0 0.0 

Loan  49 77.8 34 54.0 

Total 63 100.0 63 100.0 

ANR = agriculture, natural resources, and rural development, EDU = education, 

ENE = energy, FIN = finance, MFF = multitranche financing facility, RBL = results-

based lending, PSM = public sector management, TRA = transport, WUS = water 

and other urban infrastructure and services. 

Source: Asian Development Bank Independent Evaluation Department. 
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3. Seven factors directly influencing project design and preparation were assessed in terms of their 

importance to improving process efficiency and the likely economic efficiency and sustainability of project 

outcomes: (i) project identification, (ii) project preparation, (iii) project readiness, (iv) capacity 

assessments and activities, (v) use of new technology and design features, (vi) use of country systems, 

and (vii) risk assessment and DMF design. These factors are explained further in Chapter 2, Box 2 in the 

main text. The factors were based on relevant variables operationalized in ADB’s 2014 quality at entry 

questionnaire,
1
 variables listed in ADB’s project-readiness checklists, and factors raised during interviews 

with senior project staff. 

 

4. For this supplementary linked document, the results of the analysis of the 2009 and 2016–2017 

RRPs are presented in terms of each of the factors and their effect on efficiency and sustainability. In 

several cases, the factors affect both. 

 

B. Project Identification Factors 

 

5. Project identification is a vital first step in the project cycle and it can have a significant effect on 

process efficiency, economic efficiency and sustainability as shown in Table G.2. 

• In 70% of new projects there was a reference to the executing agency’s prior experience with 

ADB, compared with 63% in 2009. 

• The use of the new, and almost mandatory, pre-concept review was just starting to be noticed 

in the new projects.  

• Statements on government commitment were slightly more frequent in the new RRPs (52%) than 

in 2009 (49%).  

• MFFs were more common in the 2009 RRPs than in those from 2016–2017. The choice of 

modality is identified in the concept paper, which is an output of project identification. The 

greater use of MFFs in 2009 provided more resources for preparation, benefiting the more recent 

projects. 

 

Table G.2: Project Identification Factors in 2009 and 2016–2017 RRPs (%) 

RRP Year 

Executing Agency 

has Prior 

Experience with 

ADB 

RRP Mentions 

Government 

Commitment 

Pre-Concept 

Review 

Use of MFF 

(see Table G.1) 

2016–2017  69.8 52.4 4.8 9.5 

2009  63.5 49.2 0.0 30.2 

Source: Asian Development Bank Independent Evaluation Department. 

 

C. Project Preparation Factors 

 

6. A variety of project preparation factors can impact efficiency (both process and economic 

efficiency) and sustainability. As mentioned by staff during interviews, the experience and resources 

available to the ADB project team are important. However, no data on the experience of the ADB project 

officer or the costs of preparation for ADB were available. The factors addressed in this section concern 

use of TA for preparation and the volume of total resources for preparation. These are important for 

project preparation, particularly for larger and/or more complex projects.  Subsequent sections address 

other factors that are distinct subjects and which are also addressed as part of project preparation.  

 

                                                           
1
 ADB 2014. Project Quality at Entry 2012-2013. Manila. Internal unpublished report.  
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7. As shown in Table G.3, 54% of the 2016–2017 projects used project preparatory TA (PPTA) or 

transaction TA (TRTA) for project preparation compared with 42% of the 2009 projects. MFFs, which 

were widely used in 2009 (30% of total projects), provided resources for thorough project preparation 

and for sector work (i.e., to improve project identification, as noted above). Cofinancing also grew by 

172% from 2010 to 2016.
2
 Both sources have increased the resources for project preparation at the same 

time as the relative volume of TRTA has declined.
3
  

 

Table G.3: Use of Technical Assistance in  

Project Preparation in 2009 and 2016–2017 RRPs (%) 

RRP Year PPTA or TRTA 

2016–2017  54.0 

2009  41.3 

PPTA = project preparatory technical assistance, RRP = report and 

recommendation of the President, TRTA = transaction TA 

Source: Asian Development Bank Independent Evaluation Department. 

 

D. Project Readiness Factors 

 

8. Project readiness is improving for several reasons. Project-readiness has a direct impact on 

process efficiency and sustainability and leads to well-designed infrastructure that is ready to be 

implemented. More complete designs mean that durability and operational and maintenance issues can 

be thoroughly considered, as shown in Table G.4. 

