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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
 

This discussion paper aims to share early thinking on the areas of review of the Asian 
Development Bank (ADB) results framework, including the objectives, scope, guiding principles, 
and possible areas of changes. ADB was the first multilateral development bank to adopt a 
corporate-wide results framework—the primary tool for mainstreaming managing for 
development results across operations. By reporting on progress towards achieving indicators 
with time-bound targets, the results framework can be used to determine whether ADB is on 
track in terms of addressing development challenges of Asia and the Pacific and supporting the 
strategic priorities of its corporate strategy.  
 

In 2015, ADB started to develop a new corporate strategy, and this is currently being 
prepared. Related to this, in November 2015, ADB initiated a review of its corporate results 
framework. The main objectives of reviewing the results framework are to (i) align the results 
framework with the new corporate strategy; (ii) ensure the framework’s continued relevance, 
efficiency, and effectiveness,  therefore reinforcing it as a performance management tool; and 
(iii) develop a framework and targets for beyond 2016 (current targets will expire in 2016). 
 

ADB intends to adopt an updated results framework by early 2017. Initial consultations 
were carried out with Asian Development Fund (ADF) deputies and this discussion paper 
highlights key areas suggested for consideration by ADF deputies. 
 

The ADF deputies have identified the following areas requiring attention: (i) alignment 
with ADB’s new corporate strategy and the Sustainable Development Goals, (ii) inclusive growth, 
(iii) the results framework structure and linkages, (iv) stronger focus on outcome orientation of 
level 2 indicators, (v) gender equity and mainstreaming in ADB projects and gender balance at 
ADB, and (vi) harmonization among multilateral development banks. These and other 
suggestions received from ADF deputies during this and future phases of the consultations will 
be examined as part of the broader consultation process. Preliminary thinking on the objectives 
(section III of this discussion paper) and indicative areas of changes (section VI) have 
incorporated key comments and suggestions received from ADF deputies in November–
December 2015.  
 
 



 

 

 
I. INTRODUCTION 

 
1. This paper provides an update on the status of the review of the Asian Development 
Bank (ADB) results framework. It outlines ADB’s early thinking on the objectives, scope, guiding 
principles, and possible areas of changes related to the results framework. In November 2015, 
ADB initiated consultations with key stakeholders, including Asian Development Fund (ADF) 
deputies, to support the revisions of the results framework and identify areas needing refinement. 
This paper has incorporated initial feedback from the ADF donors. It serves as a preliminary tool 
for further consultations. The paper will be continuously refined based on inputs from ADF 
donors and other stakeholders.  
 
2. ADB has started developing a new corporate strategy to help reposition the institution in 
the rapidly changing global environment and transforming the development landscape of Asia 
and the Pacific. The new strategy will guide ADB’s delivery of its development assistance until 
2030, and will build on the strategic and institutional directions identified in the midterm review of 
Strategy 2020.1 The new corporate results framework will be a management tool that supports 
ADB in monitoring and improving its operations, and achieving its long-term strategic focus.2 By 
reporting on progress towards achieving indicators with time-bound targets, the results 
framework can be used to determine whether ADB is on track in supporting the strategic 
priorities of its new corporate strategy.  
 

II. THE CURRENT RESULTS FRAMEWORK 
 
3. In 2008, ADB was the first multilateral development bank (MDB) to adopt a corporate-
wide results framework—the primary tool for mainstreaming managing for development results 
across its operations. The corporate results framework forms the basis of the annual 
Development Effectiveness Review (DEfR) report, with a scorecard showing where ADB has 
been successful, its remaining challenges, and required remedial actions.3 
 
4. The current corporate results framework was approved by the Board of Directors in 2008 
and refined in 2011 and 2014 (Appendix 1). It has four levels with 91 performance indicators and 
targets for 2016:  

(i) Level 1: Asia and Pacific development outcomes 
(ii) Level 2: Core outputs and outcomes of ADB and ADF operations 
(iii) Level 3: Operational effectiveness 
(iv) Level 4: Organizational effectiveness 

 
III. OBJECTIVES AND SCOPE OF THE REVIEW 

 
5. Since 2008, the results framework has succeeded in generating insights on ADB’s 
performance and helped Management determine necessary reforms. In light of recent 
international developments, such as the adoption of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) 
and the Paris Agreement on climate change, and ADB’s implementation experience, the main 
objectives of reviewing the results framework are to (i) align the framework to the new corporate 
strategy; (ii) ensure its continued relevance, efficiency, and effectiveness, therefore reinforcing it 

                                                
1
 ADB. 2014. Midterm Review of Strategy 2020: Meeting the Challenges of a Transforming Asia and Pacific. Manila. 

2
 ADB. 2008. Strategy 2020: The Long-Term Strategic Framework of the Asian Development Bank, 2008–2020. 

Manila. 
3
 The DEfR report has been published annually since 2007.  

 See http://beta.adb.org/documents/series/development-effectiveness-review 
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as a performance management tool; and (iii) extend the results framework to beyond 2016 
(current targets will expire in 2016).  
  
6. The review will examine changes in ADB’s operational context and strategy, lessons 
learned, emerging good practices, and feedback from stakeholders. This will lead to 
recommendations for specific improvements on the structure of the results framework, 
performance indicators, targets, and scorecard methodology.  
 

IV. PRELIMINARY RESULTS FROM CONSULTATIONS WITH                                                 
ASIAN DEVELOPMENT FUND DEPUTIES  

 
7. As part of initial consultations with ADF deputies, ADB sought comments through an 
online forum and received useful suggestions for consideration (Appendix 2).4  
 

8. ADF deputies have identified several key areas requiring attention: (i) alignment with 
ADB’s new corporate strategy and the SDGs, (ii) inclusive growth, (iii) the results framework 
structure and linkages, (iv) stronger focus on outcome orientation of level 2 indicators, (v) gender 
equity and mainstreaming in ADB projects and gender balance at ADB, and (vi) harmonization 
among MDBs. Table 1 summarizes the key comments from ADF deputies.  
 

Table 1: Key Improvement Areas Suggested by Asian Development Fund Deputies 
Key Area Level Comments 

Inclusive Growth 1–4 
 

 

Further sharpen the definition and measures of inclusive growth. 
 
Ensure a more outcome-oriented approach to inclusive growth. 
 
Strengthen country diagnostics related to inclusive growth in the 
country partnership strategies.  
 
Enhance targeting interventions at low-income and vulnerable 
groups in project design and measuring outcomes related to 
inclusive growth.  
 
Measure which ADB projects have made a material contribution to 
inclusive growth. 

Sustainable Development 
Goals 

1–4 
 

Provide an overarching framework for ADB's future activities 
anchored in SDGs and align level 2 and 3 indicators to SDGs. 

Stronger Focus on 
Outcomes 

2 Enhance outcome orientation in the results framework. 
 
Move away from using indicators that are outputs or inputs. 

Gender Equity 2–4 
 

 

Include more gender-disaggregated data. 
 
Make more ambitious targets for operational performance and ADB 
staffing. 

Results Framework 
Structure and Linkages 

1–4 
 
 

Review adequacy of current indicators and focus more on outcome 
(rather than output) indicators. 
 
Develop closer linkages between levels, especially levels 1 and 2. 
 
Maintain flexibility in the results framework. 
 
 

                                                
4
  Comments were posted by ADF deputies during November–December 2015.  
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Key Area Level Comments 

Alignment with Strategy 
2030  

1–4 Ensure alignment between the results framework and Strategy 
2030. 

Harmonization Among 

Multilateral Development 
Banks 

1–4 
 

Address duplication and over-representing of development results 
under cofinancing.   
 
Ensure harmonization of data collection methods and indicators. 

Operational Performance 3–4 
 

Measure and report on feedback from client countries and 
beneficiaries related to effectiveness of ADB. 
 
Improve indicators related to measuring ADB’s operational 
performance. 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, SDG = Sustainable Development Goal. 
Source: Asian Development Bank Strategy and Policy Department. 

 
9. These comments and suggestions are valuable feedback for defining the scope of and 
possible revisions to the results framework. This paper has incorporated the feedback on the 
preliminary thinking on the indicative areas of changes (paras. 14–24). ADB will further seek 
comments and suggestions from ADF donors, developing member countries (DMCs), and other 
stakeholders during the future phases of the consultations.  
 

