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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
 

In 2009, the Asian Development Bank (ADB) conducted its third and most 
comprehensive annual internal survey on aid effectiveness.1 This survey report assesses ADB’s 
progress on its commitments on aid effectiveness as expressed in the 2005 Paris Declaration 
and 2008 Accra Agenda for Action (AAA), as well as other evolving issues in the international 
aid architecture. The report also identifies constraints and proposes ways for ADB and its 
developing member countries (DMCs) to improve. 

 
The survey report is organized around the Paris Declaration’s five principles of aid 

effectiveness. Accordingly, it assesses how ADB has facilitated country leadership (ownership), 
aligned its assistance with country priorities and strategies and used country systems 
(alignment), promoted harmonization among donors (harmonization), encouraged countries to 
manage resources and improve decision making for results (managing for development results), 
and promoted mutual accountability of development partners2 and partner countries for 
development results (mutual accountability).  

 
The report finds that ADB has made considerable progress in all its commitments on aid 

effectiveness in 2008, except that on joint country analytical work, which is an indicator of 
harmonization among donors (see figure 1, p. ii). However, this average performance across the 
25 DMCs masks wide variation ADB's performance in individual countries. Analyzed according 
to the three DMC classification groups, ADB's performance in Group B DMCs lags on 2 
indicators, Group C lags on three and Group A lags on 4 indicators (see figure 2, p. 3)3. The 
qualitative evidence gathered on each indicator provides a more holistic understanding of 
country progress on the quantitative targets, and also points to some of the limitations of the 
definitions used.4 Box A5 in Appendix 5 lists countries in which ADB has not yet achieved the 
2010 targets. Good performance was also noted on areas of concern highlighted by the AAA, 
for example south-south cooperation, cooperation in fragile situations and enhancing the role of 
civil society organisations (CSOs) and other development actors.  
 

                                                 
1  The 2009 survey covered 25 of ADB’s 40 borrowing countries: 11 from Group A—Asian Development Fund-only 

borrowers—Afghanistan, Bhutan, Cambodia, the Kyrgyz Republic, Lao People's Democratic Republic, the 
Maldives, Mongolia, Nepal, Samoa, Tajikistan, and Tonga; 11 from Group B—blend countries that borrow from 
both the Asian Development Fund and ADB’s ordinary capital resources—Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bangladesh, 
Georgia, India, Indonesia, Pakistan, Papua New Guinea, Sri Lanka, Uzbekistan, and Viet Nam; and 3 from Group 
C—ordinary capital resources-only borrowing countries—the People's Republic of China, Kazakhstan, and the 
Philippines. As this survey is based on 2008 data, Indonesia is still classified as a Group B borrower, although it 
graduated to Group C in January 2009. 

2  In keeping with ADB modalities, the term “development partner” is used to refer to “donor”, which is the term used 
in The Paris Declaration, Accra Agenda for Action and by OECD-DAC.  

3  DMC-wise performance on each of the indicators is presented in Appendix 6.   
4  The report includes some recent actions taken by ADB in 2009 to provide the latest information. However, the 

quantitative data covers only 2008. Limitations of some indicators are detailed in Appendix 5.  
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Figure 1: ADB’s Progress in Meeting Quantitative Targets 2005–2008 

a For these indicators, the average country ratio is used and not the weighted ratio.  
b Figures refer to number of parallel project implementation units. 
Note: The percentage of bilateral aid that is untied (Indicator 8) does not apply to ADB because all ADB aid is untied. 
The use of program-based approaches in lending (Indicator 9) was surveyed as part of the 2008 Development 
Effectiveness Review and therefore is not included in this analysis. 
Source: Asian Development Bank estimates.  
 

Analysis of ADB's progress based on the five principles of aid effectiveness is 
summarized below:  

 
(i) Ownership: The Paris Declaration commits partner countries to exercise effective 

leadership in preparing and implementing national development strategies through 
broad consultation, and in coordinating aid with development partners, civil society, and 
the private sector. Signatories reaffirmed this commitment in the AAA. Although these 
commitments are mainly to be addressed by partner countries and there are no 
quantitative targets for ADB in this category, ADB has made the following efforts to 
enhance partner countries’ capacity to take ownership over their policies and to exercise 
leadership: 
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(a) ADB’s country partnership strategy (CPS) processes are increasingly led and 
owned by DMCs, and CPSs better reflect the needs and priorities of DMCs, and 
encourage broader dialogue and country leadership;  

(b) ADB guidelines on conditionality in policy-based lending were clarified, and staff 
were advised to apply good practice principles that enforce country ownership. ADB 
is leading global efforts on review and dissemination of good practices in 
conditionality as a co-chair on the task team on conditionality of the Organisation 
for Economic Co-operation and Development’s Development Assistance 
Committee (OECD-DAC).5  

 
(ii) Alignment: The Paris Declaration commits development partners to align their 

strategies and programs to partners’ national development strategies, institutions and 
procedures. The declaration specifies a number of quantitative targets to measure 
performance in these areas. The AAA introduced additional qualitative commitments for 
development partners to develop the capacity of partner countries to lead and manage 
development, and to use and enhance developing country systems to the maximum. 

 
(a) In 2008, ADB showed significant improvement in several quantitative targets in this 

category (See figure 1): 
 

 Indicator 3: Aligning aid with national priorities. 87% of ADB's assistance 
in 2008 were aligned with national priorities, as reported on government 
budgets, exceeding the 2010 target of 85%.  ADB's performance fell short of 
this goal in only four DMCs, all of which belong to Group A (ADF only). A key 
factor constraining improvements in aid alignment is the difference between 
the financial year used in development partner accounting systems and those 
of some borrowing countries. Proposed new CPS guidelines will address this 
issue.  

 
 Indicator 4: Coordinated technical support. 54% of ADB’s technical support 
was coordinated with national capacity development programs, above the 
overall target of 50%, although performance was uneven across DMCs. 
However, ADB did not meet even the modest 50% benchmark in several 
DMCs, where according to country responses to the qualitative survey, weak 
government ownership, high turnover in civil service staff, restricted financial 
resources, and other factors limited technical cooperation. Group-wise, ADB 
did not meet the target in Group B, which  was off-track by almost 20 
percentage points.  

 
 Indicator 5a: Use of country public financial management (PFM) systems. 
94% of all ADB assistance used country PFM systems, above the 78% target. 
This indicator measures the average volume of aid flows that used national 
budget execution, financial reporting and auditing procedures as a percentage 
of total aid provided to the government sector. Widespread use of these three 
systems in the large borrowing countries of the People’s Republic of China, 
India, Indonesia, Pakistan and the Philippines may have driven up the average 
performance. However, ADB also used these country PFM systems in some 
smaller borrowers as well, including Bhutan, Georgia, Kazakhstan, and the 

                                                 
5  For more details on the work of the OECD-DAC Working Party on Aid Effectiveness Cluster C: Transparent and 

Responsible Aid, see http://www.oecd.org/document/43/0,3343,en_2649_3236398_43385067_1_1_1_1,00.html 
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Maldives. Performance improved significantly in some smaller countries such 
as Cambodia because government contracting of audits to the private sector 
has upgraded reporting.  

 
 Indicator 5b: Use of country procurement systems. 59% of ADB aid used 
country procurement systems, on track to meet the target of 60% overall by 
2010 but masking many poor individual records. The target was only reached 
in Bangladesh, Georgia, Indonesia, Pakistan, and the Philippines. On a group 
level, ADB met the target only in Group B countries. This report uses an 
adapted definition of the Paris Declaration indicator and reflects the use of 
country systems by the reported application of national competitive 
bidding (NCB) as a proportion of procurement of all goods and works financed 
by ADB in the relevant DMC. This is a narrower definition than the Paris 
Declaration, which records the volume of aid that uses country procurement 
systems as a percentage of total aid provided to the government sector. 
However, the narrower definition is more appropriate in the ADB context 
because where international bidder participation is expected, international 
competitive bidding (ICB) procedures are applied using ADB Procurement 
Guidelines rather than NCB. Efforts at strengthening DMCs' procurement 
systems will get a boost in 2010 through a recently approved Asia-Pacific 
procurement partnership initiative.  

 
 Indicator 6: Reduce parallel project implementation units. Based on the 
strict definition of the Paris Declaration indicator6, the number of parallel project 
implementation units (PIUs) fell to 12 on average, much lower than the target 
of 32. On a group-basis, only in Group B, ADB has not met its target because 
of the continued use of parallel PIUs in exceptional cases where country 
capacity to implement projects/programs still needs to be strengthened and the 
use of government systems alone is not yet feasible. However ADB is working 
to integrate PIUs into the structures of concerned line ministries in DMCs and 
to phase out PIUs as country systems develop. 

 
 Indicator 7: Aid predictability. ADB's performance on aid predictability were 
interrupted in 2008, mainly due to unforseen food price and global financial 
crises aid disbursements. This indicator is measured by calculating the gap 
between aid for the government sector scheduled for disbursement by 
development partners and aid recorded in country accounting systems within 
the same financial year. On average, ADB recorded 84% on this indicator 
against a 2010 target of 89%. Although ADB's performance is below target in 
all three groups, only in Group A it is more than 5 percentage points off-track. 
Overall, ADB is likely to achieve this quantitative target by 2010, especially as 
the crisis-related disbursements are less likely to reoccur. 

 

                                                 
6  Within the declaration’s framework, a PIU is considered parallel when the answer to three or more of the following 

questions is “yes”: (i) Is the PIU accountable to external funding agencies and/or development partners rather than 
to the country implementing agencies (ministries, departments, agencies)? (ii) Are the terms of reference for 
externally appointed staff determined by the development partner (rather than by the country implementing 
agencies)? (iii) Are most of the professional staff appointed by the development partner (rather than the country 
implementing agency)? (iv) Is the salary structure of national staff (including benefits) higher than those of civil 
service personnel? OECD clarified this definition in 2008, prior to which a PIU was considered parallel if it 
“typically” exhibited these characteristics. 
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(b) In response to the AAA call to strengthen the ability of partner countries to lead and 
manage their national development, in March 2009, a joint development partner 
supported initiative called the  Capacity Development for Development Effectiveness 
(CDDE) Facility7 was launched in Manila to support south-south partnerships and 
encourage peer to peer learning among the DMCs.   

    
(iii) Harmonization: The Paris Declaration commits development partners to implement 

more harmonized, transparent and collectively effective actions. To achieve these goals, 
the declaration specified quantitative targets on the use of program-based approaches 
(PBAs) in lending8, the proportion of joint missions and the amount of joint country 
analytical work.  In addition, through the AAA development partners agreed to reduce 
aid fragmentation by improving the complementarity and coordination of their efforts 
between them, and to adapt aid policies for countries in fragile situations. ADB’s 
progress on these is reviewed below. 

 
(a) ADB’s progress in the three quantitative targets in this category was mixed: 

 
 Indicator 9: Use of program-based approaches (PBAs) in lending. The use 
of PBAs9 in lending was reviewed for ADB’s Development Effectiveness 
Review (DEfR) and so was not surveyed again for the the purposes of this 
report. There were 13 new approvals for ADB financing that used PBAs in 
2008 (from a 2006 baseline of 5), including 8 for Asian Development Fund 
operations (from a 2006 baseline of 4).10 This met the DEfR targets. The Paris 
Declaration target is broader however, and calls for 66% of total aid to flow 
through this approach by 2010. Measurement challenges remain in monitoring 
ADB’s progress towards this target. Although PBAs are consistent with ADB’s 
program lending policies and are applied in its lending operations, ADB has 
had difficulty measuring PBA use precisely due to a lack of clarity among staff 
on the definition of PBA and challenges in applying it to ADB modalities.11 As a 
part of the review of program lending policy implementation, ADB’s Strategy 
and Policy Department adopted the OECD-DAC definition of PBAs, and 
clarified the PBA definition through staff instructions.12 ADB is also proposing 
to establish a system to better capture PBAs by including it as a part of the 

                                                 
7  To support DMC capacity development needs for in-country implementation of the Paris Declaration, the CDDE 

was launched in Manila with support of the Government of Japan, the United Nations Development Programme, 
and World Bank. http://www.adb.org/Aid-Effectiveness/default.asp and http://www.aideffectiveness.org/CDDE-
Capacity-Development-for-Development-Effectiveness-Facility.html   

8  The 2008 survey did not collect data on the use of PBAs, and therefore this was not reviewed separately for this 
report in the context of the Paris Declaration targets. 

9  The definition of a PBA used by ADB for both this survey and the DEfR corresponds to the OECD-DAC definition, 
which classifies  a PBA as an approach where the answer to all four of these questions is “yes”: (i) Is the host 
country or organization exercising leadership over the program supported by development partners; (ii) Is a single 
comprehensive program and budget framework used; (iii) Is there a formal process for development partner 
coordination and harmonization of aid procedures for at least two of the following systems: (a) reporting, (b) 
budgeting, (c) financial management, and (d) procurement; and (iv) Does your support for the program use at least 
two of the following local systems: (a) program design, (b) program implementation, (c) financial management, and 
(d) monitoring and evaluation. 

10  ADB. 2009. Country Partnership Strategy: Responding to the New Aid Architecture. Report of the Country 
Partnership Strategy Working Group. Manila 

11  ADB. 2008. Special Evaluation Study. Evaluation of the Implementation of the Paris Declaration at the Asian 
Development Bank: A Development Partner’s Study for an OECD-DAC Joint Evaluation. Manila. 

12  ADB. Program Lending Policy: Clarification, Section II.G. 
http://www.adb.org/Documents/Policies/Program_Lending/in89-09.pdf 
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regular project data monitoring systems. ADB’s 2010 aid effectiveness survey 
will provide more complete information on PBA performance.     

 
 Indicator 10a: Joint missions. With 44% joint missions, ADB achieved the 
target of 40% joint missions. However this target, modified from the Paris 
Declaration, covers only missions, joint or otherwise, that originated from ADB 
headquarters for CPSs and country portfolio reviews. The chosen criteria is in 
keeping with the measurement technique used in the DEfR but is narrower 
than the Paris Declaration which includes all missions, joint or otherwise, that 
are undertaken by or on behalf of a development partner, including program 
developers, appraisers and evaluators and sector assessment teams 
commissioned by a donor; involving international travel typically but not 
exclusively from development partner headquarters; and making a request to 
meet with government officials including local government. It is not considered 
meaningful to follow Paris Declaration definition and coordinate all missions, 
especially if projects are not cofinanced. The adapted definition overcomes 
reporting difficulties faced by countries in the previous surveys and also 
provides a consistent base for cross-country comparisons.13 In 2008, none of 
the countries in Group C had ADB missions that met these criteria.  

 
 Indicator 10b: Country analytical work. ADB remains off-track on the joint 
country analytical work target in 2008. Only 46% of the relevant work met the 
Paris Declaration criteria against a 2010 target of 66%. These criteria are that 
the country analytic work is (i) undertaken together with another development 
partner, (ii) undertaken by one development partner on behalf of another, or 
(iii) undertaken with substantive government involvement. Although ADB works 
closely with the DMCs and its development partners in this area, its country 
analytical work generally did not meet these requirements. Of the 25 DMCs 
surveyed, ADB did not meet the target in 14 countries (Appendix 5, Box A5). 
ADB’s performance under this indicator is expected to improve after 
information and knowledge generation activities are unbundled from the CPS 
process in January 2010.14 Timing of these assessments will no longer be tied 
to the CPS preparation schedule and could be adjusted for joint action with 
governments and other development partners. 

 
(b) As part of its AAA commitment, ADB and its development partners refined their 

cooperation in countries facing fragile situations in the last year, shaping the kinds 
and methods of assistance to current needs. However, much more is required in the 
area of reducing aid fragmentation and improving complementarity between 
development partners at the country level.  

 
(iv) Managing for Development Results: The Paris Declaration commits partner countries 

to establish results-oriented reporting and assessment frameworks to monitor progress 
on the key dimensions of national and sector development strategies. It also pledges 
development partners and partner countries to work together to strengthen country 
capacity and the demand for results-based management. Both development partners 

                                                 
13  However, the numbers are significantly lower in absolute terms because this method does not take into account the 

missions that originated within the country itself and undertaken by resident missions either on their own or in 
coordination with other development partners.  

14  ADB. 2009. Country Partnership Strategy: Responding to the New Aid Architecture. Report of the Country 
Partnership Strategy Working Group. Manila. 
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and partner countries are committed to making improved accountability and 
transparency in the use of development resources a priority. In 2008, the AAA 
reinforced these calls. While there are no quantitative targets monitored in this category, 
ADB made substantial progress in its managing for development results (MfDR) agenda 
in 2008. 

   
(a) The MfDR action plan for 2009-2011 aims to institutionalize MfDR in all operations 

as well as in implementing Strategy 2020. 
(b) ADB continues to work closely with DMCs in improving monitoring tools. ADB’s 

CPSs specify clear results management frameworks that match national 
development goals.  

 
(v) Mutual Accountability: The Paris Declaration considers it a major priority for DMCs 

and development partners to enhance mutual accountability and transparency in the 
use of development resources to encourage public support for national policies and 
development assistance. In the AAA, this commitment was taken a step further as 
countries and partners agreed to jointly review and strengthen existing international 
accountability mechanisms, including peer review with the participation of developing 
countries. The area of mutual accountability is relatively new both for development 
partners as well as partner countries, and the meaning of the term and appropriate 
frameworks to measure mutual accountability are still evolving. ADB does not monitor 
specific quantitative targets in this category. However, evidence suggests that ADB has 
made some progress on this front: 
 
(a) ADB undertook some form of shared assessment review in 2008 with 18 of the 25 

DMCs surveyed. As the agenda evolves, and frameworks are established, work in 
this area will be strengthened. 