• 67% of the sample of 2016-2017 projects had a detailed design available at approval but only 

one project in the 2009 sample (1.6%) was design-ready at approval. 

• 84% of the new projects used the project-readiness filter that was introduced in 2007 compared 

with 41% of 2009 projects. 

• 57% of 2016–2017 projects used retroactive financing or fast start-up compared with 63% in 

2009 (this slightly lower percentage in the newer projects may reflect the fact that fewer of them 

were infrastructure projects).  

• 76% of the new projects used advance contracting for services and civil works, compared with 

70% in 2009, and 8% made use of project design advances (PDAs
4
), a consequence of the 2015 

reform (most of the increase in design-readiness seen in the new projects is due to other 

mechanisms, including use of, TA loans, bilaterally-funded TA and possibly use of governments’ 

own funds). 

 

Table G.4: Fast Start-up and Readiness Measures in 2009 and 2016–2017 RRPs (%) 

RRP Year 

Retroactive 

Financing or 

Fast Start-Up 

Advance 

Contracting 

Detailed 

Design of 

Infrastructure 

Use of 

PDF or 

PDA 

Use of Readiness 

Activities and/or 

Filter 

2016– 

2017  57.1 76.2 66.7 7.9 84.1 

2009  63.5 69.8  1.6 0.0 41.3 

PDA = project design advance , PDF = project design facility, RRP = report and recommendation of the President. 
Source: Asian Development Bank Independent Evaluation Department. 

 

 

 

  

                                                           
2
  ADB 2017, 2016 Development Effectiveness Report. page 48. 

3
  From 2007 to 2013, the value of preparation TA represented just under 3% of sovereign loans and grants to under 2% in 2015–

2016 (ADB 2017. Technical Assistance Reforms—Improving the Speed, Relevance, and Quality of Technical Assistance Operations. 

Manila).  

4
 While the use of PDAs has increased since the 2014 reforms, only four PDAs were approved in 2015 and five were approved in 

2016. 
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E. Capacity Assessments and Activities 

 

9. Capacity enhancements benefit process efficiency, sustainability and eventually economic 

efficiency, as shown in Table G.5. 

• In all the 2016–2017 projects, human and institutional capacity development to enhance 

sustainability was included through project components or other TA referred to in the RRP. By 

contrast 75% of the 2009 RRPs referred to such capacity development.  

• 70% of the new projects provided this support via a loan component, compared with 51% in 

2009.  

• Of the new projects, 2% proposed a post-project training program compared with none in 2009.  

• The potential for scaling-up was mentioned in a quarter of projects in 2016–2017, a small 

increase from 2009. 

 

10. The quality of the project administration manual (PAM) has improved since 2009 in line with an 

instruction (PAI 1.05 Revised) of April 2010. A review of a sample of 2009 and 2016–2017 PAMs showed 

the new manuals were more project-specific and had been prepared as part of project preparation (not 

after approval). They were usually discussed with executing and implementing agencies.  

 

Table G.5: Capacity Development and Sustainability Features in 2009 and 2016–2017 RRPs (%) 

RRP Year 

Human or 

Institutional 

Capacity 

Development 

Capacity 

Development  

through 

attached TA 

PIU Post- 

Project 

Training 

Capacity 

Development 

via ADB or 

other TA 

Capacity 

Development  

through Loan Scaling-up 

2016– 

2017  100.0 33.3 1.6 30.2 69.8 25.4 

2009  74.6 19.0 0.0 42.9 50.8 22.2 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, PIU = project implementation unit, RRP = report and recommendation of the President, 

TA = technical assistance 

Source: Asian Development Bank Independent Evaluation Department. 

 

F. Use of New Technology and Features  

 

11. The use of new technology and procurement practices can benefit process efficiency, economic 

efficiency, and sustainability (Table G.6).   

• 14% of the 2016–2017 projects proposed technology as an efficiency measure, compared with 

33% in 2009. There was little change in in the newer projects with regard to technology proposed 

for sustainability, which would also benefit project efficiency. Since technology is often proposed 

for infrastructure projects, this apparent decline may be due to the smaller percentage of them 

in the 2016–2017 projects. 