V. INDICATIVE GUIDING PRINCIPLES 
 
10. International good practices and ADB’s own experience point to certain principles that 
should be applied in developing results frameworks. In particular, the principles identified in 
ADB’s 2012–2013 review of the results framework and the 2014 update remain valid. Broadly, 
these principles can be categorized into three aspects of the results framework: relevance, 
efficiency, and effectiveness.   
 
11. Ensure relevance. The results framework is a tool for supporting the achievement of 
ADB’s strategic agenda. Changes to the results framework will be driven by the need to align it 
with the new ADB corporate strategy. As the new strategy will reflect new international 
developments such as the SDGs, this strategic alignment will also ensure that the new results 
framework responds to the new developments. Strategic alignment is key to ensuring that the 
results framework remains relevant.  
 
12. Enhance efficiency. The results framework should serve as a tool for delivering value for 
money, and its design and implementation should reflect considerations of ensuring value for 
money. In this regard, the framework should be designed and implemented efficiently. This 
suggests that ADB should do the following:  

(i) Avoid proliferation of indicators. The indicators should be limited to those that 
are most important to corporate decision making. More detailed information, 
analysis, and indicators should be provided through other tools, such as sector 
and thematic operational plans. A simplified results framework that focuses on a 
more limited set of indicators grounded in the corporate strategy will better 
position ADB to focus attention on key strategic priorities. International experience 
also indicates that a results framework should not be overburdened with too many 
indicators.   

(ii) Ensure cost-effectiveness and comparability of data. Data should be readily 
available or able to be reliably collected. The indicators should permit maximum 
comparability of performance over time. 
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(iii) Harmonize with other multilateral development banks. Opportunities for 
harmonizing with other MDBs should be pursued to facilitate learning and 
augment the exchange among the institutions, where appropriate.5 However, ADB 
should also remain mindful of the value of innovation and recognize that the 
results frameworks are primarily tools to manage strategies and challenges that 
are specific to each organization. 

 
13. Improve effectiveness. The results framework should focus on indicators that measure 
results or have a well-established causality with results. The framework should remain flexible to 
accommodate changes to best support the achievement of the strategy. This is particularly 
important for areas where provisional indicators need to be tested before they are formally 
integrated into the results framework.  
 

VI. INDICATIVE REVIEW AREAS 
 
14. ADF donors’ feedback and ADB’s implementation experience suggest several possible 
areas for incorporation in the new results framework. The ongoing preparation of Strategy 2030 
will provide further guidance to the review of the results framework. Further reflection and 
stakeholder consultation will provide additional inputs to the review. This section presents the 
preliminary areas that can be considered during the review.  
 
15. To identify areas for improving relevance, efficiency, and effectiveness of the results 
framework, the review will reflect past experiences and lessons based on ADB’s implementation 
track record as follows. 

 
A. Aligning with the Strategy   

 
16. The results framework will align with strategic priorities under Strategy 2030. Strategy 
2030 will analyze lessons that have emerged through implementing Strategy 2020 since 2008, 
and will assess ADB’s key achievements, as well as areas for improvement. Early assessment 
indicates that several new developments are particularly relevant for the preparation of the new 
strategy and the results framework, including the new post-2015 SDGs agreed in New York in 
September 2015, and a new climate agreement reached in Paris in December 2015. The review 
will explore ways to align results indicators with the SDGs, especially with the goals relevant to 
the Asia and Pacific regional context and ADB’s strategic directions. Alignment with Strategy 
2030 and with the SDGs will pave the way for consolidation and/or removal of some indicators, 
as the revised framework needs to be more focused on the key strategic priorities. 

 
B. Improving Results Measurements   
 
17. Strengthen the focus on inclusive growth. In preparing Strategy 2030, ADB will 
consider strengthening the focus on inclusive growth. Further consultations on measuring and 
reporting on ADB’s contribution to inclusive growth with internal and external stakeholders will be 
carried out in 2016. The results of these discussions will be appropriately reflected in the updated 
results framework. Possible areas for consideration include (i) further sharpening the definition 
and measures of inclusive growth, (ii) developing a more outcome-oriented approach to inclusive 
growth, (iii) strengthening country diagnostics related to inclusive growth in country partnership 

                                                
5
 ADB was the first MDB to adopt an organization-wide results framework. Consequently, the results frameworks of 

other MDBs are harmonized to a considerable extent with the ADB results framework, with region-specific factors 
and strategic emphasis accounting for most of the differences. 
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strategies, (iv) enhancing targeting interventions at low-income and vulnerable groups in project 
design and measuring outcomes related to inclusive growth, and (v) measuring which ADB 
projects contribute to inclusive growth. 
 
18. Strengthen focus on outcomes. The review will be an opportunity to strengthen the 
focus on development outcomes. Development outcomes are a result of combined resources, 
actions, policies, and measures of developing countries and the private sector, and therefore 
cannot be directly attributed to ADB support. A recent review by the Inter-American Development 
Bank (IADB) suggests that it may be possible to monitor long-term or intermediate outcomes 
using a contribution approach.6 ADB will carefully examine the approaches of the IADB and other 
MDBs.  
 
19. Continue gender mainstreaming. ADB will continue to enhance gender equity and 
mainstreaming in ADB projects and gender balance at ADB, and will reflect these efforts in the 
updated results framework.  
 
20. Improve indicators. There is scope to improve some results indicators. For example, 
given ADB’s emphasis on knowledge generation and sharing, the review should assess how to 
enhance measurement of ADB’s contribution to knowledge. In addition, indicators on internal 
efficiency and human resource management need to be re-examined. There is also scope to 
streamline and consolidate indicators to enhance clarity and strengthen their links with results. It 
is useful for the review to examine ways of using the results framework as a tool to strengthen 
ADB’s capacity and effectiveness in delivering value for money.  

 
C. Enhancing the Structure   
 
21. Results framework as a strategic document. International good practice suggests that 
results frameworks should be driven by strategies rather than by indicators.7 The structure of the 
results framework should ensure that the strategic objectives are prominent, with indicators 
serving as a supporting tool to realize the objectives. Based on this thinking, there is scope to 
improve the structure of the ADB results framework by linking indicators more closely with the 
strategic objectives. Strengthening alignment and articulation between level 1 and level 2 
indicators, specifically within the context of alignment with the SDGs, can enhance the 
coherence of the results framework.  
 
22. Monitoring country development results. The primary purpose of level 1 indicators is 
to monitor the development progress of ADB’s DMCs. The existing ADB results framework also 
sets targets for these indicators. One issue is that the target setting can be arbitrary. Weighing of 
the indicators can also be problematic, as each country has its own development priorities. Other 
MDBs monitor country results. This has provided them with more flexibility in monitoring and 
reporting on country development progress, and helped avoid the problem of arbitrary target 
setting by an MDB. ADB can examine the experience of other MDBs and gauge its relevance for 
ADB. Similar to the Millennium Development Goals indicators, monitoring country results will not 
prevent MDBs from reporting the progress DMCs have made towards achieving the SDG targets.  
 

                                                
6
  IADB. Corporate Results Framework 2016–2019.  Revised Version. 

 http://idbdocs.iadb.org/wsdocs/getdocument.aspx?docnum=39981281  (accessed 25 January 2016).   
7

Balanced Scorecard Institute. 2008. Using the Balanced Scorecard to  Align Your Organization. 
http://balancedscorecard.org/Portals/0/PDF/BalancedPerformance_Article1.pdf  
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D. Streamlining the Results Framework 
 

23. Streamlining indicators. The number of results indicators has expanded over time and 
the current results framework has 91 indicators. This has significantly increased the time and 
costs required to collect data, verify information, and produce the report. The large number of 
indicators also blurs the distinctions between strategic results indicators and process- and input-
related indicators. A streamlined framework will sharpen the focus on the key strategic priorities 
of ADB and ensure the cost-effectiveness of results management. The IADB, for example, has 
recently reduced its results indicators from more than 80 to 55.        
 
24. Extending the time frame. Currently, ADB’s results framework covers a 4-year time 
span. This was necessary at the early stage of ADB’s results management when the framework 
needed to be refined more frequently. This time frame, however, means that ADB needs to start 
working on a new results framework every 3 years. It reduces the stability and predictability of 
the framework and demands time and resources from ADB and other stakeholders. Given that 
ADB has gained much experience in using the framework as a corporate performance 
monitoring tool, a review within a longer time framework, such as every 6 years, may be more 
cost-effective and will allow adequate time to monitor the implementation of the framework.   
 