(b) ADB has implemented enhanced transparency inititatives. ADB’s DEfRs assess and 
report publically each year on ADB's performance, using the clear objective 
indicators and targets of its corporate results framework. 

(c) In 2009, ADB joined the International Aid Transparency Initiative which commits 
development partners to agree on common standards for the timely publication of 
comprehensive yet comprehensible information about aid. 

(d) ADB’s efforts to promote good governance continue to be guided by its Second 
Governance and Anticorruption Action Plan.15 The plan’s risk-based approach 
focuses on PFM, procurement, and vulnerability to corruption. 

(e) ADB, along with other development partners supported a joint initiative of three 
governments (Cambodia, the Lao People’s Democratic Republic and Vietnam) to 
develop a mutual accountability framework under the CDDE facility.  

 
The way forward. While ADB has met several of its quantitative targets, it will continue 

seeking improvement in the areas highlighted in this report to achieve greater aid effectiveness 
and development effectiveness in the region. Responding to disparities in performance among 
its DMCs as evident in this report, ADB will tailor its support and cooperation to the specific aid 
effectiveness needs of individual DMCs. It will aim particularly to strengthen country systems, to 
enhance government capacity to take leadership in coordination of development efforts and to 
reduce aid fragmentation at the country level. A number of initiatives have already been taken to 
develop capacity of the DMCs, improve transparency and predictability of ADB's assistance 

                                                 
15  ADB. 2006. Second Governance and Anticorruption Action Plan. Manila. http://www.adb.org/Documents/Policies/ 

Governance/GACAP-II.pdf 
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through proposed changes in country partnership strategies and business processes, and 
achieving results, a systematic implementation of these initiatives will be required for improved 
development effectiveness in the region. ADB will work to familiarize all staff with Paris 
Declaration principles and AAA actions, and ensure that senior management stays committed to 
this agenda. Internationally, ADB will build on its accomplishments in forming more productive 
and inclusive partnerships to influence global policy on key issues, particularly as the aid 
effectiveness agenda evolves between now and the High Level Event on South-South 
Cooperation and Capacity Development in March 2010 and the Fourth High Level Forum in 
2011. 

 
 



 

 
 

I. INTRODUCTION 

A. Objectives 

1. In 2009, the Asian Development Bank (ADB) conducted its third and most 
comprehensive annual internal survey on aid effectiveness. The 25 Group A, B, and C countries 
surveyed received 99.8% of ADB’s loan disbursements in 2008, making the sample for the 2009 
aid effectiveness research, analysis, and report the most complete so far.1 This survey report 
assesses ADB’s commitments on aid effectiveness as expressed in the 2005 Paris Declaration 
and 2008 Accra Agenda for Action (AAA), as well as other evolving issues in the international 
aid architecture. The report also identifies constraints and proposes ways for ADB and its 
developing member countries (DMCs) to improve. 
 
2. ADB has a strong history of commitment to the international aid effectiveness agenda. It 
took part in the first High Level Forum on Harmonization in Rome in February 2003; the Second 
High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness in Paris, which led to the Paris Declaration in March 
2005; and the Third High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness (HLF-3) in Accra in September 
2008, from which the AAA emerged. In endorsing the Paris Declaration, ADB pledged with the 
international community to help partner nations meet the Millennium Development Goals 
(MDGs) by 2015. It also agreed to monitor progress through a framework of discrete 
commitments and indicators on five principles of aid effectiveness: ownership, harmonization, 
alignment, managing for development results (MfDR), and mutual accountability.2 ADB was part 
of the baseline and monitoring surveys led by the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and 
Development’s Development Assistance Committee (OECD-DAC) in 2006 and 2008, as well as 
an international reference group that evaluated implementation.3  
 
3. The current report based on the 2009 survey and the two that preceded it illustrate 
ADB’s continued commitment to monitor its progress and to make its development assistance 
more responsive and effective for its DMCs. Like in ADB’s two previous annual internal surveys 
and reports on progress with respect to the Paris Declaration, the 2009 survey and this report 
were coordinated by the Strategy and Policy Department.  
 
B. Methodology  

4. The 2009 survey questions and the analysis in this report have expanded on the earlier 
two surveys, although all three surveys cover the same quantitative indicators, which are based 
on or adaptations of the OECD-DAC indicators and targets (Appendix 1).4 This wider view 

                                                 
1  The 2009 survey covered 25 of ADB’s 40 borrowing countries: 11 from Group A—Asian Development Fund-only 

borrowers—Afghanistan, Bhutan, Cambodia, the Kyrgyz Republic, Lao People's Democratic Republic, the 
Maldives, Mongolia, Nepal, Samoa, Tajikistan, and Tonga; 11 from Group B—blend countries that borrow from 
both the Asian Development Fund and ADB’s ordinary capital resources—Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bangladesh, 
Georgia, India, Indonesia, Pakistan, Papua New Guinea, Sri Lanka, Uzbekistan, and Viet Nam; and 3 from Group 
C—ordinary capital resources-only borrowing countries—the People's Republic of China, Kazakhstan, and the 
Philippines. As this survey is based on 2008 data, Indonesia is still classified as a Group B borrower, although it 
graduated to Group C in January 2009. 

2  Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness, Paris, 28 February–2 March 2005 (Appendix 1). 
3  OECD. 2008. 2008 Survey on Monitoring the Paris Declaration: Making Aid More Effective by 2010. Paris.  
4 In the case of the alignment of aid with national priorities (Indicator 3), coordination of technical support (Indicator 

4), use of country public financial management systems (Indicator 5a), reduction of parallel project implementation 
units (Indicator 6), aid predictability (Indicator 7) and joint country analytical work (Indicator 10b), the definitions 
used are the same as OECD-DAC. However in recording the use of country procurement systems (Indicator 5b) 
and the coordination of missions (Indicator 10a), the definitions were modified to make them more meaningful in 
the ADB context and to address issues of data availability. 
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responds to the call in Accra for better implementation and monitoring of the Paris Declaration 
and for a broader aid effectiveness agenda to include additional  commitments for example in 
the area of mutual accountability, south-south cooperation and cooperation in fragile situations, 
and the role of civil society organisations (CSOs) and other development actors.5 This survey 
report is organized around the Paris Declaration’s five principles of aid effectiveness. Details in 
para 8. 
 
5. It may be highlighted that although most of the indicators are the same as those used by 
the OECD-DAC in their Paris Declaration surveys, for two indicators, namely the use of country 
procurement systems (Indicator 5b) and the coordination of missions (Indicator 10a), the OECD-
DAC definitions were modified to make them more meaningful in the ADB context and to 
address issues of data availability. 6 These revised definitions are narrower and therefore the 
results show better performance than would have been the case if the original definitions had 
been used.  
 
C. Summary of Overall Performance 

6. The report finds that ADB has made considerable progress in all its commitments on aid 
effectiveness in 2008, except that on joint country analytical work, which is an indicator of 
harmonization among donors (see figure 1, p. ii). However, this average performance across the 
25 DMCs masks wide variation in individual country achievement. Analyzed according to the 
three DMC classification groups, in Group B countries, ADB lags on 2 indicators, In Group C, it 
lags on three and in Group A, it lags on 4 indicators (see figure 2, p. 3)7. The disparities among 
DMCs provide a challenge in achievement of the Paris Declaration targets at the DMC level as, 
the target date and the fourth High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness (HLF-4) in 2011 
approaches. The qualitative evidence gathered on each indicator provides a more holistic 
understanding of ADB's progress on the quantitative targets, and also points to some of the 
limitations of the definitions used.8 Box A5 in Appendix 5 lists countries in which ADB has not 
yet achieved the 2010 targets. Good performance was also noted on areas of concern 
highlighted by the AAA, for example south-south cooperation, cooperation in fragile situations 
and enhancing the role of CSOs and other development actors.  

 
 

 

                                                 
5 Details on survey methodology and a copy each of the 2009 quantitative and qualitative questionnaires are in 

Appendix 3. 
6  This survey did not cover some indicators, including Indicator 8 (Aid is untied) because all ADB aid is untied and 

Indicator 9 (use of program-based approaches in lending) because this was covered in the 2008 Development 
Effectiveness Review. Indicators 1 (operational development strategies), 2 (reliable country systems), 11 (results-
oriented frameworks) and 12 (mutual accountability) were tracked through qualitative assessments only. The 
assessment criteria and baseline for Indicator 1 (operational development strategies) and Indicator 11 (results-
oriented frameworks) are based on analysis by the World Bank for the 2005 Comprehensive Development 
Framework Progress Report and progress was reviewed by the World Bank in 2007 in its Results-Based National 
Development Strategies—Assessment and Challenges Ahead report.  

7  DMC-wise performance on each of the indicators is presented in Appendix 6.   
8  The report includes some recent actions taken by ADB in 2009 to provide the latest information. However, the 

quantitative data covers only 2008. Limitations of some indicators are detailed in Appendix 5.  
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Figure 2: Summary of ADB’s Performance on Paris Declaration Targets by DMC 
Classification Group 

Indicator Group A: ADF-
only Borrowers  

Group B: ADF and 
OCR Borrowers  

Group C: OCR-
only Borrowers  

2010 
Target 

3. Aid Flows Aligned on 
National Priorities 
 

   
85% 

4. Strengthen Capacity by 
Coordinated Support 
 

   
50% 

5a. Use of Country Public 
Financial Management 
Systems 

   
78% 

5b. Use of Country 
Procurement Systems 
 

   
60% 

6. Avoid Parallel 
Implementation Structures a 

 

   
32 a 

7. Aid is More Predictable 
 
 

   
89% 

10a. Joint Missions 
 
 

   
40% 

10b. Joint Country Analytical 
Work 
 

   
66% 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, ADF=Asian Development Fund; OCR=Ordinary Capital Resources 

a The target for this indicator is to reduce the number of parallel project implementation units by two-thirds from 2005 
to 2010. This implies a target of 32 for ADB as a whole, although targets for individual groups will depend on the 
number of project implementation units in operation in 2005 in each group.  
Notes: The percentage of bilateral aid that is untied (Indicator 8) does not apply to ADB because all ADB aid is 
untied. The use of program-based approaches in lending (Indicator 9) was surveyed as part of the 2008 Development 
Effectiveness Review and therefore is not included in this analysis. 
Source: Data are from ADB’s Central Operations Services Office, resident missions, and regional departments.                
  
 Legend:  
 
 
 
7. In addition to monitoring its progress through annual surveys, ADB’s internal aid 
effectiveness agenda includes the mainstreaming of the Paris Declaration principles and AAA 
actions into the operations of countries and institutions. The ADB corporate results framework, 
reported through the development effectiveness review (DEfR),9 annually monitors Paris 
Declaration indicators for program-based approaches (PBAs) and joint country missions. Box 
1 highlights recent ADB policy and strategy initiatives that incorporate its commitments to the 
Paris Declaration and the AAA.  
 
 
 

                                                 
9  ADB. Development effectiveness. http://www.adb.org/Documents/Reports/Development-Effectiveness-Review/ 

Achieved 
Target 

On Track (below target by 5 
percentage points or less) 

Not on Track (below target by 
more than 5 percentage points) 
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Box 1: Major Initiatives and Policy Changes that Incorporate the Paris Declaration 
and Accra Agenda for Action Commitments 

 

Strategy 2020 
 

ADB's long-term strategic framework for 2008-2020, Strategy 2020, takes into 
account several Paris Declaration and AAA commitments, including aligning aid 
with national priorities, using country systems, managing for development results 
(MfDR), and coordinating with other development partners to complement their 
work. 

Development 
Effectiveness 
Reviews 

ADB conducts development effectiveness reviews to report publicly on its 
performance, including its progress in meeting Paris Declaration commitments, 
particularly the use of program-based approaches and coordination of missions.  

Country Partnership 
Strategy Processes 

Country partnership strategy preparation processes continued to be streamlined in 
2010 in support of Paris Declaration objectives, especially encouraging country 
ownership of development strategy, aligning with national priorities, specifying a 
clear results management framework that is consistent with national development 
strategies, and coordinating with other development partners’ analytical work. 

MfDR Action Plan  
2009–2011 

ADB’s most recent MfDR action plan aims to further mainstream MfDR in ADB 
operations and in developing member countries through greater integration of a 
results-focused approach to implementing Strategy 2020. 

Asia Pacific 
Procurement Forum 

The Asia Pacific Procurement Forum, established by ADB, encourages informed 
networking by developing member country procurement policy officials on 
international best practices and the upgrading of country systems through 
coordinated solutions to common problems.  

Second Governance 
and Anticorruption 
Action Plan 

The Second Governance and Anticorruption Action Plan focuses on three priority 
risk areas that are critical to poverty reduction and development effectiveness: 
public financial management, procurement, and vulnerability to corruption.  

Safeguard Policy 
Statement  

 

The Safeguard Policy Statement (2009) emphasizes the strengthening of country 
safeguard systems and, where a country has the capacity to deliver, allows the use 
of these systems for ADB projects under conditions of equivalence to ADB policies. 
ADB is the first multilateral development bank to include country safeguard 
systems within its safeguard policy, a major step forward in implementing the aid 
effectiveness agenda. 

ADB = Asian Development Bank. MfDR= Managing for Development Results 
Source: Asian Development Bank. http://www.adb.org 

 
 
8. The survey report presented in the following sections presents a review of ADB’s 
effectiveness results according to the Paris Declaration five principles of aid effectiveness: (i) 
strengthening country ownership over their development policies, (ii) alignment of 
development partner support with partner countries’ national development strategies, 
institutions and procedures, (iii) harmonization of development partners’ actions to make 
these more transparent and collectively effective, (iv) managing resources and improving 
decision making for results and (v) mutual accountability of development partners and 
partner countries for development results. Progress on the additional commitments introduced 
by the AAA is also reviewed under each of the sections. 10  Detailed quantitative data are in 
Appendix 4.  
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
10  The full list of commitments can be found in the Paris Declaration (Appendix 1) and Accra Agenda for Action 

(Appendix 2).  
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II. COMMITMENT 1: OWNERSHIP—STRENGTHENING COUNTRY OWNERSHIP OVER 
THEIR DEVELOPMENT POLICIES 

 
9. The Paris Declaration commits partner countries to exercise effective leadership in 
preparing and implementing their national development strategies through broad consultation. 
Developing countries are to translate their strategies into prioritized, results-driven operations 
programs expressed in annual budgets and medium-term expenditure frameworks. They are 
also to take the lead in coordinating aid at all levels through dialogue with development 
partners, civil society, and the private sector. 
 
10. Development partners, for their part, are to respect the leadership role of partner 
countries and help strengthen their capacity to exercise it. The AAA takes these commitments a 
step further. Signatories, including ADB, agreed to broaden country policy dialogue on 
development such that (i) governments work more closely with parliaments, local authorities and 
civil society organizations in preparing, implementing and monitoring national development 
policies and plans, (ii) development partners support efforts to increase the capacity of all 
development actors to take an active role in dialogue on development policy and on the role of 
aid in contributing to countries’ development objectives and (iii) countries and development 
partners ensure that their respective development policies and programs are designed and 
implemented in ways consistent with their agreed international commitments on gender equality, 
human rights, disability and environmental sustainability.  
 
11. In line with these goals, this report reviews ADB progress (i) in aligning its country 
partnership strategies (CPSs) with national development strategies and encouraging country 
ownership over these strategies, (ii) in encouraging all development actors, including bilateral 
and multilateral development partners, nontraditional development partners, middle-income 
countries, global funds, civil society organizations (CSOs), and the private sector, to take an 
active role in development policy dialogue and (iii) in changing the nature of conditionality to 
support country ownership.  
 
D. Aligning ADB's Country Partnership Strategies with National Development 

Strategies  

12. Enhanced work plans implemented to instill country ownership. ADB’s resident 
missions and country teams are ensuring that CPSs are aligned to national strategies and are 
prepared in dialogue with a range of stakeholders at the DMC level. Strategy alignment and 
synergy will get another boost in 2010 when ADB aims to begin matching the CPS cycle with 
the partner country’s strategic planning schedule. ADB also proposes to (i) include a results 
framework in every CPS to lay out clearly how ADB intends to contribute to a country's 
development objectives in line with Strategy 2020;11 and (ii) implement the CPS through the 
country operations business plan, detailing rolling 3-year pipelines and the resources required to 
support them.12 All these changes would strengthen country ownership and make ADB's 
assistance more predictable and transparent. 
 

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

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

Partnership Strategy Working Group. Manila 



 

 

6 

E. Working with All Development Partners 

13. South-south cooperation facilitated. Recognizing the role that middle-income 
countries, global funds, the private sector, civil society organizations, and others play in 
improving aid effectiveness, the AAA specifically calls on all development participants to work in 
more inclusive partnerships to achieve a greater impact on poverty reduction. Through projects 
and sub-regional programs, ADB vigorously fosters partnerships and joint action between its 
DMCs on development issues. Examples include the ASEAN+3 Initiative,13 the Bay of Bengal 
Initiative for Multi-Sectoral Technical and Economic Cooperation,14 the Central Asian Regional 
Economic Cooperation program, 15 the Greater Mekong Subregion program,16 and the South 
Asian Association for Regional Cooperation.17 Amongst other bilateral initiatives, experts from 
Malaysia helped carry out national development planning in Papua New Guinea, and 
Uzbekistan availed of lessons identified by Cambodia in managing external assistance in the 
water sector. In addition, since 1999, ADB and OECD have supported government cooperation 
in Asia and the Pacific to fight corruption.18 The 28 DMCs in this initiative have set goals and 
standards for sustainable safeguards against corruption in their economic, political, and social 
spheres; and are working together on implementation. The Capacity Development for 
Development Effectiveness (CDDE) program’s south-south learning exchanges provide 
networks and peer support across the region’s DMCs. The 2009 action plan included initiatives 
on development of mutual accountability frameworks and better information management 
systems (Box 2). 
 