• Use of resilience features such as “climate proofing” of infrastructure increased, with 64% of the 

new infrastructure projects including resilience features compared with 13% in 2009. Resilience 

benefits economic efficiency and sustainability.  

• In 19% of the 2016–2017 RRPs and 8% of the 2009 RRPs, maintenance was to be contracted out 

to mainly private entities using performance-based maintenance. This increased the potential for 

more efficient delivery of maintenance, i.e., process efficiency and economic efficiency, and an 

improvement in likely sustainability. 

• In 18% of the 2016–2017 RRPs, public private partnerships were proposed, compared with 26% 

in 2009. Part of this apparent decline may be explained by the smaller percentage of 

infrastructure projects in the 2016–2017 RRPs.  
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Table G.6: Efficient Technology and Procurement in 2009 and 2016–2017 RRPs (%) 

RRP Year 

Efficiency 

Variables 

(Technology) 

Sustainability 

Variables 

(Technology) 

Resilient 

Infrastructure PPPs 

Performance-

Based 

Maintenance 

2016–2017  14.3 20.6 63.5 18.0 19.0 

2009  33.3 22.2 12.7 26.0 8.0 

PPP = public–private partnership, RRP = report and recommendation of the President. 

Source: Asian Development Bank Independent Evaluation Department. 

 

Systems and Policies 

 

12. There are opportunities to design asset management systems and policies on financing that 

would strengthen likely sustainability, and therefore enhance economic efficiency, as shown in Table G.7. 

• 65% of 2016–2017 projects included support to improve operation and maintenance systems, 

compared with 48% in the 2009 projects.  

• Over 41% of the new projects included covenants or measures to provide funds from the 

government budget, compared with 27% in 2009.  

• In contrast, the use of sources of maintenance to be derived from dedicated maintenance funds 

was 14% in 2016–2017, down from 24% in 2009.  

• Policies on tariffs and tolls to increase recurrent revenues were present in 38% of 2016–2017 

RRPs, compared with 30% in 2009. 

• Support for policies, plans and masterplans remained above 50% in 2016–2017 projects. The 

slight decline from 2009 may be due to the smaller percentage of infrastructure projects in recent 

RRPs. 

 

Table G.7: Systems, Finance and Policies for Sustainability in 2009 and 2016–2017 RRPs (%) 

RRP Year O&M Systems 

O&M Finance 

(Dedicated 

Fund) 

O&M Finance 

Recurrent 

Budgets 

Tariffs and 

Tolls 

Policies, Plans 

and 

Masterplans 

2016–2017  65.1 14.3 41.3 38.1 51 

2009  47.6 23.8 27.0 30.2 59 

O&M = operation and maintenance, RRP = report and recommendation of the President.  

Source: Asian Development Bank Independent Evaluation Department. 

 

New Sustainability Features 

 

13. Direct support for sustainability increased through the inclusion of enhanced resilience features 

as shown above. Table G.8 shows how other sustainability issues and features were addressed in the 

2016–2017 RRPs compared with the 2009 RRPs. 

• 14% of the new projects had a conservation, biodiversity, or natural capital focus, compared with 

10% in 2009. 

• 16% of new projects supported energy-efficiency measures, compared with 20% in 2009, 

although there were fewer energy projects in the recent RRPs. 

• 5% of the new projects proposed enhanced financialization of the sector, compared with none 

in 2009. 

• 16% of new projects proposed social and environmental sustainability measures (post-project), 

compared with 21% in 2009. 

• Almost 50% of the 2016–2017 projects referred to supporting one or more of the Sustainable 

Development Goals (SDGs). 

 

14. The 2016 DEfR showed that 55% of ADB operations supported gender mainstreaming over 2012–

2014, compared with 47% over 2010–2012.  
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Table G.8: New Sustainability Areas in 2009 and 2016–2017 RRPs (%) 

RRP Year 

Conservation, 

Biodiversity, 

Natural Capital 

Focus 

Energy 

Efficiency 

Financialization 

of the Sector 

Reference 

to SDGs 

Post-Project E&S 

Measures 

2016–2017  14.3 15.9 4.8 47.6 15.9 

2009  9.5 20.6 0.0 n.a. 20.6 

E&S = environment and safety, n.a. = not applicable, RRP = report and recommendation of the President, SDG = Sustainable 

Development Goal.  