VII. MONITORING ASIAN DEVELOPMENT FUND RESULTS 
 
25. Currently, the ADF results framework is a subset of ADB’s corporate results framework, 
sharing the same set of indicators with ADF-specific baselines and targets. ADB assesses and 
reports on (i) the progress ADF countries have made on level 1 indicators, and (ii) the 
development effectiveness of ADF operations on level 2–4 indicators of the results framework. 
Given the merger of the ADF with ordinary capital resources effective in January 2017, there is a 
need to reassess whether and how results from ADF grants and concessional lending will be 
reported in the new results framework.8 Given a reduced scope of ADF funding under ADF 12 
and anticipated changes in concessional lending and grant eligibility based on ADB’s annual 
assessment, an option may be to report on ADB-wide information only. Another option is to 
report the progress concessional assistance countries (concessional assistance-only plus 
ordinary capital resources blend countries) are making on level 1 of the results framework, and 
the results of operations funded by grants and concessional lending at levels 2–4 in the new 
results framework. ADB will consider these options in consultation with ADF donors and other 
stakeholders.   
 

VIII. EXPECTED CONSULTATION PROCESS AND REVIEW TIMELINE 
 
26. Following initial consultations with ADF deputies (including discussions during the second 
ADF 12 replenishment meeting) and the Board of Directors during November 2015–March 2016, 
ADB will develop a discussion paper. The paper will analyze ADB’s experience with the results 
framework, identify areas for improvement, and propose specific changes. ADF deputies will be 

                                                
8
   During the ADF 12 period, 17 countries are concessional assistance-only countries (i.e., eligible for ADF grants 

and/or concessional ordinary capital resources): Afghanistan,
 
Bhutan, Cambodia, Kiribati, the Kyrgyz Republic,

 
the

 

Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Maldives,
 
Marshall Islands, Myanmar, Nauru, Nepal, Samoa, Solomon Islands, 

Tajikistan, Tonga, Tuvalu, and Vanuatu. Of these, 12 are eligible for ADF grant assistance: Afghanistan, Kiribati, 
the Kyrgyz Republic, Maldives, Marshall Islands, Nauru, Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tajikistan, Tonga, Tuvalu, and 
Vanuatu. See ADB. 2016. ADF 12 Donors' Report: Scaling Up for Inclusive and Sustainable Development in Asia 
and the Pacific (Draft). Paper prepared for the Second ADF 12 Replenishment Meeting in Kathmandu, Nepal, 24–

27 February. 
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consulted on the discussion paper in May–June 2016 through the online forum and in bilateral or 
multilateral meetings, as desired.  
 
27. ADB plans to complete the review of the results framework by submitting a 
recommendation paper for Board consideration by January 2017. ADB intends to use the revised 
results framework to assess its performance starting in 2017. ADB will engage stakeholders, 
including ADF deputies, the Board of Directors, and DMCs, during the review process. Milestone 
events and their timeline, including stages of consultations for ADF deputies, are summarized in 
Table 2.  
 

Table 2: Review Process Milestone Events 
 

Milestone Event Timeline 

1. Review documents, conduct initial consultations (including ADF deputies, 
Board members, and DMCs), analyze data, identify areas requiring 
improvement 

November 2015–
March 2016 

2. Draft discussion paper  April 2016 

3. Consult key stakeholders on the discussion paper (including ADF 
deputies, Board members, and DMCs)  

May–June 2016 

4. Draft working paper  June–September 
2016 

5. Circulate working paper to the Board; post on ADB website for public 
consultation 

October 2016 

6. Circulate recommendation paper for Board consideration  January 2017 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, ADF = Asian Development Fund, DMC = developing member country.  
Source: Asian Development Bank Strategy and Policy Department. 

 
28. ADB plans to hold an informal Board seminar and individual meetings to consult Board 
members on the discussion paper. It will develop a working paper reflecting these consultations 
that will be circulated to the Board for discussion around October 2016. The working paper will 
be posted on the ADB website for public consultation. Based on the feedback from all 
stakeholders, ADB will develop a recommendation paper for circulation to the Board in January 
2017.  
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ASIAN DEVELOPMENT BANK RESULTS FRAMEWORK 
Section I: Development Progress in Asia and the Pacific (Level 1) 

 

Indicator 
Baseline 

Year 

ADB Countries a ADF Countriesa 

Baseline 
Value 

MDG Targetb 
(2015) 

Baseline 
Value 

MDG Targetb 
(2015) 

Poverty (income and non-income)      

1. Population living on less than $1.25 (PPP) per day 
(%) 

2010 20.7 27.2 28.0 30.9 

2. GDP per capita growth rate (%) 2011 7.0 … 4.2 … 

3. Countries with high income inequality (% of 
countries with Gini coefficient exceeding 0.4) 

2000–2010 22.2 … 11.1 … 

4. Wage and salaried workers in total employment 
(%) 

2011 29.8 … 37.1 … 

  Female 2011 26.9 … 26.3 … 
  Male 2011 28.5 … 37.4 … 

5. Underweight children under 5 years old (%) 2010 23.5 16.3 26.2 21.8 

6. Under-5 child mortality (number per 1,000 live 
births) 

2011 43.1 31.0 60.4 39.5 

  Female 2010 44.6 30.7 55.7 38.2 
  Male 2010 45.4 31.2 62.9 40.8 

 Ratio of girls to boys in education       

7.  Secondary 2010 0.97 1.00 0.93 1.00 
8.  Tertiary 2010 0.93 1.00 0.85 1.00 

9. Gross lower secondary education graduation rate 
(%) 

2010 75.7 … 50.5 … 

  Female 2010 77.3 … 49.4 … 
  Male 2010 74.2 … 51.5 … 

10. Maternal mortality ratio (number per 100,000 live 
births) 

2009 166.3 100.1 236.0 140.2 

Other Development Outcomes      

11. Paved roads (kilometers per 10,000 people) 2009 14.4 … 8.2 … 

12. Electrification rate (%) 2010 83.1 … 62.9 … 

13. Deposit accounts in financial institutions (number 
per 1,000 adults) 

2010 488.8 … 479.9 … 

 Population using an improved drinking water 
source (%) 

     

14.  Rural 2010 85.4 80.6 82.0 81.8 
15.  Urban 2010 96.2 96.4 93.0 94.2 

 Population using an improved sanitation facility (%)      

16.  Rural 2010 43.4 58.8 51.7 64.5 
17.  Urban 2010 70.9 77.7 73.1  84.6 

18. Governance and public sector management 
assessment (index) 

2012   3.6 … 

19 Time to start business (days) 2012 29.7 … 29.8 … 

20. Intraregional trade in total Asia and Pacific trade 
(%) 

2011 49.5 … 58.9 … 

21. Land area covered by forests (%) 2010 22.7 Increase 22.1 Increase 

22. Carbon dioxide emissions (metric tons per capita) 2009 3.2 … 0.9 … 

… = not available, ADB = Asian Development Bank, ADF = Asian Development Fund, GDP = gross domestic product, 
MDG = Millennium Development Goal, PPP = purchasing power parity. 
Note: Shading in cells indicates the column head does not apply. 
a 

 For ADB developing member countries and their classifications, see Appendix 1 of ADB. 2013. Development 
Effectiveness Review. Manila.  

b
 MDG baselines and targets were derived by averaging the individual country targets, weighted by population. 
Source: Asian Development Bank Strategy and Policy Department (using data from the United Nations Economic and 
Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific, Statistics Division and other sources).    
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Section II: ADB’s Development Effectiveness 
 

Level 2: ADB Contributions to Development Results 
(%) 

 

Indicator 

ADB Operations ADF Operations   

Baseline (2013) Baseline (2013)   

Number of 
Operations 

Results 
Achieveda 

Achievement 
Rate (%) 

(Satisfactory: 
85% or above) 

Number of 
Operations 

Results 
Achieveda 

Achievement 
Rate (%) 

(Satisfactory: 
85% or above)   

Core Operational Results (results in Strategy 
2020 core operational areas achieved)c 

        