                                                 
13  The Association for Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) + 3 Initiative includes Brunei Darussalam, Cambodia, the 

People’s Republic of China, Japan, Indonesia, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Malaysia, Myanmar, the 
Philippines, Republic of Korea, Singapore, Thailand and Vietnam. More information on the initiative is available at: 

    http://www.aseansec.org/16580.htm 
14  ADB. 2008. Annual Report. http://www.adb.org/Documents/Reports/Annual_Report/2008/sa.asp 
15  ADB. Central Asian Regional Economic Cooperation. http://www.adb.org/carec/ 
16  ADB. Greater Mekong Subregion. http://www.adb.org/GMS/default.asp 
17  ADB. South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation. http://www.adb.org/Documents/Speeches/2008/ 

sp2008028.asp 
18  Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development. Anti-Corruption Action Plan for Asia and the Pacific. 

http://www.oecd.org/ document/35/0,3343,en_34982156_35315367_35029667_1_1_1_1,00.html 
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Box 2: Peer Learning Initiatives of the Capacity Development for Development 
Effectiveness Facility in 2009 

Joint Initiative on 
Mutual 
Accountability, led 
by the Lao People’s 
Democratic Republic 
with Cambodia and 
Viet Nam  
(July 2008–
November 2009) 
 

This initiative focused on national capacity development through peer to peer 
learning among the DMCs listed on developing mutual accountability frameworks 
including joint monitoring indicators, the role of national aid effectiveness 
secretariats, and aid effectiveness dialogue structures like consultative groups 
and round tables. The outcomes of this work contributed to the international 
dialogue through Working Party on Aid Effectiveness (WP-EFF) of the 
Organisation for Economic Co-Operation and Development’s Development 
Assistance Committee (OECD-DAC). 
 

Timor-Leste-Led Aid 
Information 
Management System 
Learning and Exchange 
Program 
(July 2009– 
February 2010) 
 
 

Representatives of the Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Nepal, and Timor-
Leste visited Cambodia to learn from its experience in designing and 
implementing an aid information management system (AIMS). The CDDE 
subsequently supported a meeting of stakeholder groups from these countries 
and 14 others in Bangkok to share their practical experience using AIMS for 
greater accountability and effectiveness. The CDDE is establishing a peer review 
group to produce a practical guidance note on AIMS based on the priorities of 
individual countries.  
 

Sri Lanka-Led Asia-
Pacific Voice Initiative  
(September 2009–
November 2009) 
 

The initiative enabled a number of DMCs to provide a more systematic articulation 
of evidence and concerns from Asia and the Pacific to the WP-EFF of the OECD-
DAC. They reviewed progress on localizing the Paris Declaration and the Accra 
Agenda for Action (AAA). They also offered recommendations on national and 
international capacity development to support implementation, including 
opportunities to contribute and benefit from the United Nations Development 
Cooperation Forum.  
 

Building Capacities of 
Parliaments and 
Parliamentarians to 
Strengthen the 
Accountability of Aid  
 

The Inter-Parliamentary Union, in collaboration with the CDDE, commissioned a 
practical guidance note on how parliaments and parliamentarians can play a role 
in enhancing domestic accountability on matters of aid and its role in national 
development.  
 

   
Source: Capacity Development for Development Effectiveness Facility. http://www.aideffectiveness.org/cdde 
 
14. Good civil society links. ADB fully acknowledges the role of CSOs in development. 
ADB works with CSOs on trade facilitation, human trafficking, microfinance, and water supply 
and sanitation in South Asia. In Cambodia, ADB’s commune council development projects19 
involve communities in socioeconomic improvement as part of government decentralization 
plans. Some DMC governments are also beginning to include CSOs, the private sector, or other 
stakeholders in macro policy discussions, for example, Azerbaijan, Bangladesh, Cambodia, the 
Kyrgyz Republic, Nepal, Pakistan, Tonga, and Viet Nam. In Cambodia, the Prime Minister 
chairs half-yearly private sector forums.  
 
15. Cofinancing and global funds robust. Scaling up efforts in 2008 to arrange 
programmatic cofinancing, ADB worked on framework agreements with other development 
partners to establish stable sources of funding alongside its own investments in infrastructure. 
The first such partnerships are with Japan, the Republic of Korea, and Islamic Development 
Bank.20 ADB also signed a partnership framework with the Government of Australia in 2009 and 
talks continue with other bilateral and multilateral financing institutions. Similarly, global funds 
and trust funds remained a healthy channel for aid delivery in 2008. As of September 2009, 33 

                                                 
19  ADB. Cambodia commune projects. http://www.adb.org/Documents/RRPs/CAM/37256-CAM-RRP.pdf 
20  ADB. 2009. Financing Partnerships. Manila 
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trust funds were under ADB administration, 21 had a single donor. The funds finance activities 
in multiple sectors or with specific themes, including MfDR, poverty reduction, governance, 
gender and development, HIV/AIDS, water, energy, education, information and communications 
technology, and trade and finance. For example, the Cooperation Fund in Support of MfDR 
established in 2004 has provided $2.9 million for eight projects to promote results-based 
management techniques within ADB and its DMCs. 
 
16. Country ownership is also key to achieving the AAA commitments on reducing the 
fragmentation of aid and improving complementarity of assistance at the country level. More 
systematic action is required for progress in this area (paras 33–35).   
 
F. Changing the Nature of Conditionality to Support Ownership 

17. Conditions policy implemented. ADB has taken steps to ensure that conditionality in 
its policy-based lending is consistent with the Paris Declaration and that it exercises flexibility on 
conditions in program lending. Explicit guidelines issued to staff in April 2009 emphasize that 
design and implementation of conditionality in program loans should (i) reinforce country 
ownership; (ii) be agreed upon with the government and other financial development partners, 
and linked closely to national development strategies; (iii) select only actions critical for 
achieving program outputs and outcomes as conditions for disbursement; and (iv) include 
regular transparent progress reviews that contribute to predictable and performance-based 
financial support.21 ADB also co-chairs the OECD-DAC task team on conditionality, tasked to 
review the practice of conditionality at the country level and disseminate good practices. The 
work of this team is ongoing and will feed into HLF-4. 
 

III. COMMITMENT 2: ALIGNMENT—ALIGNMENT OF DONOR SUPPORT WITH 
PARTNER COUNTRIES’ NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT STRATEGIES, INSTITUTIONS 

AND PROCEDURES 
 
18. The Paris Declaration commits donors to base their overall support –country strategies, 
policy dialogues and development cooperation programs—on partners’ national development 
strategies, institutions and procedures. Based on the quantitative targets set in the Paris 
Declaration, this report reviews ADB’s progress in (i) aligning its aid with national priorities,  
(ii) strengthening demand-led capacity development, (iii) using country systems, (iv) reducing 
the number of parallel implementation units, and (v) increasing aid predictability.  
 
A. Aligning Aid with National Priorities 

19. Alignment target exceeded. The 2010 target for alignment of aid flows is 85%; ADB 
exceeded this in 2008 with 87% of aid flows aligned (Indicator 3). This indicator is measured 
using the ratio of government budget estimates of aid flows to total aid disbursed to the 
government. 22 The objective of Indicator 3 is to encourage partner countries and donors to 
record aid as accurately as possible in the national budget, thereby allowing scrutiny by 
parliaments and improving transparency and accountability. ADB fell short of this goal in four 
DMCs. Among the reasons were delays due to declining security in Afghanistan, government 
budgeting changes in Azerbaijan, and conflicts between ADB’s calendar year accounting 
system and the fiscal year format in Nepal. In Tonga, ADB’s CPS is aligned with the national 

                                                 
21  ADB. 2009. Program Lending Policy. http://www.adb.org/Documents/Policies/Program Lending/in89-09.pdf 
22 Since in some countries the aid disbursed by ADB was higher than the government estimate recorded in the 

budget, for statistical accuracy the average country ratio was used for this indicator rather than the weighted 
country ratio. 
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development plan and priorities, but gaps between the ADB aid flow reflected in the country’s 
budget and actual ADB disbursements persisted. Calendar versus fiscal year accounting 
complexities also played a part. The weaker performance of Afghanistan, Nepal and Tonga also 
meant that on a group-level, ADB did not meet the Indicator 3 target in Group A countries. 
Efforts continue to remove structural impediments to fuller alignment in these DMCs. ADB is 
discussing alternative implementation procedures with Afghanistan to deal with limits in 
absorptive capacity and speed up the delivery of aid.  
 
20. Embedding Paris principles in national plans. Since endorsing the Paris Declaration 
in 2005, seven DMCs—Afghanistan, Cambodia, Indonesia, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, 
Papua New Guinea, Tonga, and Viet Nam—have formulated national aid policies that refer 
specifically to the Paris effectiveness agenda. Seven others—Bangladesh, Cook Islands, 
Kyrgyz Republic, Mongolia, Nepal, Sri Lanka, and Timor-Leste—are preparing similar Paris-
linked aid policies (Box 3).  
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Box 3: Translating the Paris Declaration into Local Actions 
 

1. Localizing the Paris Declaration 
 

Cambodia 
The government and its development partners, including ADB, signed the Cambodia 
Declaration on Enhancing Aid Effectiveness in October 2006. This declaration 
represents the formalization of activities included in the government's 2006 
Harmonization, Alignment, and Results Action Plan. 

Indonesia 
In 2009, the government issued the Jakarta Commitment on Aid for Development 
Effectiveness, an agreement with development partners to integrate the Paris 
Declaration and Accra Agenda for Action into their operations. 

Lao People’s 
Democratic 
Republic 

The Vientiane Declaration on Aid Effectiveness was endorsed by the country 
government and 24 development partners in November 2006. 

Mongolia 
In 2008, Mongolia completed a draft for a long-term national development strategy to 
2020 and for strengthening national systems and procedures for better implementation 
of its Paris Declaration commitments. 

Pacific Islands 

The Pacific Principles on Aid Effectiveness were adopted by Pacific Island countries 
and development partners in July 2007. ADB cosponsored a Pacific regional workshop 
in April 2008 to review the application and implementation of the Pacific principles in 
selected countries. In 2009, the Pacific Islands Forum Leaders Meeting endorsed the 
Cairns Compact for Development Coordination to improve coordination and progress 
on international and national development targets. 

The Philippines 
In 2006, ADB helped set up the Harmonization Committee, chaired by the national 
government and responsible for directing activities related to implementation of the 
Paris Declaration. 

Viet Nam. 

The Hanoi Core Statement was produced in consultation with the development 
community in 2005 to translate the Paris Declaration into “partnership commitments" 
for implementing the Paris agenda. It assisted the government to strengthen links and 
inter-ministerial collaboration in national planning, aid management, and national 
budgeting processes. 

 
2. Preparing Joint Country Strategies 

 

The Kyrgyz 
Republic 

The joint country support strategy for the Kyrgyz Republic brought together five 
development partners, including ADB, to support the government's development 
agenda for 2007–2010 with the objective of aligning development partner support with 
goals of the country development strategy. 

Bangladesh 
In August 2008, the government and 15 development partners signed a statement of 
intent to develop a joint cooperation strategy in support of the national poverty 
strategy, based on Paris Declaration and Accra Agenda for Action commitments. 

 
3. Adopting Sector Approaches 

 

Bangladesh ADB took the lead in 2005 for a sectorwide approach in primary education, with strong 
positive results. 

Mongolia 
In 2007, ADB supported a technical assistance project for developing a sectorwide 
approach in education. Development partner coordination in the Mongolian education 
sector is being viewed as a model by other sectors in the country. 

Pakistan ADB has worked with the government to improve provincial and local social sector 
outcomes. 

 
Source: www.aideffectiveness.org/cdde and information provided by regional departments for this report and 
the HLF-3 Marketplace of Ideas 
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B. Demand-driven Capacity Development 

21. Performance strong but uneven. Slightly more than half (54%) of ADB’s technical 
support in 2008 was coordinated with national capacity development programs, exceeding the 
Indicator 4 target of 50%, as was done in 2007. This indicator tracks the percentage of donor 
capacity development support provided through free-standing and embedded technical 
cooperation in which (i) partner countries exercise effective leadership over their capacity 
development programs, (ii) technical cooperation in support of capacity development is aligned 
with countries’ development objectives and strategies, and (iii) multiple development partners 
coordinate their partner-led capacity development activities and contributions. Aside from stand-
alone technical assistance, ADB has helped build capacity through regular loan operations. 
However, ADB did not meet even the modest 50% benchmark in several DMCs. ADB needs to 
ensure that government capacity development programs remain fully supported in Armenia, 
Bhutan, India, Indonesia, Kazakhstan, the Maldives, Uzbekistan, and Viet Nam where according 
to country responses to the qualitative survey, weak government ownership, high turnover in 
civil service staff, restricted financial resources, and other factors limited technical cooperation. 
In India for example, the relatively small technical assistance funding pool relative to the growth 
in lending operations in 2008 means that the available funds and staff resources with which to 
carry out these capacity development programs was limited. In the Maldives, the dearth of 
skilled human resources in the public sector makes the provision of such coordinated technical 
support difficult. The new CPS in Bhutan will address the coordination of technical support by 
allocating about 60% of all technical assistance to demand driven capacity development. On a 
group level, ADB did not meet the target in Group B countries, primarily because of the weak 
performance in Armenia, India, Indonesia, Uzbekistan and Vietnam. 
 
22. Capacity self-assessment complexities and ADB's response. ADB recognizes that 
before a government can properly address its capacity development needs and weaknesses, it 
needs to identify and measure such needs and to communicate these needs to its development 
partners. Initiatives for these self-assessments vary across DMCs, although some governments 
took steps in 2008 to determine these requirements and make their strategies for dealing with 
them known. ADB support in these cases responded to demand, and was designed and 
implemented in consultation with DMCs and local stakeholders to ensure country ownership. 
The CDDE facility established in March 2009 as a follow up on Third High Level Forum on Aid 
Effectiveness (HLF-3), helped DMCs exchange experience and lessons of localization of Paris 
Declaration.23 Nineteen partner countries have participated in CDDE-endorsed peer learning 
activities, most involved all subregions (Box 2). The Asia-Pacific Community of Practice on 
MfDR supports peer learning on MfDR approaches and techniques by more than 400 members 
from over 20 countries.24 Similarly, the recently approved Asia-Pacific procurement partnership 
initiative, will develop capacity in use of country systems. These efforts will facilitate more 
focused demand-driven capacity development at the country level in each of these initiatives. 
 
C. Use of Country Systems in Aid Delivery 

23. Financial management, procurement, safeguard goals on track. ADB is well ahead 
of targets for the use of country public financial management (PFM) systems. Further it is on 

                                                 
23  To support DMC capacity development needs for in-country implementation of the Paris Declaration, the CDDE 

was launched in Manila with support of the Government of Japan, the United Nations Development Programme, 
and World Bank. http://www.adb.org/Aid-Effectiveness/default.asp and http://www.aideffectiveness.org/CDDE-
Capacity-Development-for-Development-Effectiveness-Facility.html   

24  https://wpqr1.adb.org/LotusQuickr/cop-
mfdr/Main.nsf/h_Toc/8d074f8d6f17b0484825712b0028d2fb/?OpenDocument 
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track to achieve the goal for use of partner country procurement systems by 2010, despite 
troubling disparities between DMCs.  It should be cautioned that country systems performance 
on the procurement indicator is limited to the reported use of national competitive bidding by 
DMCs, details are provided later (para. 26). The average achievements also mask the slow 
progress in strengthening some country PFM and procurement systems (paras. 25–26). On the 
use of national safeguards, meanwhile, ADB is helping lead the way. 
 
24. Effort reinforced by the AAA. To develop successfully, partner countries and their 
governments must be able to implement policies and manage public resources through their 
own institutions and systems. Under the Paris Declaration, developing countries committed to 
strengthen their systems, and development partners committed to using these systems as much 
as possible. The AAA sought to reenergize the process when efforts slackened. In Accra, 
development partners agreed to use these systems as the first option for public sector aid 
programs and to provide a rationale when they did not. Developing countries and development 
partners jointly pledged to assess the quality of country systems in a country-led process, using 
mutually agreed diagnostic tools. Where country systems need to be stronger, the AAA gave 
partner countries the lead in defining reform programs and priorities. Development partners 
agreed to work out and share transparent plans for meeting commitments on the use of country 
systems and to guide staff and provide internal incentives to reach the usage targets.  
 
25. Impressive PFM. About 94% of aid disbursed to the countries surveyed used DMC PFM 
systems for national budget execution, financial reporting and auditing procedures. This was 
against a 2010 target of 78% for this indicator, Indicator 5a, which measures the average 
volume of aid flows that used these three systems in partner countries as a percentage of total 
aid provided to the government sector.  While success in the large borrowing countries of the 
People’s Republic of China, India, Indonesia, Pakistan and the Philippines may have driven up 
the average, ADB used country PFM in some smaller borrowers as well, including Bhutan, 
Georgia, Kazakhstan, and the Maldives. Weaknesses in PFM structures ruled this out in 
Armenia and Uzbekistan.25 Performance improved significantly in Cambodia, because 
government contracting of audits to the private sector has upgraded reporting. Country PFM is 
being used in an education project in Samoa, with plans to extend the practice into other 
sectors. Discussions are under way with several DMCs where these country systems have still 
not been used but comprehensive ADB-wide staff guidance on criteria has yet to be developed. 
 