Source: Asian Development Bank Independent Evaluation Department. 

 

G. Use of Country Systems 

 

15. Use of country systems engenders ownership and commitment that will benefit implementation 

and on-going operations, strengthening the sustainability of results. As shown in Table G.9, of the 2016–

2017 RRPs, 48% used country systems for procurement, 65% for financial management, and 3% for 

safeguards. In 2009, the figures were 14% for procurement, 6% for financial management, and 0% for 

safeguards. 

 

Table G.9: Use of Country Systems in 2009 and 2016–2017 RRPs (%) 

RRP Year 

 

Procurement 

Public 

Financial 

Management Safeguards 

Various New 

Measures 

2016–2017  47.6 65.1 3.2 31.8 

2009  14.3 6.4 0.0 12.7 

RRP = report and recommendation of the President.  

Source: Asian Development Bank Independent Evaluation Department. 

  

 

H. Risk assessment and DMF design 

 

16. Table G.10 shows how other sustainability issues and features were addressed in the 2016–2017 

RRPs compared with the 2009 RRPs. 

• In 78% of the new projects, sustainability was identified as a risk in the risk section of the RRP 

with proposed mitigation, compared with 60% in 2009.  

• Sustainability was recognized as a risk in the design and monitoring framework (DMF) in 78% of 

the new projects compared with 29% of the 2009 projects.  

• In 27% of the new projects, there was a specific reference to sustainability in the DMF’s impact 

statement, compared with 22% in the 2009 projects.   

• Of the new projects, 87% of outputs had indicators related to sustainability, compared with 38% 

in 2009. 

 

17. New projects show more assessments of risks for sustainability that are country and project-

specific. New projects appear to be benefiting from previous experience. 

 

Table G.10: Treatment of Sustainability in RRP Text and DMF  

in 2009 and 2016–2017 RRPs (%) 

RRP Year 

Sustainability 

Risk in RRP, 

and 

Proposed 

Mitigation 

Sustainability 

Risk in DMF 

DMF 

Impact 

Statement 

DMF outcomes 

(Statement, 

Indicators) 

DMF outputs 

(Statement, 

Indicators) 

2016–2017  77.8 77.8 27.0 33.3 85.7 

2009  60.3 28.6 22.22 23.81 38.10 

DMF = design and monitoring framework, RRP = report and recommendation of the President.  

Source: Asian Development Bank Independent Evaluation Department. 
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18. Process efficiency, for example due to a risk of implementation delay, was addressed in 86% of 

the 2016–2017 RRPs, compared with 71% of the 2009 RRPs as shown in Table G.11. 

 

Table G.11: Process Efficiency Risk Mentioned in DMF  

in 2009 and 2016–2017 RRPs (%) 

RRP Year Process efficiency risk in DMF 

2016–2017  85.7% 

2009  71.4% 

DMF = design and monitoring framework,RRP = report and recommendation of 

the President  

Source: Asian Development Bank Independent Evaluation Department. 

 

II. CHANGES IN SELECTED PROJECT DESIGN AND PREPARATION PRACTICES 

 

The statistical analyses of evaluated projects (Supplementary Document F) identified four factors related 

to project design and preparation that had a significant influence on the efficiency and sustainability 

outcomes of development projects. To ascertain whether there have been recent changes in ADB’s design 

and preparation practices, the projects approved in 2009 and 2016–2017 were compared in terms of (i) 

number of project components, (ii) use of PPTA, (iii) the project’s main location impact, and (iv) the 

project’s level of environmental risk (Table G.12).  

 

19. In general, the two periods exhibited similar trends in terms of the proportions of the selected 

design and preparation factors. The differences were statistically insignificant except for the rural–urban 

mix of projects. Significantly more projects with a high impact on both rural and urban areas (both 

nationwide and regional) were approved in 2016–2017.  