Infrastructure         

 Energy 9   2     

8. Greenhouse gas emission reduction 
(tCO2-equiv/year)  

5 1,589,000 100+ b 1 600,000 100 
 

■ 

9 New households connected to electricity 
(number)  

3 75,000 28 1 17,000 100+b  □ 

10. Installed energy generation capacity 
(megawatts) 

5 5,000 100+ b 0    ◊ 

  Renewable 2 110  0   
 

 

11. Transmission lines installed or upgraded 
(kilometers)  

2 1,500 100 0    ◊ 

12. Distribution lines installed or upgraded 
(kilometers) 

1 1,200 92 0    ◊ 

 Transport 14   9     

13. Use of roads built or upgraded (average 
daily vehicle-kilometers in the first full 
year of operation) 

9 6,074,000 100+b 6 2,639,000 96  ■ 

14. Use of railways built or upgraded 
(average daily ton-kilometers in the 
first full year of operation) 

2 520,000 100+b 1 488,000 100+b 
 

■ 

15. Roads built or upgraded (kilometers)  12 3,600 91 8 1,800 77  ◊ 

16. Railways constructed or upgraded 
(kilometers) 

2 240 100 1 75 100 
 

◊ 

17. Urban rail- and bus-based mass transit 
systems built or upgraded (kilometers) 

0 …c …c 0 …c …c 
 

◊ 

 Water 9   5     

18. Households with new or improved water 
supply (number)  

6 861,000 100+b 3 142,000 91  □ 

19. Households with new or improved 
sanitation (number) 

 

3 499,000 100+b 2 50,000 86 
 

□ 

20. Wastewater treatment capacity added or 2 154,000 92 1 3,600 21  ◊ 

   ADB Operations ADF Operations 

Indicator Baseline Year Baseline Value 2016 Target Baseline Value 2016 Target 

Quality at Completion (country strategies and assistance programs successfully completed)  

1. Completed country strategies and assistance programs rated 
successful 

2010–2012 62 80 67 80 

 Completed sovereign operations rated successful      
2. Projects 2010–2012 72 80 68 80 
3. Policy-based operations 2010–2012 62 80 62 80 
4. Rated likely sustainable 2010–2012 60 80 55 80 

5. Completed nonsovereign operations rated successful  2010–2012 53 80   

6. Completed technical assistance projects rated successful 2010–2012 83 80 83 80 

7. Completed sovereign operations delivering intended gender 
equality results 

2010–2012 52 70 53 70 
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Indicator 

ADB Operations ADF Operations   

Baseline (2013) Baseline (2013)   

Number of 
Operations 

Results 
Achieveda 

Achievement 
Rate (%) 

(Satisfactory: 
85% or above) 

Number of 
Operations 

Results 
Achieveda 

Achievement 
Rate (%) 

(Satisfactory: 
85% or above)   

improved (cubic meters per day)  

21. Water supply pipes installed or upgraded 
(length of network in kilometers) 

4 9,900 100+b 2 4,400 86  ◊ 

22. Land improved through irrigation, 
drainage, and/or flood management 
(hectares) 

3 100,000 93 2 87,000 92  ◊ 

Finance 7   5     

23. Trade finance supported ($ million per 
year) 

 4,000 100+b     ■ 

24. Microfinance loan accounts opened or 
end borrowers reached (number) 

3 831,000 100+b 3 831,000 100+b  □ 

  Female  810,000   810,000    
  Male  21,000   21,000    

25. Small and medium-sized enterprise loan 
accounts opened or end borrowers 
reached (number) 

4 4,000 100+b 2 2,900 100+b  □ 

Education 7   6     

26. Students benefiting from new or improved 
educational facilities (number) 

5 12,293,000 87 5 12,293,000 87  □ 

  Female  5,964,000   5,964,000    
  Male  6,329,000   6,329,000    

27. Students educated and trained under 
improved quality assurance systems 
(number) 

4 19,122,000 85 4 19,122,000 85  □ 

  Female  9,620,000   9,620,000    
  Male  9,456,000   9,456,000    

28. Teachers trained with quality or 
competency standards (number) 

7 515,000 100+b 7 515,000 100+b  ◊ 

  Female  241,000   241,000    
  Male  267,000   267,000    

Environment      

Indicators: 8, 10 (renewable), 14, 16, 17, 19, and 20      

Regional Cooperation and Integration                        3 2     

29. Cross-border transmission of electricity 
(gigawatt-hours per year) 

0   0    ■ 

30. Cross-border cargo volume facilitated  
(tons per year) 

3 30,505,000  2 5,335,000   ■ 

… = not available, ADB = Asian Development Bank, ADF = Asian Development Fund, m
3
/day = cubic meter per day, tCO2 

equiv/year = ton of carbon dioxide equivalent per year. 
Note: Shading in cells indicates the column head does not apply. 

Legend:   Environment indicator       ■  Outcome      □  Outcome proxy     ◊  Output 
a 

Data under “Results Achieved” are an aggregate amount of outputs and outcomes reported in project completion 
reports as achieved by ADB-supported operations; ”Achievement Rate” represents a percentage of total “Results 
Achieved” of the total planned outputs and outcomes as reported in reports and recommendations of the President for 
the same operations.  

b
 The entry "100+," under ”Achievement Rate" column means the outputs achieved exceeded the planned outputs. 

c
 Baseline data are not available as project completion reports circulated in 2013 did not include operations that intended 

to deliver the indicator outputs and outcomes. 
Source: Asian Development Bank Strategy and Policy Department. 
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Level 3: ADB Operational Management 
 

 
 

ADB Operations ADF Operations 

Indicator 
Baseline 

Yeara 
Baseline  

Value 
2016 Target 
(annual) 

Baseline 
Value 

2016 Target 
(annual) 

Implementation Quality (operations satisfactorily implemented) 

1. Performance of sovereign operations at implementation rated 
satisfactory (%) 

2012 89 85 89 85 

2. Performance of nonsovereign operations at implementation, credit 
rated satisfactory (%) 

2012 97 95   

3. Time from approval to first contract in sovereign projects (months) 2012 12.9 9.0 13.7 9.0 

Quality at Entry (high-quality country strategies and operations prepared) 

4. Quality at entry of country partnership strategies rated satisfactory (%) 2012 100 90a 100 90a 

5. Quality at entry of sovereign projects rated satisfactory (%) 2012 85 90a 84 90a 

6. Quality at entry of nonsovereign projects rated satisfactory (%) 2012 84 90   

7. Quality at entry of country partnership strategies in supporting 
inclusive economic growth rated satisfactory (%)  

2012 100 90 100 90 

8. Infrastructure projects that are procurement ready (%) 2012 15 40   

Development Finance (development finance mobilized and transferred) 

9. Disbursement ratio for sovereign projects and results-based lending 
(%) 

2012 17.8 22.0 16.9 20.0 

10. Disbursement ratio for nonsovereign loans (%) 2012 24.4 Maintain   

11. Direct value-added cofinancing (% of ADB financing approved) 2010–2012 51 70   

12. Project development transactions for public–private partnerships (total 
number from 2013) 

2012 1 50   

13. Cumulative public–private partnership leveraging achieved using ADB 
financing (ratio of leveraging amount to ADB financing approved) 

2010–2012 7.0 8.0   

Strategy 2020 Development Agendas and Core Operations (ADB operations focused on strategic agendas and core operational 
areas) 

 Operations contributing to inclusive economic growth focusing on       

14.  growth and creation of jobs and opportunities (%) 2010–2012 49 Monitor 39 Monitor 
15.  inclusive access to jobs and opportunities (%) 2010–2012 45 Monitor 60 Monitor 
16.  social protection (%) 2010–2012 5 Above 

baseline  
9 Above 

baseline  

17. Operations supporting environmental sustainability (%) 2010–2012 43 50 36 40 

18. Operations supporting climate change mitigation and/or adaptation (%) 2011–2012 39 45 27 35 

19. Operations supporting regional cooperation and integration (%) 2010–2012 21 25 27 25 

20. Financing for Strategy 2020 core operational areas (%) 2010–2012 91 80   

  Financing for education (%) 2010–2012 3.4 4.7–10.0   

21. Financing for health (%) 2011–2012 0.6 1.5–5.0   

Strategy 2020 Drivers of Change (ADB operations promote drivers of change) 

22. Operations supporting private sector development and private sector 
operations (%) 

2010–2012 
 

37 40 29 40 

23 Financing for private sector operations (% of OCR approvals)  2010–2012 15 20   

24. Operations supporting governance and/or capacity development (%) 2010–2012 57 Above 
baseline 

68 Above 
baseline 

25. Operations supporting gender mainstreaming (%) 2010–2012 49 45 58 55 

26. Perceived ADB performance in promoting knowledge sharing and 
best practices (%) 

2012 51 60   

27. Web-distributed knowledge solutions (number of downloads) 2012 296,000 Increase   

28. Civil society organizations participation in sovereign operations (% of 
approved operations) 

2012 98 90 98 90 

  29. Operations aligned with country results frameworks (%) 2012 94 90 100 90 

  30. Sovereign operations using country systems (%) 2012 59 Above 
baseline 

47 Above 
baseline 
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… = not available, ADB = Asian Development Bank, ADF = Asian Development Fund, OCR = ordinary capital 
resource. 
Legend: Annual target 
Note: Shading in cells indicates the column head does not apply. 
a
 Quality at entry assessments of country partnership strategies and sovereign projects are conducted every 2 years. 