26. Procurement issues remain. ADB’s use of country procurement systems has risen 
considerably since the 2005 base year; it will meet the Indicator 5b target comfortably should 
this trend continue.26 In 2008, in fact, ADB fell only a percentage point short of the 2010 goal of 
60%, using partner country systems in 59% of its aid disbursements. However, the average 
masks many poor individual records (Appendix 5, Box A5). ADB only reached the target in 
Bangladesh, Georgia, Indonesia, Pakistan, and the Philippines. On a group level, ADB only met 
the target in Group B countries. This report uses the adapted definition of the Paris Declaration 
indicator which reflects the use of country systems, as noted, by the reported application of 
national competitive bidding (NCB) as a proportion of procurement of all goods and works 
financed by ADB in the relevant DMC.  Under NCB, as required by ADB Procurement 
Guidelines, foreign bidders must be allowed to bid if they wish to do so although typically NCB 
only attracts local bidder participation.  Where international bidder participation is expected, 
international competitive bidding (ICB) procedures are applied using ADB Procurement 
Guidelines rather than NCB. Normally, this means that ICB procedures will be applied for 
                                                 
25  Appendix 5, Box A5 gives details of the countries in which ADB did not meet the Paris Declaration target for this 

indicator.  
26  Appendix 4 provides the adapted definition of this indicator  
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countries that implement larger value projects such as India and the People's Republic of China 
and, for these countries, the survey results may look relatively poor because of, in part, the 
increased use of ICB. In recent years, ADB has been working with DMC governments to 
improve national procurement systems, providing technical assistance for better laws and 
regulations; and for workshops and seminars on anticorruption, financial management, and 
disbursement procedures. The recently approved ADB regional technical assistance 
establishing the Asia Pacific Procurement Partnership Initiative broadly aims to encourage DMC 
procurement policy officials to network on international best practice and develop ways to 
upgrade country systems.27    
 
27. Major safeguard policy advance. ADB’s new Safeguard Policy Statement (2009) 
emphasizes the building of better country safeguard systems. Where a DMC system has 
capacity to deliver, the Policy allows ADB to use the system for ADB projects under conditions 
of equivalence to ADB policies.28 ADB is the first multilateral development bank to include 
country safeguard systems within its safeguard policy, a large step forward for the aid 
effectiveness agenda. The 2009 Policy supersedes the three existing safeguard policies on the 
environment, involuntary resettlement, and indigenous peoples, bringing them into a single 
document to enhance consistency and coherence. It incorporates international good practices, 
and is harmonized with the policies of other multilateral development banks. The safeguard 
policy also places greater emphasis on ADB support for DMC capacity development to manage 
environmental and social impacts and risks. Implementation of the policy will need to be 
monitored systematically.  
 
D. Reducing Parallel Project Implementation Structures 

28. Ahead of schedule. ADB performs well above the Indicator 6 objective for reducing 
parallel project implementation structures. The Paris Declaration called for a two-thirds 
reduction in the number of parallel project implementation units (PIUs) from 2005 to 2010. 
Within the declaration’s framework, a PIU is considered parallel when it fulfills three out of the 
following four conditions: (i) the PIU is accountable to external funding agencies and/or 
development partners rather than to the country implementing agencies (ministries, 
departments, agencies); (ii) the terms of reference for externally appointed staff are determined 
by the development partner rather than the country implementing agencies; (iii) most of the 
professional staff are appointed by the development partner rather than the country 
implementing agency and (iv) the salary structure of national staff (including benefits) is higher 
than those of civil service personnel.  OECD clarified this definition in 2008, prior to which a PIU 
was considered parallel if it “typically” exhibited these characteristics. Using this definition, a 
two-thirds reduction represents a target of 32 PIUs. In 2008, only 12 parallel PIUs remained in 
use. The 2009 survey introduced group targets for this indicator to acknowledge the vast 
diversity of DMC capacity across the region. ADB has not met the target only in Group B 
countries. There were 5 parallel PIUs in Group B in 2008, 1 in India and 4 in Papua New 
Guinea, against a group-wise target of 4 parallel PIUs by 2010. In India, the parallel PIU was 
necessary because of the special circumstances in the state of Jammu and Kashmir, which 
faces civil disorder, to implement a post-earthquake reconstruction. In Papua New Guinea, ADB 
only agrees to parallel PIUs where the size or complexity of a development project is clearly 
beyond the capacity of the executing or implementing agency. ADB is working to integrate PIUs 
into the structures of concerned line ministries in India, Papua New Guinea and other DMCs 
and to phase out PIUs as country systems develop. ADB uses PIUs only in special 
                                                 
27 ADB. 2009. Technical Assistance for the Asia Pacific Procurement Partnership Initiative (Cofinanced by the 

People’s Republic of China Regional Cooperation and Poverty Reduction Fund). Manila.  
28 ADB. 2009. Safeguard Policy Statement. Manila. http://www.adb.org/safeguards/default.asp 
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circumstances or where the capacity to implement projects/programs still needs to be 
strengthened. However, capacity in some countries is extremely limited (for example in the 
Pacific countries), and the use of government systems alone is not yet feasible. Details are in 
Appendix 6 (Table A6.5).  
 
E. Increasing Aid Predictability 

29. Progress on aid predictability target impeded by crisis delays. Unplanned aid 
disbursements due to the food price and global financial crises combined with slow project 
implementation and legislative budget cycle impediments kept ADB marginally short of its target 
on aid predictability in 2008. This indicator is measured by calculating the gap between aid for 
the government sector scheduled for disbursement by development partners29 and aid recorded 
in country accounting systems within the same financial year.30 ADB achieved 84% for Indicator 
7 in a year when performance was bound to be affected by unprecedented events.  With 
concentrated efforts, however, it can meet the target of 89% by 2010. The qualitative survey 
provided further insight into ADB’s performance. The fall in aid predictability in Bangladesh from 
94% in 2007 to 69% in 2008 is the result of substantial emergency and budgetary support 
provided by ADB in response to crises. In Armenia, loan projects not projected during the 
project cycle, which ends in September, can only be scheduled in the budget for the following 
year by a special government decree. In Bhutan, ADB's performance for this indicator was 
hindered by differences in the calendar year accounting system used by ADB and the fiscal-
year system used in the country, although the annual aid inflow from ADB to Bhutan is very 
predictable. ADB has been helping DMC governments build expertise and streamline 
procedures to make their projections on expected disbursements more realistic. 
 
30. Predictability tools. ADB’s CPS provides a framework for improving predictability of 
funding in several DMCs over rolling periods of 3–4 years. Introduction of the multitranche 
financing facility in some countries has also contributed to better long-term predictability. 
Government executing agencies are able to draw down financing as their absorptive capacity 
and project readiness allow. Government budget forecasts can also take into account the 
expected funding amounts and projects under the multitranche financing facility.  
 

IV. COMMITMENT 3: HARMONIZATION—DEVELOPMENT PARTNERS’ ACTIONS TO 
BE MORE HARMONIZED, TRANSPARENT AND COLLECTIVELY EFFECTIVE 

 
31. The Paris Declaration commits development partners to implement more harmonized, 
transparent and collectively effective actions. In particular, development partners agreed to 
increase use of program-based approaches (PBAs) to lending to facilitate common 
arrangements at the country level for planning, funding, disbursement, monitoring, evaluating 
and reporting to the government on development partner activities and aid flows. Development 
partners also agreed to work together to reduce the number of separate, duplicative missions to 
the field and for diagnostic reviews. These commitments are monitored through quantitative 
targets (Indicators 9, 10a and 10b) in the Paris Declaration. In addition, through the AAA 
development partners agreed to reduce aid fragmentation by improving the complementarity of 
their efforts and the division of labor between them, and to adapt aid policies for countries in 
fragile situations. Efforts in these areas are reviewed below.  

                                                 
29 This includes aid scheduled by development partners for disbursement in calendar year 2008 and notified to the 

government within calendar year 2007, and aid scheduled for disbursement in aid agreements entered into in 2008 
30 This refers to aid actually received in the context of agreements between development partners and the 

government sector, and data is reported as it was recorded in the government accounting and reporting systems 
including, where the information is available, payments made directly by development partners to third parties. 
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A. Using Program-Based Approaches in Lending 

32. Use of PBAs up significantly but measurement challenges remain. ADB financing 
that employs PBAs increased to 13 new approvals in 2008 (from a 2006 baseline of 5), 
including 8 for Asian Development Fund operations (from a 2006 baseline of 4).31 This met the 
DEfR targets. Because PBAs stimulate country ownership, harmonization, and use of country 
systems; and diminish transaction costs in the long term, the Paris Declaration called for 66% of 
total aid to flow through this approach by 2010.  The definition of a PBA used by ADB for both 
this survey and the DEfR corresponds to the OECD-DAC definition, which classifies  a PBA as 
an approach where the answer to all four of these questions is “yes”: (i) Is the host country or 
organization exercising leadership over the program supported by development partners?; (ii) Is 
a single comprehensive program and budget framework used?; (iii) Is there a formal process for 
development partner coordination and harmonization of aid procedures for at least two of the 
following systems: (a) reporting, (b) budgeting, (c) financial management, and (d) procurement?; 
and (iv) Does your support for the program use at least two of the following local systems: (a) 
program design, (b) program implementation, (c) financial management, and (d) monitoring and 
evaluation.  The 2009 survey did not collect separate information on PBA lending because the 
latest available data was provided in the DEfR.32 Although PBAs are consistent with ADB’s 
program lending policies and are applied in its lending operations, ADB has had difficulty 
measuring PBA use precisely. This is due to a lack of clarity among staff on the definition of 
PBA and challenges in applying it to ADB modalities.33 As a part of the review of program 
lending policy implementation, ADB adopted the OECD-DAC definition of PBAs, and clarified 
the PBA definition through staff instructions.34 ADB is also proposing to establish a system to 
better capture PBAs by including it as a part of the regular project data monitoring systems. 
ADB’s 2010 aid effectiveness survey will provide more complete information on PBA 
performance.  
 
B. Reducing Aid Fragmentation and Improving Division of Labor  

33. Joint missions goal accomplished. ADB achieved the Indicator 10a target on the 
coordination of development partner missions. Of ADB’s 2008 missions, 44% were joint, 
compared with the 40% targeted to improve harmonization and alignment and reduce partner 
country transaction costs. However, this target, modified from the Paris Declaration, covers only 
missions, joint or otherwise that originated from ADB headquarters for CPSs and country 
portfolio reviews. The chosen criteria is in keeping with the measurement technique used in the 
DEfR and is narrower than the Paris Declaration which includes all missions, joint or otherwise, 
that are undertaken by or on behalf of a development partner, including program developers, 
appraisers and evaluators, and sector assessment teams commissioned by a donor; involving 
international travel typically but not exclusively from development partner headquarters; and 
making a request to meet with government officials including local government. The restricted 
definition allowed ADB to overcome a reporting issue noticed in the two previous surveys, when 
resident missions were unclear on what specifically constituted a “joint” activity. The improved 

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

Partnership Strategy Working Group. Manila 
32 However, the DEfR target (of 10 new PBAs to be approved annually by 2012 for ADB as a whole, and a target of 8 

new PBA approvals annually for ADF by 2010) is not comparable with the Paris Declaration target. The next ADB 
survey proposes to collect systematic information on this indicator and report on its progress. 

33  ADB. 2008. Special Evaluation Study. Evaluation of the Implementation of the Paris Declaration at the Asian 
Development Bank: A Development Partner’s Study for an OECD-DAC Joint Evaluation. Manila. 

34  ADB. Program Lending Policy: Clarification, Section II.G. 
http://www.adb.org/Documents/Policies/Program_Lending/in89-09.pdf 



 

 

16 

joint mission count may result in part from this change, which now also provides a consistent 
base for cross-country comparisons.35 However, ADB had no missions that met this criteria in 
Group C countries, namely the People’s Republic of China, Kazakhstan and the Philippines, 
had missions that met these criteria. ADB recognizes the importance of this indicator and will 
make greater efforts to conduct joint missions, at least for cofinanced projects.  
 
34. Joint country analysis shortfall. ADB has made little progress on the joint country 
analytical work Indicator 10b since 2005, with only 46% of the relevant work meeting the criteria 
in 2008. ADB is unlikely to meet the 2010 target of 66%. For country analytic work to be 
considered joint, it must be (i) undertaken together with another development partner, (ii) 
undertaken by one development partner on behalf of another, or (iii) undertaken with 
substantive government involvement. Although ADB works closely with the DMCs and its 
development partners in this area, and acknowledges the importance of this indicator for 
harmonization, alignment, and cost-cutting for partner countries, its country analytical work 
generally did not meet these requirements. Of the 25 DMCs surveyed, ADB did not meet the 
target in 14 countries (Appendix 5, Box A5). In most cases, development partners use the same 
sources of information when conducting analyses, whether they involve poverty, gender, 
governance, private sector activity, or other development areas. This means reports could be 
shared or produced jointly with little effort. ADB’s performance under this indicator is expected 
to improve after information and knowledge generation activities are unbundled from the CPS 
process in January 2010.36 Timing of these assessments will no longer be tied to the CPS 
preparation schedule and could be adjusted for joint action with governments and other 
development partners. 
 
35. Country leadership needed to reduce aid fragmentation. Although Strategy 2020 
and ADB’s revised CPS processes put special focus on coordinating and complementing efforts 
with development partners, the necessary leadership from partner countries to reduce aid 
fragmentation has often been lacking. The 2009 survey, however, indicates that this kind of 
government-led policy dialogue has occurred in Armenia, Azerbaijan, Cambodia, the People’s 
Republic of China, Georgia, India, the Maldives, Pakistan, Tonga, and Viet Nam. Where this 
was not the case, ADB has provided technical assistance and will continue to promote regular 
dialogue to help governments take the required steps. ADB, as a part of the OECD-DAC cluster 
C task team on division of labor, will contribute to this agenda and influence policy at the 
international level to ensure that focus stays on country leadership and harmonization of 
development partners to address this issue.  
 
C. Adapting Aid Policies for Countries in Fragile Situations 

36. Greater cooperation in conflict areas. ADB and its development partners refined their 
cooperation in countries facing fragile situations in the last year, shaping the kinds and methods 
of assistance to current needs. In Afghanistan, ADB is extending all postconflict funding as 
grants and is using a multitranche financing facility for sector engagement to make its support 
more effective. In Nepal, the conflict-sensitive strategy adopted by ADB under the CPS led to 
the development of a joint peace filter with the United Kingdom’s Department for International 
Development and the World Bank. This allows a consistent approach by the three partners to 
minimize the risk of exacerbating social and political tensions. ADB is working closely with the 

                                                 
35  However, the numbers are significantly lower in absolute terms because this method does not take into account the 

missions that originated within the country itself and undertaken by resident missions either on their own or in 
coordination with other development partners.  

36  ADB. 2009. Country Partnership Strategy: Responding to the New Aid Architecture. Report of the Country 
Partnership Strategy Working Group. Manila. 
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World Bank in Pakistan on joint disaster needs assessments to help areas affected by armed 
conflict. ADB, the World Bank, and the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development 
worked together in Uzbekistan, to restore the anti-money laundering and counterfinancing of 
terrorism framework, which was undermined by legislative changes in 2008. In addition, ADB 
provided only grant assistance in 2008 to Timor-Leste, identified by ADB as one of the 12 
weakly performing countries, nine of which were in the Pacific region. Timor-Leste nominated 
itself to be one of the five monitoring countries for the OECD Framework Principles for Good 
International Engagement in Fragile States and Situations.  
 

V. COMMITMENT 4: MANAGING FOR DEVELOPMENT RESULTS—MANAGING 
RESOURCES AND IMPROVING DECISION-MAKING FOR RESULTS 

 
37. The Paris Declaration commits partner countries to establish results-oriented reporting 
and assessment frameworks to monitor progress on the key dimensions of national and sector 
development strategies. It also pledges development partners and partner countries to work 
together to strengthen country capacity and the demand for results-based management. Both 
development partners and partner countries are committed to making improved accountability 
and transparency in the use of development resources a priority. In 2008, the AAA reinforced 
this call. There are no quantitative targets monitored in this category.  
 
A. Focus on Delivering Results  

38. Mainstreaming results-driven management. ADB's MfDR action plan for 2009–2011 
aims to institutionalize MfDR in all operations as well as implement Strategy 2020. ADB is 
increasing support for results-focused capacity development in the public sector management of 
its DMCs. It will keep up its work with development partners on global and regional MfDR 
initiatives. ADB assistance to the Asia-Pacific Community of Practice on MfDR helps 
practitioners in its DMCs create demand-driven MfDR capacity development initiatives in their 
own countries.  
 
39. Monitoring improved. ADB’s country partnership strategies require clear results 
management frameworks that match national development goals. The monitoring tools 
identified in the CPSs include social and economic surveys, and analysis of data from country 
information systems and the records and statistics of public organizations. In Cambodia, for 
example, the government and development partners have jointly identified a set of indicators to 
monitor development and aid effectiveness, and track annual progress on institutional and 
policy reforms and the country’s National Strategic Development Plan. In the People’s Republic 
of China, ADB has worked to establish results-based project monitoring and evaluation systems 
within the National Development and Reform Commission and to train government staff in 
modern project management techniques.  
 