 

Table G.12: Comparison of Selected Project Design and Preparation Related Factors  

in 2009 and 2016–2017 RRPs (%) 

Project Design and Preparation Factors 

Proportion Difference 

Between 

Proportions 

Test
a 

2009  

RRPs 

 (n=63) 

2016–2017 

RRPs  

(n=63) 

Design Complexity 

   (no. of components) 

   

1–2 components 0.30 0.33 ns 

3–7 components 0.70 0.67 ns 

Use of Project Preparatory TA (PPTA) 

   

With PPTA 0.43 0.54 ns 

Without PPTA 0.57 0.46 ns 

Location Impact 

   

Rural 0.30 0.16 * 

Urban 0.27 0.09 *** 

Both (includes nationwide and regional) 0.43 0.75 *** 

Environmental Safeguards Category 

   

Category A and B (high or medium risk) 0.87 0.81 ns 

Category C and FI (low or no risk) 0.13 0.19 ns 

Note: * = significant at 10%, *** = significant at 1%, ns = not significant 

FI = financial intermediary , PPTA = project preparatory TA, RRP = report and recommendation of the 

President, TA = technical assistance. 

a 
The ‘two-proportion z-test’ test procedure was used to test the significance of difference between 

proportions. A. Bluman. 2009. Testing the Difference Between Two Means, Two Variances, and Two 

Proportions. In Elementary Statistics: A Step-By-Step Approach. 7 ed. New York: McGraw-Hill. 

Source: Asian Development Bank Independent Evaluation Department. 
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III. ANALYSIS OF FACTORS FROM STAFF INTERVIEWS 

 

20. Interviews with 31 sector directors, sector leads and project administration unit (PAU) heads were 

undertaken (Table G.16). The interviews followed the general structure of the interview guide attached 

to this appendix (Table G.15). There were variations to the questions asked in response to the time 

available for each interview and the flow of the discussion.  

 

21. A qualitative summary of the key points of the interviews is provided in Chapter 3 of the main 

text. Table G.13 lists the frequency of positive mentions of 27 factors respondents felt were important 

for good project design and preparation for process efficiency, economic efficiency and sustainability. 

Only one positive mention for each of the 31 factors per interview was counted for the purposes of Table 

G.13, i.e., if a factor was mentioned positively more than once in the interview it was counted only once. 

 

22. In general, the responses to questions on the importance of factors were not specifically related 

to whether they applied to process efficiency, economic efficiency or sustainability or a combination of 

one or more of these dimensions. However, in several cases the connection of these factors to the three 

dimensions was clear from the context and this is brought out below in discussion of the top 15 factors 

shown in Table G.14. 

 

23. It is important to note that the identification of factors as important for design and preparation 

does not imply causality. There are complex interactions between the factors and the ADB project team’s 

ability to diagnose problem, constraints and solutions. The frequency count shown in Table G.13 does, 

however, provide a description of what factors were discussed in a positive sense for design and 

preparation in the interviews. 

 

Table G.13: Frequency of Positive Mentions 

Factor 

Number of Positive 

Mentions 

1.  Project Identification  

Country context  9 

Dialogue and stakeholder analysis 10 

Sector analysis 8 

Sector standards, policies, tariff levels  14 

ADB initiatives, e.g., on sustainability 2 

Design simplicity relevance and a sound concept 10 

Pre-concept review and/or peer review 10 

Modalities (including MFF) 7 

Knowledge sharing and partnerships 11 

2. Project Preparation  

Staff and skills 9 

PPTA, TRTA and other preparation resources 15 

Quality of consultants 1 

Use of resident missions for preparation 4 

Implementation arrangements 6 

ADB inter-departmental collaboration 1 

“Soft issues” requiring attention (e.g., SDGs, climate) 3 

RRP length and documentation 6 

PAM quality 2 

Better use of economic analysis 5 

Adequate time available (preparation and implementation) 4 

Post-project systems, training, capacity enhancement 9 

3. Project Readiness 12 

4. Capacity Assessment (and capacity building if gaps) 12 

5. Use of New Technology and Systems  

Technology 7 

Other, e.g. performance-based contracts, PPP 10 

6. Use of Country Systems (1) 1 

7. Risk Assessment and DMF Design 8 

Total Positive Mentions 196 



Linked document G 9 
 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, DMF = design and monitoring framework, MFF = multi-

tranche financing facility, PAM = project/program administration manual, PPP = public–

private partnership, PPTA = project preparatory technical assistance, RRP = report and 

recommendation of the President, SDGs = sustainable development goals, TRTA = transaction 

technical assistance. 

Note: (1) the apparent low support for country systems is misleading; country systems are likely 

to be generally supported. 