The target will be applied on the year of assessment.  
Source: Asian Development Bank Strategy and Policy Department. 
 
 

Level 4: ADB Organizational Management 
 

Indicator 
Baseline  

Year 

ADB 

Baseline 
Value 

2016 
Target 

(annual) 

Human Resources (sufficient staff resources maintained, and staff motivation and diversity increased) 

1. Budgeted international and national staff in operations departments (%) 2010–
2012 

56 55 

2. Representation of women in the international staff category (%) 2012 34 37 

3. Staff engagement (index) 2012 86 87
a
 

Budget Resources (budget efficiency and adequacy improved)    

4. Internal administrative expenses per $1 million disbursement ($’000) 2012
b
 59.0 56.1–57.2 

5. Share of operational expenses for portfolio management (% of total 
operational expenses attributable to portfolio management and 
processing of operations) 

2012 59.8 62.0–64.0 

 

Indicator 
Baseline 

Year 

ADB Operations ADF Operations 

Baseline 
Value 

2016 
Target 

(annual) 
Baseline 

Value 

2016 
Target 

( 
annual) 

Process Efficiency and Client Orientation (business process efficiency and client orientation improved)  

6. Sovereign operations administered with 
substantial resident mission involvement (%) 

2012 69 80 70 80 

7. Sovereign operations processing time (from 
start of loan fact-finding to Board approval, 
months) 

2012 8.0 6.0 6.8 6.0 

8. Nonsovereign operations processing time (from 
start of due diligence to Board approval, 
months) 

2012 8.0 Maintain   

9. Processing time for procurement contracts for 
sovereign operations (more than $10 million, 
days) 

2012 72 40 
 

64 
 

40 
 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, ADF = Asian Development Fund. 
Note: Shading in cells indicates the column head does not apply. 
Legend: Annual target. 
a 

The staff engagement survey is conducted every 2 years. The target will be applied on the year of the survey.  
b 

The indicator on internal administrative expenses per $1 million disbursement ($’000) is reported annually, and its 
baseline year is 2012. 

Source: Asian Development Bank Strategy and Policy Department. 

 
 

 
 
 



 Appendix 2 13 

 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS FROM ASIAN DEVELOPMENT FUND DEPUTIES  
Review of the Results Framework Consultation Note 

As of 5 January 2016 
  

Results 
Framework 
Level or Topic ADF Donor Comments Responses 

General     

Review of the 
2013–2016 
ADB Results 
Framework 

Canada We would like to thank [ADB] for the 
opportunity to review the proposed updates to 
the 2013–2016 ADB results framework. We 
welcome [ADB’s] initiative to consult early and 
broadly, and its openness to comments not 
only on content but on structure as well. 
 
We welcome the division of ADB’s monitoring 
framework into four levels. This is good 
practice as it clearly separates the 
development performance data linked to 
[ADB’s] activities from national statistics and 
from operational effectiveness. It also allows 
an assessment of [ADB’s] contribution to 
development to focus on level 2. 
 
Also welcome is the inclusion of actual data 
(and baseline) for each of the proposed 
performance indicators in a clear and easy-to-
access table. This is essential information that 
is often lacking in reports. 

Noted with thanks. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted with thanks. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted with thanks. 
 
 
 

 Finland Thank you very much for the opportunity to 
provide early input on the upcoming review of 
the ADB corporate results framework. We 
consider ADB a forerunner in results-based 
management among the MDBs, and this 
review provides an excellent opportunity for 
[ADB] to demonstrate continued intellectual 
ambition and innovation in this area.  
 
We look forward to constructive consultations 
and are ready to provide additional input as 
the process moves ahead.  

Noted with thanks. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted with thanks. 

 Switzerland We would like to thank you for having the 
opportunity to provide a first feedback to the 
review process of ADB’s corporate results 
framework. We much appreciate the broad 
and early consultation. 
 
We look forward to further consultations and 
are ready to provide additional and more 
detailed inputs as the process moves ahead. 

Noted with thanks. 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted with thanks. 

 Austria Thank you for the possibility to give you early 
feedback on the review of the ADB corporate 
results framework.  
 

Noted with thanks. 

 UK Thanks for this early opportunity to comment. Noted with thanks. 
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Results 
Framework 
Level or Topic ADF Donor Comments Responses 

We are pleased that ADB is starting the 
process early and that the consultations will 
include various partners and stakeholders. 

 India We convey India's consent on the broad 
principles that would form the basis of 
updating the results framework. 
 
We look forward to the consultation paper 
being formulated by your division for the 
February 2016 meeting. 

Noted with thanks. 
 
 
 
Noted with thanks. 

 Sweden Thank you for giving donors an opportunity to 
provide early and initial comments in relation 
to the review of the ADB results framework.  
We very much welcome this open and 
inclusive approach. 
 
We look forward to further cooperation on this 
topic, leading up to, and during, our 
discussions in Nepal. 

Noted with thanks. 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted with thanks. 

 Netherlands Thank you for giving us the early opportunity 
to comment on the review process of the ADB 
results framework. The Netherlands can relate 
to the useful feedback already presented by 
other donors. 

Noted with thanks. 

 Australia We understand the ADB results framework 
already sets a high standard and has been 
used as the basis for results frameworks 
across other international organizations. The 
four levels with indicators and baselines 
provide a useful format for measuring 
performance and results.  We support ADB’s 
consultative approach and review of the 
existing framework to ensure the ADB results 
framework continues to measure ADB’s 
effectiveness against its strategic priorities 
and drives ongoing operational performance 
improvements. 
  
We support continuing with the current results 
framework approach, with some suggestions 
for refinements. 

Noted with thanks. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted with thanks. 

 Ireland Thank you for this opportunity to comment on 
the proposed ADB results framework. We are 
pleased that this review will be conducted to 
introduce a new results framework.  
  
Ireland can broadly agree with the valuable 
comments provided by other donor countries. 
 

Noted with thanks. 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 

 Korea, Rep. 
of 

While we, at the ministry, are committed to a 
prompt and efficient decision-making process, 
we also consider having adequate 

Noted with thanks. 
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Results 
Framework 
Level or Topic ADF Donor Comments Responses 

discussions important, so as to make fully 
informed decisions based on best available 
facts and evidence. 

 Japan Thank you for providing us with the 
opportunity to make comments on the results 
framework at this early stage of the review. 
We broadly share the views expressed by 
others. 
 
Success of the framework depends to a large 
extent on the willingness of the DMCs to 
share its objectives and their ability to collect 
data. We support the secretariat's plan to 
involve DMC governments in the process to 
establish a sense of ownership. 

Noted with thanks. 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 

Level 1–2    

Inclusive 
Growth 

Canada As already highlighted by Canada and several 
other donors during the recent ADF 12 
meeting in Manila, we would urge ADB to 
address the current shortcomings in the 
measurement and targeting of contributions 
towards a more outcome-oriented approach, 
especially with regard to inclusive growth. By 
deeming nearly every single project of [ADB] 
as contributing to one or more of the three 
pillars of inclusive growth, and lacking clear 
links to intended outcomes, the results 
framework risks being somewhat misleading. 
 