VI. COMMITMENT 5: MUTUAL ACCOUNTABILITY—DONORS AND PARTNERS ARE 
ACCOUNTABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT RESULTS 

 
40. The Paris Declaration considers it a major priority for DMCs and development partners 
to enhance mutual accountability and transparency in the use of development resources to 
encourage public support for national policies and development assistance. Countries and 
partners committed to jointly assess through existing and increasingly objective country level 
mechanisms mutual progress in implementing agreed commitments on aid effectiveness. In the 
AAA, this commitment was taken a step further as countries and partners agreed to jointly 
review and strengthen existing international accountability mechanisms, including peer review 
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with the participation of developing countries. They also agreed to do their utmost to fight 
corruption. Progress made by ADB and DMCs in achieving these goals will be reviewed using 
qualitative information obtained from the survey.  
 
A. Increasing Accountability and Transparency to the Public  

41. Joint country assessments by development partners. ADB undertook some form of 
shared assessment review in 2008 with 18 of the 25 DMCs surveyed. The Paris Declaration 
requires that joint assessment reviews be in place by 2010, that they be based on country 
results reporting and information systems, and that they be complemented by development 
partner data and credible independent evidence. These reviews are a work in progress, 
however, and development partners and partner countries are still establishing the terms of 
mutual accountability and the appropriate frameworks. The DMCs where reviews did not take 
place pointed to limited government initiative and capacity, and the absence of reliable results-
based monitoring and accountability mechanisms on which to base assessments. Under the 
Joint Initiative on Mutual Accountability supported by the CDDE, Cambodia, the Lao People’s 
Democratic Republic, and Viet Nam are trying to develop a mutual accountability framework for 
each of their countries.  
 
42. ADB transparency initiatives. To be accountable to stakeholders, ADB’s DEfRs 
assess and report publically each year on ADB performance, using the clear objective indicators 
and targets of its corporate results framework. Under its Public Communications Policy (2005), 
ADB makes most of the information about its operations available to the public. The policy 
promotes awareness and understanding of ADB activities, policies, strategies, objectives, and 
results. It also enables the sharing of development knowledge, perspectives, and lessons; and a 
greater flow of information that stimulates participatory development. In 2009, ADB signed the 
International Aid Transparency Initiative, launched in 2008 by the United Kingdom’s Department 
for International Development at the HLF-3. The multi-stakeholder initiative commits 
development partners to agree on common standards for the timely publication of 
comprehensive yet comprehensible information about aid. This can make support more 
effective, promote accountability, and limit corruption.  
 
43. Guarding against corruption. ADB’s efforts to promote good governance continue to 
be guided by its Second Governance and Anticorruption Action Plan.37 The plan’s risk-based 
approach focuses on PFM, procurement, and vulnerability to corruption. ADB has collaborated 
with DMCs and development partners in designing unique interventions to help countries deal 
with problems. ADB is also part of the multilateral development bank Integrity Group, which 
focuses on cooperation in mutual recognition of sanctions, including the prospect of cross-
debarment. As a member of this group, ADB is closely coordinating this harmonization effort 
with its own work; currently an interdepartmental working group is examining options to deal 
with the publication of the ADB sanctions list, which is now not published.  
  

VII. CONCLUSION AND WAY FORWARD 

44. ADB has made significant overall progress in meeting its Paris Declaration 
commitments and achieving AAA objectives. It has met or is on track to meet 2010 quantitative 
targets on aligning aid flows to DMCs’ national priorities, coordinating technical support, using 
country public financial management systems, using country procurement systems, 
coordinating development partner missions, avoiding the use of parallel project implementation 
                                                 
37  ADB. 2006. Second Governance and Anticorruption Action Plan. Manila. http://www.adb.org/Documents/Policies/ 

Governance/GACAP-II.pdf 
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units, and increasing aid predictability. Greater efforts are required in joint country analytical 
work. ADB will continue seeking greater aid and development effectiveness in the region 
through actions aimed at three levels: the country level, the internal ADB level, and at the 
international level.   
 
45. Adapt help to country needs. Responding to disparities in performance among its 
DMCs as evident in this report, ADB will tailor its support and cooperation to the specific aid 
effectiveness needs of individual DMCs (Appendix 5, Box A5). It will make special efforts for 
some of the ADF-only borrowing countries, where ADB has lagged behind in bringing its 
assistance on country budgets and aligning its assistance to national priorities.  Specific efforts 
will also be required in coordinating ADB's technical assistance to achieve demand driven 
capacity development. In 2010, ADB will begin matching the CPS cycle with partner countries’ 
strategic planning schedule. This is likely to reduce transaction costs for governments and other 
development stakeholders, and improve alignment with country plans. The CPS process will be 
made more flexible to allow adjustments after periodic progress reviews or in light of economic 
or political developments. These adjustments will promote country ownership of the 
development agenda.  Special efforts to build develop capacity and better align technical 
assistance with country priorities and needs will be required for example, in Afghanistan, 
Azerbaijan, Nepal and Tonga. It will also facilitate systematic discussion on reducing 
fragmentation of aid and improving complementarity of assistance at the country level, although 
country ownership of this process is key to achieving progress in this area. 
 
46. ADB will continue to help DMCs localize the Paris Declaration principles, and will 
promote peer learning through joint initiatives like the CDDE, its community of practice 
on aid effectiveness, and the Asia-Pacific Community of Practice on MfDR. ADB is 
increasing support for results-focused capacity development in the public sector 
management of its DMCs and will keep up its work with development partners on global 
and regional MfDR initiatives. Through the recently established Asia Pacific Procurement 
Partnership Initiative, it will aim to support country-specific procurement reform initiatives, 
develop procurement knowledge products and online support, and provide an avenue for 
procurement officials in the region to share good procurement practices.  
 
47. Specific concerted efforts are required to engage in joint country analytical work in all the 
DMCs, and ADB's new CPS guidelines and business process will highlight the importance of 
following this through. The unbundling of information and knowledge generation activities from 
CPS processes from 2010 will facilitate joint country analytical work. Timing of these 
assessments will no longer be tied to the CPS preparation schedule and could be adjusted for 
joint action with governments and other development partners.  
 
48. Strengthening ADB’s capacity. ADB will continue to familiarize all staff—and new staff, 
in particular—with Paris Declaration and AAA principles and to keep staff abreast of the 
evolving aid effectiveness agenda, and the application of good practices. The Strategy and 
Policy Department will ensure that senior management stays committed to this agenda. ADB 
will expand the role played by resident missions in furthering development effectiveness in the 
coming years and increase staff capacity accordingly.38 The program to mainstream aid 
effectiveness principles in ADB policies, strategies, and operating guidelines will carry on, with a 
keen eye on monitoring their implementation.  
 

                                                 
38  ADB. 2009. Work Program and Budget Framework 2010-2012. Manila.  
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49. Action at the international level. ADB will build on its accomplishments in forming 
more productive and inclusive partnerships to influence aid effectiveness policy at the 
international level. Its close involvement in the WP-EFF of OECD-DAC will continue to help 
shape the global aid effectiveness agenda. By participating in the WP-EFF clusters and 
multilateral development bank working groups on aid effectiveness, financial management, 
procurement, disbursements, and MfDR, ADB will pursue harmonization and good practice 
guidelines for greater development effectiveness at the country level. As co-chair of the OECD-
DAC task team on conditionality, ADB will continue to provide technical leadership on the 
outcome of this work, which will review conditionality practices and disseminate good practices 
at the country level. ADB has already taken a lead in establishing regional platforms of the 
community of practice on aid effectiveness and on MfDR, and sharing its experiences with other 
regions. ADB's active involvement in the International Aid Transparency Initiative will also 
promote coordinated efforts to improve transparency and predictability of external assistance at 
the country level.  
 
50. While ADB’s action plan will continue to evolve along with the global aid effectiveness 
agenda to the High Level Event on South-South Cooperation and Capacity Development in 
Bogota, Colombia, in March 2010, and the Fourth High Level Forum in Seoul in 2011, the report 
also highlights the fact that a number of initiatives in the right direction have already been taken 
to improve aid effectiveness.  A systematic implementation of these initiatives and a follow up of 
these at the country level in ADB operations will lead to improved development effectiveness in 
the region. A key challenge to achieving results at the country level will be to find a mechanism 
to coordinate the various initiatives and ensure that these are reflected in the country 
partnership strategies for more systematic implementation and capacity development of the 
DMCs. 
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SURVEY METHODOLOGY AND QUESTIONNAIRES 

A.  Survey Methodology 
 
The survey methodology is outlined in Table A3. 
 

Table A3: Annual Aid Effectiveness Survey Methodology (2007-2009) 
Survey 
Year 

Data 
Year 

No. of 
Countries 

Countries Surveyed  
(Breakdown by DMC Classification) Survey Methodology 

Group A: Asian 
Development Fund 
only.  
 

Afghanistan, Bhutan, Cambodia, the 
Kyrgyz Republic, the Lao People’s 
Democratic Republic, the Maldives, 
Mongolia, Nepal, and Tajikistan. 

2007 
 

2005,  
2006 

13 

Group B: Blenda 
countries. 

Bangladesh, Papua New Guinea, Sri 
Lanka, and Viet Nam. 

Resident missions (RMs) were asked a series of questions 
based on the quantitative and qualitative components of 
the Paris Declaration Indicators.  

Group A: Asian 
Development Fund 
only.  
 
 

Afghanistan, Bhutan, Cambodia, the 
Kyrgyz Republic, Lao PDR, the 
Maldives, Mongolia, Nepal, Tajikistan, 
and Tonga. 

Group B: Blend 
countries.   

Bangladesh, Indonesia, Pakistan, 
Papua New Guinea, Sri Lanka, and Viet 
Nam. 

2008 
 

2007 17 

Group C: ordinary 
capital resources only 

The Philippines 

RMs were asked the same series of questions based on 
the quantitative and qualitative components of the Paris 
Declaration Indicators as in the previous survey.  
 
Four countries were added to the survey.  

Group A: Asian 
Development Fund 
only.  
 
 

Afghanistan, Bhutan, Cambodia, the 
Kyrgyz Republic, Lao PDR, the 
Maldives, Mongolia, Nepal, Samoa, 
Tajikistan, and Tonga. 

Group B: Blend 
countries.   

Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bangladesh, 
Georgia, India, Indonesia, Pakistan, 
Papua New Guinea, Sri Lanka, 
Uzbekistan, and Viet Nam. 

2009 
 

2008 25 

Group C: ordinary 
capital resources 
only.  

Kazakhstan, the People's Republic 
of China, and the Philippines. 

2008 quantitative data for Paris Declaration Indicators 3, 4, 
5a, 6, 7, and 10b was obtained directly from the resident 
missions; data for Indicator 5b was obtained from ADB 
Central Operation Services Office; data for Indicator 10b 
was provided by SPRU.  
 
The qualitative questionnaire sent to RMs was expanded to 
include the additional commitments introduced by the 
Accra Agenda for Action.  
Eight countries were added to the survey. 

a Blend countries are those that qualify for both Asian Development Fund and ordinary capital resources loans.
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B. Quantitative Questionnaire on Monitoring ADB’s Progress with Paris Declaration  

Commitments  
 

Country: _________________________ 
 

 
Indicators 1 and 2: covered in qualitative assessment 
 

 

Indicator 3: Percent of aid flows to the government sector that is reported on partner’s national budgets 
A.  How much loans, grants and TAs did you disburse in 2008? 

    

 1.   Loans (US$)         ________________________                                                                      
 Grants (US$)        ________________________ 
 TAs (US$)            ________________________        

             

    

 
2. How much of this was for the government sector? 

      Loans (US$)   ________________________ 
             Grants (US$)  ________________________ 
             TAs (US$)      ________________________ 

 
B.  How much estimated loans/grants/TAs from ADB were recorded in the country’s 2008 annual budget as 

revenue, grants or ODA loans? 
      [Note: Please get these data from the partner country.] 

 
3.   Recorded in the country's 2008 annual budget (US$)   _______________________ 

       
 

Indicator 4: Percent of donor capacity-development support provided through coordinated programs consistent with 
partners’ national development strategies. 

C.  How much technical assistance did you disburse in 2008? 

    
     4.   Total TA disbursed (US$)             _______________________ 

 
D.   How much technical assistance did you disburse through coordinated programs  in support of capacity 

development in 2008? 

5. Coordinated TA disbursed (US$) _______________________ 

 

Indicator 5a:  Use of country public financial management systems 
 
E.   

 
How much loans, grants and TAs disbursed for the public sector in 2008 used… 
[For first-time survey participants, please give figures for both 2005 and 2008.] 
 

2005 2008 

 

      6.  …National budget execution procedures   
                    Loans (US$) 
                    Grants (US$) 
                    TAs (US$) 
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      7.  …National financial reporting procedures  (US$) 
                     Loans (US$) 
                     Grants (US$) 
                     TAs (US$) 
 

  

 

      8.  …National auditing procedures  (US$) 
                     Loans (US$) 
                     Grants (US$) 
                     TAs (US$) 
 

  

 

      9.  ...All three national procedures as defined above (US$) 
                     Loans (US$) 
                     Grants (US$) 
                     TAs (US$) 
 

  

Indicator 5b:  Use of country procurement systems – data to be provided by Central Operations Services Office 
 

Indicator 6:  Number of parallel project implementation units (PIUs) per country. 
G.   How many parallel project implementation units did you make use of in 2008? 

[For first-time survey participants, please give figures for both 2005 and 2008.] 
 

2005 2008 

 
       11.   Number of parallel PIUs 
  

 

 

Indicator 7:  Percent of aid disbursed according to agreed schedules in annual/multi-year frameworks. 
H.   How much total loans, grants and TAs for the public sector did you schedule for 

disbursement in 2008? [For first-time survey participants, please give figures for 
both 2005 and 2008.] 
 

2005 2008 

 

      12.   Loans (US$)     _________________________ 
              Grants (US$)    _________________________ 
              TAs (US$)        _________________________ 
 

  
 

 

I. How much loans, grants and TAs disbursed by ADB for the public sector were 
actually recorded in the country’s accounting systems in 2008?  
[Note: Please get these data from the partner country. For first-time survey 
participants, please give figures for both 2005 and 2008.] 
 

2005 2008 

 

      13.   Loans (US$)      _________________________ 
              Grants (US$)     _________________________ 
              TAs (US$)         _________________________ 
  

 

 
 
Indicator 8:  Percent of bilateral aid that is untied (not relevant for ADB) 

 

Indicator 9:  Use of program-based approaches and Indicator 10a: Joint missions – We will use the 2008 data 
gathered by SPRU for the Development Effectiveness Review. 
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Indicator 10b:  Joint country analytic work 

J.  How many country analytic works did you undertake in 2008? 

               18.   Total number of analytic works        _______________________ 
 

               19.   How many of these were coordinated?   ________________________ 
 

 

Indicator 11:  Results-oriented frameworks and Indicator 12: Mutual Accountability – covered under qualitative 
assessment 

 
 
C. Qualitative Questionnaire on Monitoring ADB’s Progress with Paris Declaration  

and Accra Agenda for Action Commitments 
 

Country: ____________________________ 
 

Country ownership, harmonization among donors, alignment with country strategies and 
systems, management for development results, and mutual accountability for results are seen 
as principles for aid effectiveness and development effectiveness. Please provide information 
on the following with respect to ADB keeping in view country context. 
  
I. Country Ownership 
 
1. Did ADB encourage the DMC to take leadership in coordinating development assistance 
among line ministries and among donor agencies and take active role in policy dialogue with all 
development actors [including civil service organizations (CSOs), private sector and other 
stakeholders]?  List efforts made by ADB in the task. 
 
2. To what extent does the national development strategy (or poverty reduction strategy) 
set out clear and prioritized objectives for the country, linked to a medium term expenditure 
framework and reflected in annual budgets? List efforts made by ADB in the task 
 
3. List ADB's efforts in supporting the DMC in the preparation of its national development 
strategy, and in making it more operational with clear priorities and stronger link to budget and 
results framework. 
 
4. What are the challenges in operationalizing national development strategies? 
 
II. Alignment efforts by ADB 
 
1. Is ADB's CPS aligned with the country's national development strategy? 
 
2a. Please list the main reasons why there are gaps between what is disbursed by ADB and 
what is recorded in national annual budget estimates. 
 
2b. How can the gaps be narrowed? 
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2c. What efforts are being made, or need to be made, by ADB (and other donors) to ensure 
transparency of information, and better recording of aid on national budgets? 
 
3a. What are the challenges in strengthening capacity development and improving the 
provision of technical cooperation?  
 
3b. What steps are being made by relevant country authorities to identify and communicate 
clear objectives and strategies for capacity development? 
 
3c. What are the steps taken by ADB to integrate technical cooperation as part of country 
programs and coordinate support among donors? 
 
4. Was ADB's support for capacity development demand driven and which supported 
country ownership? Give details. 
 
5a. Which country systems does ADB use in providing aid assistance to the country: 

-  Country public financial management systems (budget execution procedures, financial 
reporting process, auditing procedures) 

-  Country procurement systems  
-  Country monitoring and evaluation system 

 
5b. What is the reason for non-use of specific systems?  Please describe the constraints 
and challenges in making use of each of the systems listed above.   
 
6. Has ADB and the DMC jointly assessed the quality of country systems in a country-led 
process using mutually agreed diagnostic tools? 
 
7. What reforms have been implemented or planned to improve the quality of public 
financial management (PFM) systems at national or sub national levels? Please indicate when 
these reforms were undertaken. 
 