Source: Asian Development Bank Independent Evaluation Department.   

 

24. . The relevance of factors was considered easier to discern by focusing on the most frequently 

positively mentioned factors. Table G.14 presents the top 15 factors based on frequency of positive 

mentions and the percentage of staff that were interviewed that responded positively that gives an idea 

of the relative importance of factors with two important qualifications:  

a. The interviews were open to some extent, meaning not all staff were asked the same 

questions due to the flow of the interview and in addition questions varied for PAU and 

Sector staff. 

b. Some factors, such as use of country systems, were not specifically mentioned by most 

staff but it is quite likely they would have been generally supported. Similar comments 

apply to other factors i.e. staff support for them may be greater than indicated. 

 

25. Because of the limitations in interpreting the percentage of support provided by staff, they were 

ranked to show relative importance.  By focusing only upon the 15 most important factors, it is easier to 

identify their relevance to process efficiency, economic efficiency and sustainability as shown also in Table 

G.13. 

 

Table G.14: Top 15 Factors by Dimension 

  
Factor Dimension 

Frequency of 

Positive 

Mention 

% of 31 staff 

Mentioning as 

Positive 

Rank 

  
Process 

Efficiency 
Economic 

Efficiency 
Sustainability 

1. Project 

Identification 

            

• Country 

context 

√ √ √ 9 29.0% 6 

• Dialogue/ 

stakeholder 

analysis 

√ √ √ 10 32.3% 5 

• Sector 

analysis 

√ √ √ 8 25.8% 7 

• Sector 

standards, 

policies, tariff 

levels  

  

  

√ √ 14 45.2% 2 

• Design 

simplicity 

relevance/ 

sound 

concept 

√ √ √ 10 32.3% 5 

• Pre-concept 

review/ peer 

review 

√ √ √ 10 32.3% 5 

• Modalities 

(incl. MFF) 

√ √ √ 7 22.6% 8 
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Factor Dimension 
Frequency of 

Positive 

Mention 

% of 31 staff 

Mentioning as 

Positive 

Rank 

  
Process 

Efficiency 
Economic 

Efficiency 
Sustainability 

• Knowledge 

sharing/ 

partnerships 

√ √ √ 11 35.5% 4 

2. Project 

Preparation 

            

• Staff/ skills √ √ √ 9 29.0% 6 

• TA resources √ √ √ 15 48.4% 1 

• Post-project 

systems/ 

training/ 

capacity 

enhancement 

    √ 9 29.0% 6 

3. Project readiness √ √ √ 12 38.7% 3 

4. Capacity 

assessment (and 

capacity building 

if gaps) 

√   √ 12 38.7% 3 

5. Use of new 

technology  

            

• Technology   √ √ 7 22.6% 8 

• Other e.g. 

performance- 

based 

contracts, 

PPP 

  √ √ 10 32.3% 5 

Source: Asian Development Bank Independent Evaluation Department. 
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Table G.15: Interview Template for Sector and Project Administration Unit Heads 

Name of person met and position: 

Present from IED: 

Date: 

Introduction: 

• Purpose of interview 

• Description of scope of AER, Chapter 3 

• Methodology, focus, and timeline 

1. What in your experience are the key attributes of good-design and project 

preparation? 

(e.g. top features) 

2. What are the necessary pre-conditions for sound identification and good project 

preparation implementation? 

(e.g. top features) 

3. What are the necessary pre-conditions for effective and efficient implementation? 

4. What in your experience are the main things ADB has done to improve project 

preparation? 

5. What in your experience are the main things ADB has done to improve project 

efficiency? 

6. What in your experience are the main things ADB has done to improve project 

sustainability? 

7. Can ADB do more to improve project identification, preparation and implementation? 

8. What are the relevant contemporary challenges facing ADB for sound identification, 

preparation and implementation? 

9. What can ADB do to improve its value-added for projects and clients? 

10. Overall comments? 

Specific questions or variations on above for PAU officers 

• What could be done to reduce delays in the period from identification to 

approval? 

What could be done to reduce delays between approval and effectiveness? 

• What are the key things that could be done to strengthen supervision? 

• The number investment projects designed and costed at approval is an 

important factor, is there any indicator to measure this? For example, how long 

does procurement packaging take to be approved? 