We agree that there is 
scope to improve 
indicators related to 
inclusive growth. In 
preparing Strategy 
2030, ADB will explore 
ways to strengthen the 
focus on inclusive 
growth. Further 
consultations on 
measuring and 
reporting on ADB’s 
contribution to 
inclusive growth with 
internal and external 
stakeholders will be 
carried out in 2016. 
The results of these 
discussions will be 
reflected in the 
updated results 
framework.   

 Finland As regards indicators, we strongly support 
making ADB's way of assessing its progress 
in supporting inclusive economic growth more 
results based, accurate, and transparent. 
Rather than counting all ADB projects as 
contributing to inclusive growth, the scorecard 
should provide more accurate information on 
what proportion of the portfolio has high 
impact on inclusiveness. This would also help 
create incentives for [ADB] to improve its 
performance in this area. In our view, the 
current system of tagging all projects under 
one or more pillars of inclusive growth falls 
short of these objectives and should be 
improved. 

Please refer to a 
response to Canada’s 
point. Consultations on 
inclusive growth with 
internal and external 
stakeholders will be 
carried out in 2016.  
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Results 
Framework 
Level or Topic ADF Donor Comments Responses 

 Switzerland Switzerland remains convinced that ADB 
needs a change in the way it addresses and 
measures inclusiveness in its operations. We 
very much would welcome a more outcome-
oriented approach, including clear targets for 
inclusion on project design and measuring the 
actual outcome/impact of ADB’s interventions. 
The system of "tagging" projects under one of 
the three pillars of inclusive growth does not 
include a systemic link to more inclusive 
outcomes. In this regard, we very much 
support Finland’s point that the results 
framework needs to provide more information 
on what proportion of the portfolio has high 
impact on inclusiveness, rather than counting 
all ADB projects as contributing to inclusive 
growth. 
 
In addition, we strongly encourage [ADB] to 
measure how projects, including infrastructure 
projects, will benefit low-income and 
vulnerable groups (e.g., people below the 
poverty line, households headed by women). 
Not all projects need to be explicitly inclusive, 
but we wish to have an idea about the 
impact/outcome on the poor and vulnerable 
groups of projects that are labeled as 
inclusive by [ADB]. 

Please refer to a 
response to Canada’s 
point. 

 Austria We believe that the current system to 
measure ADB's contributions to inclusive 
growth—the three pillars, under which every 
operation automatically counts as contributing 
to inclusive growth—is somehow misleading 
and does not incentivize efforts to increase 
the number of ADB's operations supporting 
inclusive growth. As others, Austria would 
welcome a more outcome-oriented approach, 
that, based on proper country diagnostics, 
includes inclusiveness targets in project 
design and measures the outcomes of 
operations towards these targets. 

Please refer to a 
response to Canada’s 
point. 

 UK From our side, this is an opportunity to align 
the new results framework to the new global 
goals, which includes key issues such as 
gender and  “leave no one behind”, with one 
part being “inclusive growth”. The current 
model does not help us to differentiate what 
we want projects to do to support more 
inclusive growth, e.g., bringing vulnerable, 
marginalized groups into the programming 
and be more articulate in the “what, how, 
who”. It is not easy, but critical. Some parts of 
it will fit in the new framework, other parts in 

Please refer to a 
response to Canada’s 
point. 
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Results 
Framework 
Level or Topic ADF Donor Comments Responses 

project guidelines. We look forward to further 
consultations on that. 

 Sweden We are aware that work is ongoing in [ADB] to 
improve the results framework to enable 
better analysis of how ADB operations lead to 
results that contribute to inclusive growth. 
However, we would like to take this 
opportunity to once again underline the 
importance of this, and the design of a results 
framework focused on measuring outcomes 
and impact of operations in terms of inclusive 
growth. 

Please refer to a 
response to Canada’s 
point. 

 Netherlands Like other donors, we would in particular like 
to urge ADB to develop a more outcome-
oriented approach to inclusive growth. We 
agree with earlier comments that the current 
system in which all projects automatically 
qualify as contributing to inclusive growth 
(even the ones that actually only support 
economic growth) is misleading and not 
focused towards achieving proper results. We 
were therefore happy to hear during the ADF 
12 replenishments in Manila that ADB also 
sees “the need for a focus on results and 
outcomes, rather than inputs.” We feel the 
review of the results framework, together with 
the Strategy 2030 discussions, provide a good 
opportunity to make that concrete. Perhaps, to 
start, what may be needed is a rethink of the 
definition of inclusiveness so that it is geared 
more towards reaching the poor and, as the 
UK nicely puts it, “leaving no one behind.” In 
addition, we feel the insights of the 
Independent Evaluation Department—in its 
recent evaluation report of ADF—look 
promising, which include carrying out 
thorough diagnostics and more carefully 
tailoring projects in order to attain results. 

ADB will explore ways 
to focus more on 
outcomes. The 
development 
objectives that ADB 
and the developing 
member countries are 
working together to 
achieve are 
challenging, long-term, 
and cumulative in 
nature; therefore, 
further consultations 
on this issue in 2016 
will be useful.  

 Ireland We would like to echo the comments from 
other donor countries regarding the current 
system, which sees all projects of [ADB] as 
contributing to inclusive growth, including 
those that actually only support the economic 
growth pillar. By allowing every project of 
[ADB] to be tagged under one or more of the 
three pillars of inclusive growth, the current 
system is lacking transparency and is 
somewhat misleading. Ireland would welcome 
an output- or result-orientated approach, with 
targets for inclusiveness at the design stage, 
based on thorough country diagnostics. 

Please refer to a 
response to Canada’s 
point. 

Level 1–2    

Results Canada As it stands now, the results framework Results reported at 
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Results 
Framework 
Level or Topic ADF Donor Comments Responses 

Framework 
Structure, 
Linkages, and 
Gaps 

seems to lack expected results, outputs or 
activities, or any articulation of what the 
indicators are meant to measure (the causal 
relationship between the activities done and 
outputs produced by [ADB], and what [ADB] 
wants to achieve), leading to actual data on 
indicators being conflated with development 
outcomes (instead of being seen as evidence 
of the achievement of development 
outcomes).This risks making the results-
based reporting on how [ADB’s] outputs have 
contributed to real development change in 
recipient countries more challenging. 

level 2 are aggregated 
from specific project 
results based on 
project completion 
reports. As these are 
from project-specific 
information instead of 
being based on broad 
estimation, the results 
are fairly reliable. All 
the indicators are 
defined in a specific 
definition note.    

 Switzerland We encourage ADB to pay greater attention to 
measuring development outcomes. We note 
that currently there is a strong focus on inputs 
and on outputs. In our view, several indicators 
at level 2 are outputs, outcome proxies, or 
inputs rather than real outcome indicators 
(e.g., kilometers of distribution lines installed, 
kilometers of transmission line installed or 
upgraded, etc.). We suggest reviewing the 
adequacy of the current outcome indicators 
and moving up from input/output to outcome 
and from outcome to impact indicators. 
 
We welcome the division of the results 
framework into four levels, making it possible 
to distinguish the different data of 
development effectiveness, operational 
performance, and organizational performance.  
However, we encourage ADB to develop 
closer links between the different levels, 
especially between level 1 (development 
results in Asia and the Pacific) and level 2 
(ADB’s contribution). We are convinced that 
these linkages could help ADB to strengthen 
its impact and results in priority sectors.   
 

We will explore ways 
to further enhance 
monitoring of 
outcomes.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We agree that level 2 
indicators may need 
revision to enhance 
alignment with level 1 
indicators, the SDGs, 
and the new corporate 
strategy. This 
alignment will pave the 
way for consolidation 
and/or removal of 
some indicators, as the 
updated revised 
framework needs to be 
more focused on the 
key strategic priorities. 

 Australia We would welcome continued efforts to 
strengthen the causal links between levels 1 
and 2. More directly linking level 1 outcome 
indicators with level 2 output indicators will 
support a more cohesive theory of change. 
  
We support the rationalization/consolidation of 
indicators. However, if indicators were to be 
removed from the framework, our preference 
would be to retain level 3 and 4 indicators in 
favor of removing level 1 (or 2) indicators. 

Please refer to the 
reply to Switzerland’s 
comment above.  
 
 
 
Noted with thanks.  
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This is because level 3 and 4 indicators are 
more directly attributable to ADB performance 
and useful in guiding decision making. 
  