8a.  What actions have been taken or are planned to reform and improve the quality of 
procurement systems (laws, regulations and institutions)? Please indicate when these reforms 
were undertaken. 
 
8b. If legal or institutional frameworks are established (Procurement Acts, Regulatory 
Authorities, anti-Corruption laws), what steps are taken to build capacities or allocate resources 
to effectively implement them? 
 
9. Has ADB developed and shared transparent plans for using country systems in its 
operations? 
 
10. Describe efforts made by ADB in the following areas: 

• to promote transparency of PFM and aid flows through national and international 
accountability mechanisms 

• to have transparent conditionalities aligned with national development plans 
• to provide information on rolling three-to-five year aid plans to partner countries 
• to make public all conditions linked to disbursements, and to provide full and timely 

information on annual commitments and actual disbursements 
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11. For which reasons are project implementation units (PIUs) established? What steps, if 
any, are being taken both by ADB and governments to phase-out parallel PIUs and/or 
mainstream PIUs into line ministries? 
 
12. Is all ADB assistance in the country untied? If not, what efforts are being made to untie 
aid? 
 
13a. Predictability: Please list the main reasons for gaps between what was scheduled for 
disbursement and what was actually recorded as disbursed by government? How can donors 
improve realism of predictions on volume and timing of expected disbursements? 
 
13b. What efforts are being made by the government to (i) meet the various requirements 
(administrative, technical, financial, etc.) for timely execution of projects and disbursement of 
funds; and (ii) fully capture disbursements in its accounting systems? 
 
13c. Have any additional steps been taken to improve predictability of ADB funding over the 
longer term? 
 
III. Harmonization Efforts by ADB 
 
1. What efforts has ADB made in harmonization at the (i) CPS level, and at the (ii) sector 
strategy level. Has ADB focused on reducing fragmentation of aid at country and sector levels? 
 
2. Has ADB tried to build more effective and inclusive partnerships for development with all 
development actors - bilateral and multilateral donors, global funds, CSOs and private sector? 
 
3. Please describe what efforts are being made to rationalize and improve (a) coordination 
of donor missions, (b) country analytic work. 
 
4. Does ADB recognize the importance of south-south cooperation and the development 
role of CSOs?  List efforts in this direction.  
 
5. Has ADB tried to increase cooperation and collaboration in fragile situations? 
 
6. Please describe what use is currently being made of program-based approaches (i.e., 
approaches that meet all 4 criteria set out in the survey Definitions and Guidance). What are the 
challenges in channeling a greater proportion of aid in support of program-based approaches? 
 
IV. Managing for Results and Mutual Accountability  
 
1. Describe efforts made by ADB to jointly develop cost-effective results management 
instruments to assess impact of development policies and align monitoring with country 
information systems. 
 
2. If mutual assessment of progress has been conducted in your country, what are the key 
features of this mutual assessment (annual reporting, periodic independent evaluation, etc.)?  At 
national, sector, budget support and/or other level?  Who is involved? 
 
3. If a mutual assessment of progress has not been conducted in your country, what 
actions would be needed to initiate such a mutual assessment? And to ensure that mutual 
assessment reviews are in place by 2010 in all countries that have endorsed the Declaration? 
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4. Are there transparent and monitorable performance assessment frameworks in use in 
the country? In which areas (country level, sector level, etc.)? Is there an operational strategy 
for improving statistical capacity and/or administrative reporting on results in your country? And 
how is it implemented? How does information on performance feedback into decision-making at 
national or sectoral levels in your country? And by which mechanisms? 
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ADB ANNUAL PROGRESS WITH QUANTITATIVE TARGETS  

1. The Paris Declaration commits endorsees to achieve a combination of quantitative and 
qualitative targets by 2010. Country progress toward these targets is monitored with respect to 
the 12 indicators of progress specified by the declaration. In 2008, ADB met the quantitative 
targets for Indicators 3, 4, 5a, 6 and 10a. It is also on track to meet the targets for Indicators 5b 
and 7.  It is not on track on Indicator 10b. Two quantitative indicators were not included in this 
survey. These are (i) the percentage of bilateral aid that is untied (Indicator 8), which does not 
apply to ADB because all ADB aid is untied; and (ii) the use of program-based approaches in 
lending (Indicator 9), which was surveyed as part of the 2008 Development Effectiveness 
Review and therefore not included in this analysis. Table A4 provides details. 
 
 

Table A4: ADB Progress on Commitments under the Paris Declaration  
 
 
 
Indicator 

 
 
 

Definitions 

 
 

2008  
($ million) 

2005 
Baseline 
Weighted 

Ratio 

 
2007 

Weighted 
Ratio 

 
2008 

Weighted 
Ratio 

 
Progress 
2008/2005 
(% points) 

 
 

2010 
Target 

Government 
budget estimates of 
aid flows 

4,823 
 

3. Aid flows 
aligned with 
national 
prioritiesa Aid disbursed for 

government sector 4,866 

66% 76% 87% +21 85% 

         
Coordinated 
technical 
cooperation 

49 4. Strengthen 
capacity by 
coordinated 
support Total technical 

cooperation 90 

45% 59% 54% +10 50% 

         
Aid using PFM 
systems 7,638 5a. Use of 

country public 
financial 
management 
systems 

Aid disbursed for 
government sector 8,115 

76% 71% 94% +18 78% 

         
Aid using 
procurement 
systems 

4,805 5b. Use of 
country 
procurement 
systems Aid disbursed for 

government sector 8,115 

49% 44% 59% +10 60% 

         
No. of parallel PIUs 11b 6. Avoid 

parallel 
implementat-
ion structures 

No. of countries 25b 95 50 11 (84) 32 

         
Aid recorded as 
disbursed 7,760 7. Aid is more 

predictablea Aid scheduled for 
disbursement 7,344 

80% 86% 84% +4 89% 

         
No. of joint 
missions 16 10a. Joint 

missions Total no. of 
missions 36 

12% 15% 44% +33 40% 
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No. of joint 
analyses 57b 10b. Joint 

country 
analytical 
work 

Total no. of  
country analyses 124b 

43% 32% 46% +3 66% 

( ) = negative value, ADB=Asian Development Bank, no. = number, PFM = public financial management, PIU = 
project implementation unit.  
a For these indicators, the average country ratio is used and not the weighted ratio.  
b Figures refer to number of PIUs, number of countries, and number of analyses. 
Note: The baseline ratio is a weighted average, based on each country's portfolio. It is the aggregate value of the 
numerator divided by the aggregate value of the denominator; i.e., each country is weighted by the volume of activity. 
The average country ratio is an unweighted average. It provides a comparative measure of the baseline, irrespective 
of the volume of activity in each country; i.e., it gives equal weight to each country.  
Example: Country A = 2/3, country B = 9/10 = 90%, country C = 16/87 = 18%. 
Baseline ratio (weighted average) = (2+9+16)/(3+10+87) = 27/100 = 27%. 
Average country ratio (unweighted average) = 66% + 90% + 18% x 1/3 = 58%. 
Sources: Data provided by ADB's resident missions and regional departments, as well as Central Operations 
Services Office. 
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LIMITATIONS ON ACHIEVING QUANTITATIVE TARGETS 

Box A5 lists countries surveyed in which ADB did not meet the Paris Declaration 
quantitative targets in 2008. This listing only reflects ADB's performance vis-à-vis the results 
derived from the 2009 quantitative survey, which is based on definitions provided by the 
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development’s Development Assistance 
Committee (OECD-DAC), as provided in Appendix 1. Hence, differences in country size, 
amount of aid disbursed, and type of aid provided to each country are not considered in this 
listing.  
 

 
Box A5: Countries In Which ADB Did Not Meet the Paris Declaration Quantitative 

Targets in 2008: Categorized by Regional Department 
 
Alignment of aid with national priorities (Indicator 3) 
CWRD: Afghanistan, Azerbaijan; SARD: Nepal; PARD: Tonga 
 
Coordination of technical assistance (Indicator 4) 
CWRD: Armenia, Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan; SARD: Bhutan, India, the Maldives; SERD: Indonesia, Viet 
Nam. 
 
Use of country public financial management systems (Indicator 5a) 
CWRD: Armenia, Kyrgyz Republic, Uzbekistan; EARD: Mongolia; SERD: Viet Nam. PARD: Samoa 
 
Use of country procurement systems (Indicator 5b) 
CWRD: Afghanistan, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, the Kyrgyz Republic, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan; 
EARD: the People’s Republic of China, Mongolia; SARD: Bhutan, India, the Maldives, Nepal. Sri Lanka; 
SERD: Cambodia, the Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Viet Nam. PARD: Papua New Guinea, 
Samoa 
 
Avoidance of parallel implementation structures (Indicator 6) 
SERD: Cambodia; PARD: Papua New Guinea, Samoa 
 
Increasing aid predictability (Indicator 7) 
CWRD: Afghanistan, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Pakistan; EARD: the People’s Republic of 
China; SARD: Bangladesh, Bhutan, Nepal; SERD: the Lao People’s Democratic Republic; PARD: 
Papua New Guinea, Samoa 
 
Coordinated country analytical work (Indicator 10b) 
CWRD: Armenia, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Pakistan; EARD: the People’s Republic of China, Mongolia; 
SARD: Bhutan, India, Nepal, Sri Lanka; SERD: Cambodia, Indonesia, the Philippines, Viet Nam 
 
CWRD = Central and West Asia Regional Department; EARD = East Asia Regional Department; PARD = Pacific 
Regional Department; SARD = South Asia Regional Department; SERD = Southeast Asia Regional Department;  
 
 
2. Alignment of aid with national priorities (Indicator 3). A key factor constraining 
improvements in aid alignment are the differences between the financial year used in 
development partner accounting systems and those of some borrowing countries. ADB uses a 
calendar year system while Bangladesh (July–June), India (April–March), Nepal (mid-July to 
mid-July), Samoa (June–May), and other countries use other time frames.  
 
3. Use of country procurement systems (Indicator 5b). ADB is required to provide equal 
opportunity to firms in all its member countries to bid for any project using international 
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competitive bidding procedures. This necessitates uniformity in bidding procedures across 
countries. As a result, ADB procurement procedures are used rather than country procurement 
procedures for international bidding. Country progress with respect to the Paris Declaration 
target for procurement systems is therefore limited to the extent to which country systems are 
used for national procurement. 
 
4. Use of parallel project implementation structures (Indicator 6). The target for this 
indicator is a global one and does not take into account differences in the extent of use of 
project implementation units (PIUs) across DMC classification groups. To recognize the different 
implications of a two-thirds reduction in PIUs for each group, ADB identifies group-wise targets 
for this indicator in this report. While this approach is an improvement over country-specific 
analysis, it obscures significant differences in the number of PIUs used in countries within each 
group.  
 
5. Aid predictability (Indicator 7). Two issues affected the measurement of aid 
predictability in 2009. First, legislative impediments related to budget processes affected the 
performance of some countries. In Armenia, loan projects not projected during the project cycle, 
which ends in September, can only be scheduled in the budget for the following year by a 
special government decree. Second, unplanned disbursements due to emergencies or national 
crises are not taken into account in this measurement and can adversely affect country 
performance. Three unplanned disbursements due to the food price crisis and amounting to 
$141 million brought the aid predictability ratio in Bangladesh down to 67% in 2008 from 94% in 
2007. 
 
6. Use of program-based approaches (Indicator 9). Differences between definitions 
presented difficulties in the accurate measurement of the use of program-based approaches. 
For example, according to the definition of the Organisation of Economic Co-operation and 
Development’s Development Assistance Committee, most operations in India, Pakistan, and Sri 
Lanka should be categorized as program-based approaches. When ADB’s modalities were 
used, however, they did not qualify. Even though the definition has been clarified in ADB’s 
Business Process Manual, countries are not currently required to record whether a project uses 
program-based approaches. So categorization remains relatively subjective.  
 
7. Joint donor missions (Indicator 10a). ADB faces two constraints. First, joint project 
preparation, supervision, and implementation missions are used only when projects are 
cofinanced, which is relatively uncommon in ADB projects. Second, while joint work done by 
resident missions in-country with other development partners, including supervisory work, policy 
dialogue, consultations, portfolio reviews, and some programming work is frequent, it is also 
unpredictable, and the accuracy and extent of recording varies across individual resident 
missions. 



 

 

COUNTRY DETAILS ON ADB PROGRESS WITH QUANTITATIVE  INDICATORS 
Table A6.1: Indicator 3, Aid Flows are Aligned with National Priorities (2010 Target: 85%) 

 

Govt's 
Budget 

Estimates 
of Aid 
Flows

Aid 
Disbursed 

for Govt 
Sector

2005 
Ratio

Govt's 
Budget 

Estimates 
of Aid 
Flows

Aid 
Disbursed 

for Govt 
Sector

2006 
Ratio

Govt's 
Budget 

Estimates 
of Aid 
Flows

Aid 
Disbursed 

for Govt 
Sector

2007 
Ratio

Govt's 
Budget 

Estimates 
of Aid 
Flows

Aid 
Disbursed 

for Govt 
Sector

2008 
Ratio

 ($ mn)  ($ mn) % ($ mn) ($ mn) %  ($ mn) ($ mn) % ($ mn) ($ mn) %
a b a/ba a b a/ba a b a/ba a b a/ba 

Afghanistan           121.8             23.9       19.6          113.2            67.2       59.4           129.9          129.9     100.0          210.9            87.5       41.5 
Armenia  ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...              8.0              8.4       95.8 
Azerbaijan  ...               1.8 ... ... ... ... ... ... ...            15.0            20.9       71.7 
Bangladesh           208.0           258.0       80.6          385.0          322.0       83.6           355.0          422.1       84.1          448.3          435.9       97.2 
Bhutan  ...             12.5 ...            27.3              4.6       16.8             37.6              8.9       23.7              8.3              8.3     100.0 
Cambodia             22.9             84.5       27.1            15.6            55.0       28.4             63.1            69.8       90.3          147.2          144.1       97.9 
China, People's Republic of  ...           890.6 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...       1,257.5 ... 
Georgia  ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...            69.9            69.9     100.0 
India  ...           661.2 ... ... ... ... ... ... ...       1,393.4       1,546.8       90.1 
Indonesia  ...        1,015.0 ... ...          861.5 ...           625.3       1,136.3       55.0          955.2          955.2     100.0 
Kazakhstan  ...             27.3 ... ... ... ... ... ... ...              8.3              8.3     100.0 
Kyrgyz Republic             31.0             30.3       97.9            30.0            42.8       70.1             33.8            34.2       98.8            46.2            51.5       89.6 
Lao PDR             78.7             78.7     100.0            78.5            78.5     100.0             74.3            74.8       99.3            65.7            62.6       95.3 
Maldives  ...               4.9 ...              7.8              4.9       62.8 -              5.1 ...              7.5              7.2       96.4 
Mongolia                -               29.9           -                 -              28.6           -                  -              24.2           -   ...            29.9 ... 
Nepal             89.9             43.7       48.6          109.5          108.0       98.6             89.7          108.4       82.7          174.0          134.0       77.0 
Pakistan  ...           563.5 ... ...          790.5 ... ...          990.5 ... ...       1,893.9 ... 
Papua New Guinea  ...             21.5 ... ...            29.3 ...             36.8            27.6       74.8 ...            28.0 ... 
Philippines  ...           239.6 ... ...          833.0 ... ...          419.2 ...          655.0          658.3       99.5 
Samoa  ...               3.6 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...              4.2 ... 
Sri Lanka           206.0           206.0     100.0          180.0          180.0     100.0           134.4          137.0       98.1          276.0          308.0       89.6 
Tajikistan             29.5             26.0       88.0            12.0            35.1       34.2             38.3            38.3     100.0            56.3            56.3     100.0 
Tonga  ... ... ... ... ... ... - - ...              1.6            15.9       10.0 
Uzbekistan  ...             96.2 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...            51.1 ... 
Viet Nam           223.7           223.7     100.0          184.1          184.1     100.0           198.1          229.9       86.2          276.0          287.0       96.2 
Total        1,011.5        1,004.7       99.3       1,143.0       1,110.7       97.2        1,816.2       2,446.4       74.2       4,822.7       4,866.1       99.1 
Average Country Ratio       66.2       62.8       76.4       86.7 

Partner Country

2005 2006 2007 2008

 
… = data not available, ADB = Asian Development Bank, Govt=Government, Lao PDR = Lao People’s Democratic Republic. mn=million 
a Ratio is a/b except where the government's budget estimates are greater than disbursements (b/a). 
Sources: Data provided by the Asian Development Bank's Central Operations Services Office, resident missions, and regional departments. 
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Table A6.2: Indicator 4, Strengthen Capacity by Coordinated Support (2010 Target: 50%) 
 