• Do delays vary significantly by country or more by project or agency?  

ADB = Asian Development Bank, AER = annual evaluation review, IED = Independent Evaluation Department,  

PAU = portfolio administration unit. 

Source: Asian Development Bank Independent Evaluation Department. 

 

Table G.16: List of ADB Personnel Interviewed (November–December 2017) 

Date of 

Interview 

Name Position 

6 Nov 1. Ki Joon Kim Chairperson, Transport Group, and Principal 

Transport Specialist, SDCC 

2. Steven Lewis-Workman Senior Transport Specialist, SDCC 

3. Ashok Bhargava Chairperson, Energy Group and   

Director, CWEN 

7 Nov 4. Andrew Jeffries Director, SEEN 

5. Hiroaki Yamaguchi Director, SETC 

6. Dong Kyu Lee OIC and Unit Head of Project Administration, 

SATC 

7. Priyantha Cabral Wijayatunga Director, SAEN 

8 Nov 8. Manmohan Parkash Advisor, OSFMD 
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Date of 

Interview 

Name Position 

9. Aruna K. Wanniachchi 

Kankanamalage 

Senior Energy Specialist, SEEN 

10. Rustam Ishenaliev Principal Infrastructure Specialist, PATE 

11. Tyrrell Duncan Former Technical Advisor, Transport Group and 

Director, EATC (retired) 

12. Narendra Singru Principal Portfolio Management Specialist, CWTC 

10 Nov 13. Artur Andrysiak Senior Management Specialist, Results 

Management and Aid Effectiveness Division, SPD 

13 Nov 

and 8 Dec 

14. Sangay Penjor Director, EASS and Chairperson of Urban Group 

17 Nov 15. Wendy Walker Chief of Social Development Thematic Group, 

SDCC 

16. Jiangfeng Zhang Director, SEER 

17. Inagaki Ayako Director, SEHS 

21 Nov 18.  Robert Guild Director, EATC 

19. Joonho Hwang 

 

Principal Portfolio Management Specialist, CWEN 

22 Nov 

and 8 Dec 

20. Cindy Malvicini Portfolio Management Specialist, SAER 

21. Anders Pettersson  Unit Head of Project Administration, EATC 

22. Oyunchimeg Erdene Senior Transport Specialist, SETC 

23 Nov 23. Yong Ye Director, CWUW 

24 Nov 

and 6 Dec 

24. Yongping Zhai Chief of Energy Sector Group, SDCC 

27 Nov 25. Shigeru Yamamura Director, EAEN 

29 Nov 26. Tom Panella Water Group Sector Head 

27. Akmal Siddiq Director, CWER 

1 Dec 28. Emma Veve Director, PAUS 

29. Qifeng Zhang Director, EAER 

30. Lu Shen Unit Head for Portfolio Administration, CWUW 

31. David Fay Unit Head for Portfolio Administration, Fiji 

resident mission 

CWRD = Central and West Asia Department; CWEN = Energy Division, CWRD; CWER = Environment, Natural Resources 

and Agriculture Division, CWRD; CWTC = Transport Division, CWRD; CWUW = Urban Development and Water Division, 

CWRD; EARD =East Asia Department; EAEN = Energy Division, EARD; EAER = Environment, Natural Resources and 

Agriculture Division, EARD; EASS = Urban and Social Sectors Division, EARD; EATC = Transport Division, EARD; OSFMD 

=  Operations Services and Financial Management Department  (currently known as Procurement, Portfolio and Financial 

Management Department, PPFD); PARD = Pacific Department; PATE = Transport, Energy and Natural Resources Division, 

PARD; PAUS=Urban, Social Development and Public Management Division, PARD; SARD =South Asia Department; SAEN 

= Energy Division, SARD; SAER = Environment, Natural Resources and Agriculture Division, SARD; SATC = Transport 

and Communications Division, SARD; SDCC = Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department; SERD 

=Southeast Asia Department; SEEN = Energy Division, SERD; SEER = Environment, Natural Resources and Agriculture 

Division, SERD; SEHS = Human and Social Development Division, SERD; SETC = Transport Division, SERD; SPD = Strategy, 

Policy, and Review Department.  

Source: Asian Development Bank Independent Evaluation Department. 
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