Consideration should be given to addressing 
the gaps in the existing framework: 
(i). We note a key finding of the 2014 

Development Effectiveness Review was 
the low rate of sustainability of ADB 
operations. Evidently, ADB has indicators 
on sustainability and reports against them. 
As such, a sustainability indicator should 
be included in the results framework.  

 
(ii) Consider applying a gender-informed 

project indicator at the design stage (in 
addition to the quality at completion 
stage), similar to what the World Bank 
uses. 

 
(iii) Banking performance (loan exposure, 

disbursement ratio, expense to revenue 
ratio etc.). 

 
 
 
 
(iv) Interventions benefiting vulnerable people 

(including people with disability). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(v)   Instances of fraud. 
 
(vi)   staff attrition/turnover; 
(vii)  stakeholder feedback (e.g. 360 degree 

feedback); 
(viii)  number of complaints/resolutions; 
(ix)    knowledge management; and 
(x)     governance/Board effectiveness. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Sustainability is 
included in the results 
framework. However, 
we will also look into 
ways to strengthen 
this.  
 
 
 
Noted with thanks. We 
will examine the World 
Bank’s indicator.  
 
 
 
Level 3 and level 4 
indicators already 
measure disbursement 
ratio and other relevant 
indicators. 
 
Current project 
classification allows 
the capture of 
interventions targeted 
at vulnerable people. 
ADB will carry out 
consultations in 2016 
about enhancing 
measurement of 
inclusive growth.  
 
ADB will undertake a 
comprehensive review 
of the results 
framework, including 
the aspects suggested.  
We also need to 
emphasize the need to 
keep the results 
framework simple in 
terms of the number 
and types of indicators. 
It is essential to 
sharpen the focus on 
the key strategic 
priorities of ADB and 
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Framework 
Level or Topic ADF Donor Comments Responses 

 
 
 
 
 
As a related point, para. 48 of the results 
framework notes that the results reporting will 
be supplemented by other reporting. It would 
be useful for ADB to clarify what 
downstream/subordinate result reporting 
feeds into this results framework, and whether 
they sufficiently cover the gaps identified 
above. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We seek clarification on 
(i)  whether the baseline years will be updated 

to a more appropriate year (e.g., 2016) in 
the 2017–2020 results framework, and 

(ii)  the implications of the ADF–OCR merger 
on the “ADB/ADF Operations” categories 
and any other aspects of the results 
framework. 

 

ensure the cost-
effectiveness of data 
collection and 
processing. 
 
More detailed 
information, analysis, 
and indicators should 
be provided through 
other tools, such as 
the sector and 
thematic operational 
plans and standard 
explanatory data 
indicators. Reporting 
on performance 
indicators will be 
complemented with 
more detailed analysis 
on disaggregated data 
and qualitative 
assessments in the 
development 
effectiveness review. 
 
Since the targets will 
expire in 2016, ADB 
will consider updating 
the baseline years. 
The implications of the 
ADF–OCR merger will 
be reviewed as part of 
the consultation 
process, including 
monitoring results 
under the ADF 
program.  

 Japan The four principles the SPD presented are all 
important, and we should focus on setting key 
indicators that have real impact on [ADB’s] 
operations. 

Noted with thanks.  

 UK I just want to flag that the UK has log frames 
for all our financial support, including capital 
increases and ADF contributions. We only 
include what ADB reports on. However, we do 
need benchmarks, annual targets, and 
expected results for each financial stream and 
time period, including the upcoming grants-
only ADF 2017–2020. We would welcome a 
discussion on how best to report on that as 
there might be a challenge and it would be 
unhelpful to create an additional column on 
top of ADB (currently whole bank, so OCR 

The ADF results 
framework is a subset 
of ADB’s corporate 
results framework, 
sharing the same set 
of indicators with ADF-
specific baselines and 
targets. ADB will 
discuss options for 
reporting on ADF 
results under ADF 12. 
Reporting on ADF 
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and ADF plus cofinancing, etc.) and ADF 
(loans and grants).  But we do need to report 
annually on what our ADF contribution is 
expected to achieve and the actual results. 

grants only may further 
complicate the current 
reporting.  
 

Level 1–3    

Alignment with 
Sustainable 
Development 
Goals and 
Strategy 2030 

Finland As regards the process, Finland underscores 
the interlinkage between the review and the 
drafting of the new Strategy 2030. The two 
processes should go hand in hand to ensure 
that the results framework provides relevant 
and accurate information on ADB's progress 
toward the goals that will be set up in the 
corporate strategy.   
 
The SDGs should provide an overarching 
framework for ADB's future activities. As 
regards the results framework, level 1 
indicators should be brought into line with the 
new SDGs, selecting the ones that are most 
relevant for the Asia and Pacific regional 
context.  Where feasible, the SDGs could also 
provide some guidance for levels 2 and 3.  

Agreed. Level 1 
indicators in ADB’s 
results framework will 
be revised to align with 
SDGs, especially with 
the ones relevant for 
the Asia and Pacific 
regional context and 
ADB’s strategic 
directions. Similarly, 
we will examine ways 
to refine level 2 
indicators  to enhance 
alignment with the 
SDGs and with 
Strategy 2030. 

 Switzerland We agree with other donors that the SDGs 
should build the overarching framework for 
ADB’s future activities. Therefore, it will be 
crucial that level 1 indicators in ADB’s results 
framework are adequately aligned with the 
new SDGs, especially with the ones relevant 
for the Asia and Pacific regional context. 

Please refer to a 
response to Finland’s 
point above. 

 India You may also consider SDGs 2030 while 
reviewing the ADB corporate results 
framework. 

Agreed. 

 Netherlands We find it positive that a comprehensive 
review will be carried out to introduce a new 
results framework for the next program cycle. 
We are also happy with the timing as it 
provides a good opportunity to align the 
results framework with the upcoming Strategy 
2030 and with the recently launched SDGs. 
We encourage ADB to pay special attention to 
that.    

Please refer to a 
response to Finland’s 
point above. 

 Australia We support the proposed principles for 
updating the results framework, but would 
suggest going further with principle 1 
(ensuring strategic alignment to the corporate 
strategy). There should not just be 
endogenous strategic alignment with the 
corporate strategy, but exogenous alignment 
with the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable 
Development. While details are yet to emerge 
from the ongoing SDG follow-up and review 
process, the ADB results framework should 

Agreed. Please refer to 
a response to 
Finland’s point above. 
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incorporate a clear narrative of how ADB will 
give effect to, and support developing 
countries to achieve, the goals. It would be 
worth ADB considering whether certain SDGs 
should be prioritized in the context of ADB’s 
strategic priorities identified in Strategy 2020 
and the midterm review and, more 
importantly, priorities in the upcoming new 
strategic plan for 2030. This would also help 
inform the consolidation and/or removal of 
some indicators from the current 91 
indicators, which Australia supports, in an 
effort to reduce administrative burden and 
increase focus.  
  
One aspect to consider may be to move 
beyond hard engineering metrics to also focus 
on quality and the human element in line with 
the SDGs; for example, indicator 18 links to 
SDG 6.1 which focuses on not just access to 
but quality of water, and indicator 19 that 
aligns with SDG 6.2 focuses on adequate and 
equitable sanitation and hygiene. It would also 
be worth considering refocusing the education 
indicators to reflect quality aspects and work 
skills growth to support ADB’s inclusive 
economic growth and human capital 
development objectives. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. Measuring 
quality depends on 
availability of 
comparable data.  
 
 
 
 
 

 Ireland We agree with the comments of the 
Netherlands and Finland that this represents a 
good opportunity to link the ADB results 
framework with the upcoming Strategy 2030. 

Noted with thanks. 

 Japan In the new framework, the SDGs should be 
aligned with the Level 1 indicators, and our 
discussions on Strategy 2030 should be 
reflected in the level 2 indicators. 
 

Please refer to a 
response to Finland’s 
point above. 

Level 1–4    

Harmonization 
among MDBs 
and ADF 

Finland Regarding harmonization across MDBs, 
flexibility should be maintained in the 
framework structure and in the selection of 
indicators to ensure that the framework 
remains relevant in the regional context and 
that it accurately depicts ADB's corporate 
strategy.  However, when two or more MDBs 
use the same indicator in their respective 
results frameworks, harmonization in data 
collection methods would be strongly 
advisable. 