Coordinated 
Technical 

Cooperation
Total Technical 

Cooperation
2005 

Ratio

Coordinated 
Technical 

Cooperation
Total Technical 

Cooperation
2006 

Ratio

Coordinated 
Technical 

Cooperation

Total 
Technical 

Cooperation
2007 

Ratio

Coordinated 
Technical 

Cooperation
Total Technical 

Cooperation
2008 

Ratio
 ($ mn)  ($ mn) % ($ mn) ($ mn) %  ($ mn) ($ mn) % ($ mn) ($ mn) %

a b a/b a b a/b a b a/b a b a/b
Afghanistan 0.2 8.3 2.3 1.0 7.0 14.4 11.4 11.4 100.0 4.5 4.5 100.0
Armenia ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 0.0 0.4 0.0
Azerbaijan ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...
Bangladesh 5.0 8.0 62.5 5.5 5.5 100.0 2.5 5.1 48.4 3.3 5.9 55.9
Bhutan 0.7 1.6 43.8 1.3 1.9 68.4 1.2 1.6 75.0 0.4 1.2 33.9
Cambodia 4.1 31.5 13.0 3.0 22.6 13.3 1.5 14.2 10.7 ... 5.1 ...
China, People's Republic of ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 23.2 ...
Georgia ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...
India ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 3.7 17.4 21.3
Indonesia 1.8 11.1 16.5 1.3 10.2 12.3 0.1 9.4 1.4 0.1 5.5 1.4
Kazakhstan ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 0.0 0.0 0.0
Kyrgyz Republic 1.8 1.8 100.0 0.7 0.7 100.0 2.4 2.4 100.0 1.5 2.1 71.0
Lao PDR 11.2 11.2 100.0 9.3 9.3 100.0 1.1 7.2 15.3 7.1 7.1 100.0
Maldives 0.9 1.2 75.0 1.1 1.4 78.6 0.4 0.7 57.1 0.1 0.3 39.4
Mongolia 4.1 4.1 100.0 3.3 3.3 100.0 3.4 3.4 100.0 2.1 2.1 100.0
Nepal 1.4 2.2 61.8 2.0 6.3 31.0 0.0 4.6 0.0 5.0 6.9 72.5
Pakistan ... 6.5 ... ... 7.9 ... ... 8.6 ... 5.6 7.7 73.3
Papua New Guinea 0.0 2.2 0.0 0.0 2.8 0.0 0.5 0.5 100.0 1.5 2.7 55.6
Philippines 3.9 4.6 84.8 4.2 4.7 89.2 2.1 2.7 79.2 4.9 4.9 100.0
Samoa ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 1.5 1.5 100.0
Sri Lanka 0.8 3.7 22.6 0.0 3.5 0.0 0.0 3.4 0.0 2.0 2.0 100.0
Tajikistan 1.5 4.0 36.3 1.4 4.5 31.5 0.2 4.4 5.5 3.7 3.7 100.0
Tonga 0.4 0.4 100.0 0.6 0.6 100.0 0.2 0.2 100.0 0.7 0.7 100.0
Uzbekistan ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 0.8 2.0 41.1
Viet Nam 9.0 9.0 100.0 1.4 5.7 24.6 35.3 35.3 100.0 0.0 11.0 0.0
Total 46.8 105.0 44.6 35.9 89.8 40.0 62.4 106.5 58.5 48.6 89.7 54.2
Average Country Ratio 57.4 54.0 55.8 60.3

Partner Country

2005 2006 2007 2008

 
… = data not available, ADB = Asian Development Bank, Lao PDR = Lao People’s Democratic Republic. mn=million 
Sources: Data provided by the Asian Development Bank's resident missions and regional departments. 
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Table A6.3: Indicator 5a, Use of Country Public Financial Management Systems (2010 Target: 78%)  

 

Aid 
Disbursed 

for Govt 
Sector

Budget 
Execution

Financial 
Reporting Auditing 2005 Ratio

Aid 
Disbursed 

for Govt 
Sector

Budget 
Execution

Financial 
Reporting Auditing 2006 Ratio

Aid 
Disbursed 

for Govt 
Sector

Budget 
Execution

Financial 
Reporting Auditing 2007 Ratio

Aid 
Disbursed 

for Govt 
Sector

Budget 
Execution

Financial 
Reporting Auditing 2008 Ratio

($ mn) ($ mn) ($ mn) ($ mn) (%) ($ mn) ($ mn) ($ mn) ($ mn) (%) ($ mn) ($ mn) ($ mn) ($ mn) (%) ($ mn) ($ mn) ($ mn) ($ mn) (%)
a b c d ave(b,c,d)/a a b c d ave(b,c,d)/a a b c d ave(b,c,d)/a a b c d ave(b,c,d)/a

Afghanistan 23.9            23.9          23.9            23.9          100.0                67.2            67.2           67.2            67.2          100.0            129.9           129.9            129.9          129.9        100.0            87.5            81.6           81.6          81.6          93.3             
Armenia ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 8.4              0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Azerbaijan 1.8              ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 20.9            20.8           20.8          20.8          99.3             
Bangladesh 258.0          258.0        258.0          258.0        100.0                322.0          322.0         322.0           322.0        100.0            422.1           422.1            422.1          422.1        100.0            435.9          435.9         435.9        435.9        100.0           
Bhutan 12.5            12.5          12.5            12.5          100.0                4.6              4.6             4.6              4.6            100.0            8.9              8.9                8.9              8.9            100.0            8.3              8.3             8.3            8.3            100.0           
Cambodia 84.5            22.9          0.0 0.0 9.0                    55.0            15.6           -              -           9.5                69.8            1.1                1.1              1.1            1.5               144.1          144.1         144.1        144.1        100.0           
China, People's Republic of 890.6          887.0        887.0          887.0        99.6                  ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 1,257.5       1,257.5      1,257.5     1,257.5     100.0           
Georgia ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 69.9            69.9           69.9          69.9          100.0           
India 661.2          641.0        641.0          641.0        97.0                  ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 1,546.8       1,529.4      1,529.4     1,529.4     98.9             
Indonesia 1,015.0       1,015.0     265.0          265.0        50.7                  861.5          861.5         261.5           261.5        53.6              1,136.3        1,136.3         236.3          236.3        47.2              955.2          955.2         955.2        955.2        100.0           
Kazakhstan 27.3            26.0          26.0            26.0          95.1                  ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 8.3              8.3             8.3            8.3            100.0           
Kyrgyz Republic 30.3            0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 42.8            8.0             8.0              8.0            18.7              34.2            0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 51.5            12.5           12.5          0.0 16.2             
Lao PDR 78.7            78.7          78.7            65.8          94.5                  78.5            78.5           78.5            65.7          94.6              74.8            74.8              74.8            53.1          90.3              62.6            55.4           55.4          55.4          88.6             
Maldives 4.9              4.9            4.9              4.9            100.0                4.9              4.9             4.9              4.9            100.0            5.1              5.1                5.1              5.1            100.0            7.2              7.2             7.2            7.2            100.0           
Mongolia 29.9            29.9          29.9            29.9          100.0                28.6            28.6           28.6            28.6          100.0            24.2            24.2              24.2            24.2          100.0            29.9            0.0 29.9          0.0 33.3             
Nepal 43.7            43.7          0.0 0.0 33.3                  108.0          108.0         -              -           33.3              108.4           108.4            108.4          108.4        100.0            134.0          127.1         127.1        127.1        94.9             
Pakistan 563.5          563.5        563.5          563.5        100.0                790.5          790.5         790.5           790.5        100.0            990.5           990.5            990.5          990.5        100.0            1,893.9       1,873.2      1,873.2     1,873.2     98.9             
Papua New Guinea 21.5            21.5          21.5            21.5          100.0                29.3            29.3           29.3            29.3          100.0            27.6            27.6              27.6            27.6          100.0            28.0            22.8           22.8          22.8          81.4             
Philippines 239.6          175.0        0.0 0.0 24.3                  833.0          750.0         -              -           30.0              419.2           325.0            0.0 0.0 25.8              658.3          588.0         655.0        588.0        92.7             
Samoa 3.6              ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 4.2              2.6             -           2.6            42.0             
Sri Lanka 206.0          206.0        206.0          206.0        100.0                180.0          180.0         180.0           180.0        100.0            137.0           137.0            137.0          137.0        100.0            308.0          306.0         308.0        308.0        99.8             
Tajikistan 26.0            26.0          26.0            -           66.7                  35.1            35.1           35.1            -           66.7              38.3            38.3              -              -           33.3              56.3            56.3           56.3          56.3          100.0           
Tonga ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 15.9            ... ... ... ...
Uzbekistan 96.2            0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 51.1            0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Viet Nam 223.7          95.7          95.7            95.7          42.8                  184.1          67.1           67.1            67.1          36.4              229.9           229.9            229.9          49.7          73.9              287.0          47.0           47.0          47.0          16.4             
Total 4,537.0       4,131.2     3,139.6       3,100.7     76.2                  3,625.0       3,350.8      1,877.2        1,829.3     64.9              3,856.0        3,658.9         2,395.6       2,193.7     71.3              8,114.8       7,609.1      7,705.4     7,598.6     94.1             
Average Country Ratio 70.7                  71.4              73.3              77.3             

Partner Country

2005 2006 2007 2008 

 
Note: ... = data not available; ave=average. Govt=Government.  Lao PDR= Lao People’s Democratic Republic. mn=million       
Sources: Data provided by the Asian Development Bank's resident missions and regional departments.        
      
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix 6 
53



 

 

Table A6.4: Indicator 5b, Use of Country Procurement Systems (2010 Target: 60%) 
 

Aid Disbursed  for 
Govt Sector

Procurement 
Systems

2005 
Ratio

Aid Disbursed 
for Govt Sector

Procurement 
Systems

2006 
Ratio

Aid Disbursed  for 
Govt Sector

Procurement 
Systems

2007 
Ratio

Aid Disbursed  for 
Govt Sector

Procurement 
Systems

2008 
Ratio

($ mn) ($ mn) (%) ($ mn) ($ mn) (%) ($ mn) ($ mn) (%) ($ mn) ($ mn) (%)
a b b/a a b b/a a b b/a a b b/a

Afghanistan                         23.9                     0.7         3.0                     67.2                  67.2     100.0                      129.9                129.9     100.0                       87.5                    3.7         4.3 
Armenia  ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...                         8.4                    0.9       10.6 
Azerbaijan                           1.8                     0.2         9.1 ... ... ... ... ... ...                       20.9                    4.6       21.8 
Bangladesh                       258.0                 150.4       58.3                   322.0                200.0       62.1                      422.1                326.0       77.2                     435.9                319.9       73.4 
Bhutan                         12.5                     5.0       40.0                       4.6                    4.6     100.0                          8.9                    8.9     100.0                         8.3                    3.4       40.7 
Cambodia                         84.5                   30.3       35.9                     55.0 0.0 0.0                        69.8                    1.1         1.5                     144.1                  49.6       34.4 
China, People's Republic of                       890.6                   61.2         6.9 ... ... ... ... ... ...                  1,257.5                201.4       16.0 
Georgia  ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...                       69.9                  69.9     100.0 
India                       661.2                 139.2       21.1 ... ... ... ... ... ...                  1,546.8                602.2       38.9 
Indonesia                    1,015.0                 904.4       89.1                   861.5                196.1       22.8                   1,136.3                177.2       15.6                     955.2                880.3       92.2 
Kazakhstan                         27.3 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...                         8.3                    0.7         8.8 
Kyrgyz Republic                         30.3                   18.1       59.7                     42.8                    8.0       18.7                        34.2 0.0 0.0                       51.5                  13.9       27.0 
Lao PDR                         78.7                   33.7       42.9                     78.5 0.0 0.0                        74.8 0.0 0.0                       62.6                  27.2       43.4 
Maldives                           4.9                     1.8       36.1                       4.9                    4.9     100.0                          5.1                    5.1     100.0                         7.2                    0.0         0.3 
Mongolia                         29.9                   15.5       51.9                     28.6 0.0 0.0                        24.2 0.0 0.0                       29.9                    9.7       32.4 
Nepal                         43.7                   20.9       47.9                   108.0                  76.0       70.4                      108.4                108.4     100.0                     134.0                  29.8       22.2 
Pakistan                       563.5                 399.9       71.0                   790.5                571.5       72.3                      990.5                765.4       77.3                  1,893.9             1,667.0       88.0 
Papua New Guinea                         21.5                     4.3       20.1                     29.3                  29.3     100.0                        27.6                  27.6     100.0                       28.0                    3.1       11.0 
Philippines                       239.6                 201.1       83.9                   833.0                  83.0       10.0                      419.2                  94.2       22.5                     658.3                619.3       94.1 
Samoa                           3.6                     2.5       68.6 ... ... ... ... ... ...                         4.2                    0.7       18.0 
Sri Lanka                       206.0                 104.6       50.8                   180.0                  59.0       32.8                      137.0 0.0 0.0                     308.0                101.9       33.1 
Tajikistan                         26.0                   12.1       46.7                     35.1 0.0 0.0                        38.3 0.0 0.0                       56.3                  21.3       37.8 
Tonga  ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...                       15.9 ...  ... 
Uzbekistan                         96.2                   23.4       24.3 ... ... ... ... ... ...                       51.1                    9.0       17.6 
Viet Nam                       223.7                   95.3       42.6                   184.1                  67.1       36.4                      229.9                  68.9       30.0                     287.0                165.0       57.5 
Total                    4,515.0              2,224.5       49.3                3,625.0             1,366.7       37.7                   3,856.0             1,712.5       44.4                  8,114.8             4,804.6       59.2 
Average Country Ratio       43.3       45.3       45.3       38.5 

Partner Country

2005 2006 2007 2008

 
… = data not available, ADB = Asian Development Bank, Govt= Government. Lao PDR = Lao People’s Democratic Republic. mn=million 
Note: ADB is required to provide equal opportunities to firms in all its member countries to bid for any project using international competitive bidding procedures. This 
necessitates uniformity in the bidding procedures across countries. As a result, ADB procurement procedures rather than country procurement procedures are used for 
international bidding. Country progress with respect to the Paris Declaration target on procurement systems is therefore limited to the extent to which country systems are used 
for national procurement only. 
Source: Procurement data for 2005 and 2008 was provided by Asian Development Bank’s Central Operations Services Office. The rest was provided by resident missions and 
regional departments.  
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Table A6.5: Indicator 6, Avoid Parallel Implementation Structures (2010 Target: 32) 
 

2005 2006 2007 2008
Afghanistan 0 0 0 0
Armenia ... ... ... 0
Azerbaijan ... ... ... ...
Bangladesh 0 0 0 0
Bhutan 0 0 0 0
Cambodia 30 0 28 0
China, People's Republic of 0 ... ... 0
Georgia 0 ... ... 0
India 1 0 0 1
Indonesia 0 0 0 0
Kazakhstan ... ... ... 1
Kyrgyz Republic 10 6 12 0
Lao PDR 0 0 0 0
Maldives 0 0 0 0
Mongolia 0 0 0 0
Nepal 6 6 0 0
Pakistan 0 0 0 ...
Papua New Guinea 10 10 0 4
Philippines 30 25 0 0
Samoa ... ... ... 4
Sri Lanka 0 0 0 0
Tajikistan 8 7 10 0
Tonga 0 0 0 1
Uzbekistan 0 ... ... 0
Viet Nam 0 0 0 0
Total 95 54 50 11
% 100% 84% 78% 12%

Partner Country Number of Parallel PIUs

  
… = data not available, Lao PDR = Lao People’s Democratic Republic, PIU= project implementation unit. 
Note: The target for this indicator is to reduce the number of PIUs by two-thirds relative to the 2005 baseline, implying a target of 32 PIUs in total for all the countries surveyed in 
2008, or in percentage terms, a target of 33%. 
Sources: Data provided by the Asian Development Bank’s resident missions and regional departments.  
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Table A6.6: Indicator 7, Aid is More Predictable (2010 Target: 89%) 
 

Disbursements 
Recorded by Govt

Aid Scheduled for 
Disbursement 2005 Ratio

Disbursements 
Recorded by Govt

Aid Scheduled for 
Disbursement 2006 Ratio

Disbursements 
Recorded by Govt

Aid Scheduled for 
Disbursement 2007 Ratio

Disbursements 
Recorded by Govt

Aid Scheduled for 
Disbursement 2008 Ratio

($ mn) ($ mn) (%) ($ mn) ($ mn) (%) ($ mn) ($ mn) (%) ($ mn) ($ mn) (%)
a b a/ba a b a/ba a b a/ba a b a/ba