Agreed. Opportunities 
for harmonizing with 
other multilateral 
development banks 
should be pursued, 
where appropriate. 
However, ADB should 
also remain mindful of 
the value of innovation 
and recognize that the 
results frameworks are 
primarily tools to 
manage strategies and 
challenges that are 
specific to each 
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organization. 

Sharpening 
Measurement 
of 
Organizational 
Effectiveness 
 

UK We would like ADB to further consider how to 
measure [ADB’s] internal efficiency; do we 
have the right indicators to measure program 
processes, human resource management, 
and admin processes? We would be 
especially interested in indicators that 
compare across the MDBs, bearing in mind of 
course different ways of operating, different 
scales, and sometimes different mandates 
and contexts. Are there ways we could better 
measure progress in accountability and 
transparency (both internal and external?). 
We don’t have the answers but in part that 
might be covered by more regular gathering of 
stakeholders’ and beneficiaries’ views of how 
ADB operates (the latest perception study 
was done in 2012), maybe with a more 
proportionate, focused purpose on areas that 
we know have scope for improvement 
(bearing in mind cost implications). 
 
We do not agree with ADB’s current method 
of including all outputs/results from cofinanced 
projects that ADB leads on. We understand 
some of the reasons why [ADB] is doing that, 
but it opens up for serious risks of over 
representing the development results that 
[ADB] contributes to. The current practice 
makes it very difficult for DFID to include 
figures from the MDBs in our own annual 
reporting on what our money has contributed 
to. We understand that the African 
Development Bank now has changed to the 
more prudent method of only calculating its 
financial share of outputs/results from 
cofunded projects. We would appreciate 
further discussions on this issue as part of 
seeking consistency (avoiding duplications 
and over calculations) across the MDBs on 
how we measure what we collectively achieve 
in regards to development outputs and 
outcomes. 

Agreed. We will 
explore ways to further 
enhance ways to 
measure internal 
efficiency.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
All the results are 
based on project-
specific information, 
not broad estimates. 
However, we believe a 
contribution-based 
approach is more 
relevant than an 
attribution-based 
approach, given the 
nature of development 
outcomes.  
 
We will continue to 
discuss this point with 
donors.  

 India We agree with the guiding principles of 
ensuring strategic alignment with the 
corporate strategy, avoiding proliferation of 
indicators, ensuring cost-effectiveness and 
compatibility of data, and harmonizing with 
other MDBs. 

Noted with thanks. 

Level 2    

Level 2 
Indicators 

Canada As the framework is being revised, we would 
encourage further work on the level 2 
indicators (aimed at measuring [ADB’s] 

We agree that there is 
scope to further revise 
level 2 indicators. 
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contribution to country development results), 
which seem to represent a mix of output 
([ADB’s] projects and services) and outcome 
(development change) data, and seem to lack 
targets. Lastly, this level could perhaps benefit 
from the inclusion of some additional 
indicators measuring operational 
effectiveness (quality at completion). 

Quality at completion 
is already included in 
the results framework. 

 Finland In addition to gender, new level 2 thematic 
indicators on governance and capacity 
development and private sector development 
would be welcome. As natural disasters and 
operating in fragile situations are expected to 
feature more prominently in ADB's future 
work, relevant indicators should be developed 
to measure progress in these areas as well. 
 

ADB is starting to 
prepare a new 
corporate strategy to 
help reposition the 
institution in the rapidly 
changing global 
environment and 
transforming 
development 
landscape of Asia and 
the Pacific. The results 
framework will dovetail 
with the new strategy. 

Climate 
Change 

Sweden We very much welcome the ambition of [ADB] 
to double the annual climate financing by 
2020. We would like the results framework to 
reflect ambitious and clear targets for 
renewable investments, as well as targets for 
phasing out fossil fuel investments, resulting 
in a much higher share of renewables in 
ADB’s energy portfolio. A key role for [ADB] 
will be to help client countries to define and 
implement their INDCs by prioritizing projects 
with high climate and development cobenefits. 
[ADB] will have a vital role to promote 
investments in renewable energy. 

We will update the 
results framework to 
reflect increased 
commitments on 
climate financing. 

 Ireland We welcome the announcement of ADB to 
double climate financing to $6 billion for Asia 
and the Pacific by 2020. As outlined by 
Switzerland, we would like the results 
framework to reflect ambitious and clear 
targets for renewable investments and 
phasing out of fossil fuel investments. 

We will update the 
results framework to 
reflect increased 
commitments on 
climate financing. 

Mainstreaming 
Disaster Risk 
Reduction 
Activities 

Korea, Rep. 
of 

Since the Manila meeting in late October, [the 
Republic of] Korea has maintained that 
disaster risk reduction efforts should be 
mainstreamed into normal programming and 
investment plans. While closely related, 
disaster reduction appears to be 
fundamentally different from actual disaster 
response, particularly in that the reduction 
activities are of an ongoing nature. Many 
contributors have expressed this view as well. 
In this context, we find it desirable to 
mainstream disaster reduction resources with 

Noted with thanks.  
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an increased total donor contribution size as 
per scenario 2. 
 
In addition, we believe that providing 
opportunities to contribute additional funding 
below the line may prove useful, if such effort 
can reinforce provision of regional public 
goods, the activities of which are 
underfunded. 

Gender Equity 
and 
Mainstreaming 

Finland Targets on gender equity, both in terms of 
operational performance as well as ADB 
staffing, should be made more ambitious.  
 

ADB will continue to 
enhance gender equity 
and mainstreaming in 
ADB projects and will 
assess how to 
strengthen gender-
related indicators in 
the revised results 
framework. 

 Switzerland We see a potential to include more gender-
disaggregated data in the CRF, in particular at 
level 2 (e.g., ADB’s priority sectors such as 
water and sanitation, access to electricity, and 
technical vocational education). We are 
convinced that gender-disaggregated data 
would allow ADB to better demonstrate its 
contribution to improvements in gender 
equality and inclusive growth. 

ADB will continue to 
enhance gender equity 
and mainstreaming in 
ADB projects and will 
assess how to 
strengthen gender-
related indicators in 
the revised results 
framework. 

 Sweden With the aim of successfully enhancing 
gender mainstreaming throughout the design 
and implementation of [ADB’s] operations, 
and to work in line with the action plan on 
gender from 2012, it will be crucial to create a 
results framework that allows for improved 
measurement and analysis of gender-
disaggregated data. 

We agree that the 
review should explore 
ways to enhance 
gender results 
measurement.  

 Australia The results framework should be 
accompanied by a discussion on 
methodology. In particular, we encourage 
ADB to clearly identify the data and/or 
evidence base for results reporting, especially 
regarding gender-disaggregated results 
reporting. Specifically, we would welcome 
assurance that the gender-disaggregated 
reporting is based on project information 
collected rather than using broad assumptions 
on access by women based on 
supplementary information sources, e.g., 
census data. 

Please refer to a reply 
to Switzerland’s 
comment above. To 
measure ADB’s 
contribution, specific 
outcome data at the 
project level will be an 
essential source of 
information. 

Use of the 
Results 
Framework 

UK The results framework should be both a 
management and a communication tool. What 
we measure has to be important, useful as a 
management steer for various incentives 
within ADB, and allow all of us to measure if 

Noted.  
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[ADB] is moving in the right direction. For us, 
it’s the key instrument to ensure and report on 
value for money. In short, the UK agrees with 
the constructive comments from Canada, 
Switzerland, Finland, and Austria (so no need 
to repeat in detail).   

 Australia As a general point, the results framework is 
only as effective as its implementation. We 
encourage ADB to continue to foster an 
internal culture that values and incentivizes 
evidence-based learning to inform continuous 
improvement. It is critical that ADB continues 
to utilize the evidence from its results 
framework to inform organizational and 
program and project decision making.  

Agreed.  

ADB = Asian Development Bank, ADF = Asian Development Fund, CRF = corporate results framework,                
DMC = developing member country, DFID = Department for International Development of the United Kingdom,     
INDC = intended nationally determined contribution, MDB = multilateral development bank, OCR = ordinary capital 
resource, SDG = Sustainable Development Goals, SPD = Strategy and Policy Department, UK = United Kingdom. 
Source:  Asian Development Bank. 
  

 

 