Afghanistan                        23.9                        39.2                        61.0                       67.2                       99.5                       67.5                     168.0                      167.6                       99.8                     125.4                     190.0                       66.0 
Armenia  ...  ... ... ... ... ...  ... ... ...                         6.4                         8.1                       78.8 
Azerbaijan  ...                        23.0 ... ... ... ...  ... ... ...                       20.8                       30.2                       68.8 
Bangladesh                      208.0                      174.0                        83.7                     306.0                     306.0                     100.0                     342.5                      363.8                       94.1                     448.3                     308.2                       68.7 
Bhutan                        12.5                        12.6                        99.1                         4.6                         5.6                       82.1                         8.9                          5.8                       65.2                         8.3                       12.7                       65.3 
Cambodia  ...  ... ... ... ... ...                       68.2                        74.8                       91.2                     100.0                     100.2                       99.7 
China, People's Republic of                      874.8                      716.2                        81.9  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...                   1,234.3                   1,084.0                       87.8 
Georgia  ...  ... ... ... ... ...  ... ... ...                       69.9                       69.9                     100.0 
India                      601.0                      662.0                        90.8 ... ... ...  ... ... ...                  1,393.4                  1,400.0                       99.5 
Indonesia  ...                      306.1 ... ...                     596.0 ...                     746.7                      747.2                       99.9                  1,008.9                  1,117.5                       90.3 
Kazakhstan  ...  ... ... ... ... ...  ... ... ...                         8.3                       10.5                       79.0 
Kyrgyz Republic                        30.3                        27.1                        89.3                       42.8                       38.8                       90.7                       33.8                        37.0                       91.2                       49.4                       46.3                       93.6 
Lao PDR                        78.7                        78.7                      100.0                       78.5                       78.5                     100.0                       66.8                        73.6                       90.8                       55.4                       65.7                       84.4 
Maldives                          4.9                        10.3                        48.0                         4.9                         8.7                       56.6                         5.1                          7.2                       70.8                         7.2                         8.1                       89.1 
Mongolia                        29.9                        37.6                        79.5                       28.6                       36.5                       78.4                       24.2                        24.3                       99.6 ...                       31.4 ... 
Nepal                        43.0                        72.4                        59.4                     108.0                       60.0                       55.6                       44.1                        91.1                       48.4                     127.1                     156.3                       81.3 
Pakistan  ...                      668.3 ... ...                     856.9 ...                     959.5                      740.6                       77.2                  1,788.7                  1,432.0                       80.1 
Papua New Guinea                        21.5                        53.7                        40.1                       29.3                       18.9                       64.5                       27.6                        27.0                       98.0                       18.8                       25.3                       74.3 
Philippines  ...                      176.3 ... ...                     351.3 ...  ...                      615.3 ...                     584.0                     647.1                       90.2 
Samoa  ...  ... ... ... ... ...  ... ... ...                         2.6                         3.9                       66.7 
Sri Lanka                      205.0                      253.0                        81.0                     180.0                     228.0                       78.9                     134.4                      159.0                       84.5                     308.0                     232.2                       75.4 
Tajikistan                        26.0                        30.6                        84.9                       35.1                       27.1                       77.2                       38.3                        37.6                       98.2                       56.3                       57.0                       98.8 
Tonga  ...  ... ... ... ... ...  ... ... ... ...                         4.6 ... 
Uzbekistan                        95.2                        97.9                        97.2 ... ... ...  ... ... ...                       51.9                       50.6                       97.6 
Viet Nam                      209.8                      210.0                        99.9                     252.1                     319.3                       79.0                     198.1                      258.3                       76.7                     287.0                     288.0                       99.7 
Total                   2,464.5                   2,475.2                        99.6                  1,137.1                  1,226.9                       92.7                  2,866.0                   2,814.9                       98.2                  7,760.4                  7,343.8                       94.6 
Average Country Ratio                        79.7                       77.5                       85.7                       84.1 

2005 2006 2007 2008

Partner Country

 
… = data not available, Govt= Government. Lao PDR = Lao People’s Democratic Republic. mn=million 
a Ratio is a/b except where government’s budget estimates are greater than disbursements (b/a). 
Sources: Data provided by the Asian Development Bank resident missions and regional departments.  
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Table A6.7: Indicator 10a, Coordinated Missions (2010 Target: 40%) 
 

Coordinated 
Missions

Total 
Missions

2005 
Ratio

Coordinated 
Missions

Total 
Missions

2006 
Ratio

Coordinated 
Missions

Total 
Missions

2007 
Ratio

Coordinated 
Missions

Total 
Missions

2008 
Ratio

(no.) (no.) (%) (no.) (no.) (%) (no.) (no.) (%) (no.) (no.) (%)
a b a/b a b a/b a b a/b a b a/b

Afghanistan 0 50 0.0 0 71 0.0 20 20 100.0 0 5 0.0 
Armenia ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 0 0 0.0 
Azerbaijan ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 1 3 33.3 
Bangladesh 10 45 22.2 12 57 21.1 41 116 35.3 1 1 100.0 
Bhutan 3 23 13.0 5 32 15.6 4 42 9.5 0 0 0.0 
Cambodia 8 104 7.7 10 123 8.1 9 105 8.6 0 0 0.0 
China, People's Republic of ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 0 3 0.0 
Georgia ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 0 0 0.0 
India ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 1 1 100.0 
Indonesia 12 99 12.1 11 92 12.0 10 80 12.5 0 1 0.0 
Kazakhstan ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 0 0 0.0 
Kyrgyz Republic 2 80 2.5 2 56 3.6 3 57 5.3 1 1 100.0 
Lao PDR 20 93 21.5 17 94 18.1 22 94 23.4 1 1 100.0 
Maldives 4 72 5.6 7 31 22.6 7 42 16.7 0 0 0.0 
Mongolia 1 12 8.3 1 20 5.0 0 21 0.0 3 8 37.5 
Nepal 15 47 31.9 17 70 24.3 6 53 11.3 3 3 100.0 
Pakistan ... ... ... ... ... ... 4 197 2.0 1 1 100.0 
Papua New Guinea 28 65 43.1 5 59 8.5 23 23 100.0 0 1 0.0 
Philippines 3 60 5.0 3 59 5.1 0 54 0.0 0 0 0.0 
Samoa ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 0 0 0.0 
Sri Lanka 0 50 0.0 3 50 6.0 2 76 2.6 0 1 0.0 
Tajikistan 1 49 2.0 1 64 1.6 5 71 7.0 3 4 75.0 
Tonga 3 9 33.3 3 6 50.0 7 10 70.0 0 0 0.0 
Uzbekistan ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 1 1 100.0 
Viet Nam 2 106 1.9 0 79 0.0 3 70 4.3 0 1 0.0 
Total 112 964 11.6 97 963 10.1 166        1,131 14.7 16 36 44.4 
Average Country Ratio 13.1 12.6 24.0 33.8 

Partner Country

2005 2006 2007 2008

… = data not available, ADB = Asian Development Bank, Lao PDR = Lao People’s Democratic Republic., no=number 
Note: 2008 data are based on the number of missions originating from ADB headquarters for country partnership strategies and country partnership reviews. All other missions 
originating from ADB headquarters or from resident missions have not been counted. In previous years, all missions were counted.  
Sources: Data obtained from ADB’s Central Operations Services Office, resident missions, and regional departments.  
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Table A6.8: Indicator 10b, Joint Country Analytical Work (2010 Target: 66%) 
 

Coordinated 
Analytical Work

Total Analytical 
Work 2005 Ratio

Coordinated 
Analytical Work

Total Analytical 
Work 2006 Ratio

Coordinated 
Analytical Work

Total Analytical 
Work 2007 Ratio

Coordinated 
Analytical Work

Total Analytical 
Work 2008 Ratio

(no.) (no.) (%) (no.) (no.) (%) (no.) (no.) (%) (no.) (no.) (%)
a b a/b a b a/b a b a/b a b a/b

Afghanistan 0 4 0.0 0 17 0.0 0 2 0.0 1 1 100.0 
Armenia ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 0 3 0.0 
Azerbaijan ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 2 2 100.0 
Bangladesh 3 8 37.5 1 10 10.0 6 18 33.3 4 4 100.0 
Bhutan 5 7 71.4 2 2 100.0 2 2 100.0 1 3 33.3 
Cambodia 4 6 66.7 1 4 25.0 2 41 4.9 1 2 50.0 
China, People's Republic of ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 0 7 0.0 
Georgia ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 1 2 50.0 
India ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 2 6 33.3 
Indonesia 1 6 16.7 1 5 20.0 2 5 40.0 0 2 0.0 
Kazakhstan ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 0 0 0.0 
Kyrgyz Republic 7 9 77.8 3 3 100.0 3 3 100.0 14 14 100.0 
Lao PDR 15 18 83.3 12 16 75.0 10 16 62.5 1 1 100.0 
Maldives 0 1 0.0 4 6 66.7 3 3 100.0 2 3 66.7 
Mongolia 1 1 100.0 1 1 100.0 1 3 33.3 0 11 0.0 
Nepal 0 21 0.0 0 25 0.0 0 8 0.0 1 12 8.3 
Pakistan ... ... ... ... ... ... 7 17 41.2 2 10 20.0 
Papua New Guinea 3 3 100.0 4 4 100.0 4 4 100.0 4 6 66.7 
Philippines ... ... ... ... ... ... 0 4 0.0 3 11 27.3 
Samoa ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 2 2 100.0 
Sri Lanka 1 6 16.7 3 6 50.0 1 6 16.7 0 0 0.0 
Tajikistan 0 0 0.0 3 3 100.0 0 2 0.0 7 7 100.0 
Tonga 2 3 66.7 2 3 66.7 2 4 50.0 2 3 66.7 
Uzbekistan ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 4 4 100.0 
Viet Nam 0 5 0.0 1 5 20.0 1 1 100.0 3 8 37.5 
Total 42 98 42.9 38 110 34.5 44 139 31.7 57 124 46.0 
Average Country Ratio 42.4 55.6 46.0 50.4 

Partner Country

2005 2006 2007 2008

 
… = data not available, ADB = Asian Development Bank, Lao PDR = Lao People’s Democratic Republic. no=number 
Note: The Paris Declaration criteria for country analytic work to be considered joint is that it be (i) undertaken together with another development partner,  
(ii) undertaken by one development partner on behalf of another or (iii) undertaken with substantive government involvement. 
Sources: Data provided by the Asian Development Bank resident missions and regional departments. 

58 
Appendix 6 



 

 

GROUP-WISE DETAILS ON ADB PROGRESS WITH THE QUANTITATIVE INDICATORS 
Table A7.1: Indicator 3, Aid Flows are Aligned with National Priorities (2010 Target: 85%) 

Govt's 
Budget 

Estimates 
of Aid 
Flows

Aid 
Disbursed 

for Govt 
Sector

2005 
Ratio

Govt's 
Budget 

Estimates 
of Aid 
Flows

Aid 
Disbursed 

for Govt 
Sector

2006 
Ratio

Govt's 
Budget 

Estimates 
of Aid 
Flows

Aid 
Disbursed 

for Govt 
Sector

2007 
Ratio

Govt's 
Budget 

Estimates 
of Aid 
Flows

Aid 
Disbursed 

for Govt 
Sector

2008 
Ratio

 ($ mn)  ($ mn) % ($ mn) ($ mn) %  ($ mn) ($ mn) % ($ mn) ($ mn) %
a b a/ba a b a/ba a b a/ba a b a/ba 

Afghanistan           121.8             23.9        19.6           113.2             67.2        59.4           129.9           129.9      100.0           210.9             87.5       41.5 
Bhutan  ...             12.5  ...             27.3               4.6        16.8             37.6               8.9        23.7               8.3               8.3     100.0 
Cambodia             22.9             84.5        27.1             15.6             55.0        28.4             63.1             69.8        90.3           147.2           144.1       97.9 
Kyrgyz Republic             31.0             30.3        97.9             30.0             42.8        70.1             33.8             34.2        98.8             46.2             51.5       89.6 
Lao PDR             78.7             78.7      100.0             78.5             78.5      100.0             74.3             74.8        99.3             65.7             62.6       95.3 
Maldives  ...               4.9  ...               7.8               4.9        62.8  ...               5.1  ...               7.5               7.2       96.4 
Mongolia 0.0             29.9 0.0 0.0             28.6 0.0 0.0             24.2            -    ...             29.9  ... 
Nepal             89.9             43.7        48.6           109.5           108.0        98.6             89.7           108.4        82.7           174.0           134.0       77.0 
Samoa  ...               3.6  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...               4.2  ... 
Tajikistan             29.5             26.0        88.0             12.0             35.1        34.2             38.3             38.3      100.0             56.3             56.3     100.0 
Tonga  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...               1.6             15.9       10.0 
Subtotal           373.8           320.6       85.8          393.9          424.7       92.8           466.6          488.5       95.5          717.6          567.4       79.1 

      54.5       52.3       74.4       78.6 

Armenia  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...               8.0               8.4       95.8 
Azerbaijan  ...               1.8  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...             15.0             20.9       71.7 
Bangladesh           208.0           258.0        80.6           385.0           322.0        83.6           355.0           422.1        84.1           448.3           435.9       97.2 
Georgia  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...             69.9             69.9     100.0 
India  ...           661.2  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...        1,393.4        1,546.8       90.1 
Indonesia  ...        1,015.0  ...  ...           861.5  ...           625.3        1,136.3        55.0           955.2           955.2     100.0 
Pakistan  ...           563.5  ...  ...           790.5  ...  ...           990.5  ...  ...        1,893.9  ... 
Papua New Guinea  ...             21.5  ...  ...             29.3  ...             36.8             27.6        74.8  ...             28.0  ... 
Sri Lanka           206.0           206.0      100.0           180.0           180.0      100.0           134.4           137.0        98.1           276.0           308.0       89.6 
Uzbekistan  ...             96.2  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...             51.1  ... 
Viet Nam           223.7           223.7      100.0           184.1           184.1      100.0           198.1           229.9        86.2           276.0           287.0       96.2 
Subtotal           637.7           687.7       92.7          749.1          686.1       91.6        1,349.6       1,952.8       69.1       3,441.8       3,632.0       94.8 

      93.5       94.5       79.7       92.6 

China, People's Republic of  ...           890.6  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...        1,257.5  ... 
Kazakhstan  ...             27.3  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...               8.3               8.3     100.0 
Philippines  ...           239.6  ...  ...           833.0  ...  ...           419.2  ...           655.0           658.3       99.5 
Subtotal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0          663.3          666.6       99.5 

0.0 0.0 0.0       99.7 

Total        1,011.5        1,008.3       99.7       1,143.0       1,110.7       97.2        1,816.2       2,441.3       74.4       4,822.7       4,866.1       99.1 
      66.2       62.8       76.4       86.7 

Groupwise Average Country Ratio

Groupwise Average Country Ratio

Groupwise Average Country Ratio

Overall Average Country Ratio

2005 2006 2007 2008

Group C: Ordinary capital resources only

Group B: Asian Development Fund and ordinary capital resources

Partner Group/Country

Group A: Asian Development Fund only

 
… = data not available, ADB = Asian Development Bank, Govt=Government, Lao PDR = Lao People’s Democratic Republic. mn=million 
a Ratio is a/b except where the government's budget estimates are greater than disbursements (b/a). 
Sources: Data provided by the Asian Development Bank's Central Operations Services Office, resident missions, and regional departments. 

 
 
 

Appendix 7 
59



 

 

Table A7.2: Indicator 4, Strengthen Capacity by Coordinated Support (2010 Target: 50%) 
 

Coordinated 
Technical 

Cooperation

Total 
Technical 

Cooperation
2005 

Ratio

Coordinated 
Technical 

Cooperation
Total Technical 

Cooperation
2006 

Ratio

Coordinated 
Technical 

Cooperation
Total Technical 

Cooperation
2007 
Ratio

Coordinated 
Technical 

Cooperation

Total 
Technical 

Cooperation
2008 

Ratio

 ($ mn)  ($ mn) %  ($ mn)  ($ mn) %  ($ mn)  ($ mn) %  ($ mn)  ($ mn) %
a b a/b a b a/b a b a/b a b a/b

Afghanistan 0.2 8.3 2.3 1.0 7.0 14.4 11.4 11.4 100.0 4.5 4.5 100.0 
Bhutan 0.7 1.6 43.8 1.3 1.9 68.4 1.2 1.6 75.0 0.4 1.2 33.9 
Cambodia 4.1 31.5 13.0 3.0 22.6 13.3 1.5 14.2 10.7 ... 5.1 ...
Kyrgyz Republic 1.8 1.8 100.0 0.7 0.7 100.0 2.4 2.4 100.0 1.5 2.1 71.0 
Lao PDR 11.2 11.2 100.0 9.3 9.3 100.0 1.1 7.2 15.3 7.1 7.1 100.0 
Maldives 0.9 1.2 75.0 1.1 1.4 78.6 0.4 0.7 57.1 0.1 0.3 39.4 
Mongolia 4.1 4.1 100.0 3.3 3.3 100.0 3.4 3.4 100.0 2.1 2.1 100.0 
Nepal 1.4 2.2 61.8 2.0 6.3 31.0 0.0 4.6 0.0 5.0 6.9 72.5 
Samoa ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 1.5 1.5 100.0 
Tajikistan 1.5 4.0 36.3 1.4 4.5 31.5 0.2 4.4 5.5 3.7 3.7 100.0 
Tonga 0.4 0.4 100.0 0.6 0.6 100.0 0.2 0.2 100.0 0.7 0.7 100.0 
Subtotal 26.2 66.3 39.5 23.7 57.5 41.1 21.9 50.2 43.6 26.8 30.3 88.3 

Armenia ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 0.0 0.4 0.0 
Azerbaijan ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...
Bangladesh 5.0 8.0 62.5 5.5 5.5 100.0 2.5 5.1 48.4 3.3 5.9 55.9 
Georgia ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...
India ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 3.7 17.4 21.3 
Indonesia 1.8 11.1 16.5 1.3 10.2 12.3 0.1 9.4 1.4 0.1 5.5 1.4 
Pakistan ... 6.5 ... ... 7.9 ... ... 8.6 ... 5.6 7.7 73.3 
Papua New Guinea 0.0 2.2 0.0 0.0 2.8 0.0 0.5 0.5 100.0 1.5 2.7 55.6 
Sri Lanka 0.8 3.7 22.6 0.0 3.5 0.0 0.0 3.4 0.0 2.0 2.0 100.0 
Uzbekistan ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 0.8 2.0 41.1 
Viet Nam 9.0 9.0 100.0 1.4 5.7 24.6 35.3 35.3 100.0 0.0 11.0 0.0 
Subtotal 16.7 34.0 49.0 8.1 27.7 29.3 38.4 53.7 71.4 17.0 54.6 31.2 

China, People's Republic of ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 23.2 ...
Kazakhstan ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Philippines 3.9 4.6 84.8 4.2 4.7 89.2 2.1 2.7 79.2 4.9 4.9 100.0 
Subtotal 3.9 4.6 84.8 4.2 4.7 89.2 2.1 2.7 79.2 4.9 4.9 100.0 
TOTAL 46.8 105.0 44.6 35.9 89.8 40.0 62.4 106.5 58.5 48.6 89.7 54.2

Group B: Asian Development Fund and ordinary capital resources

Group C: Ordinary capital resources only

Partner Group/Country

2005 2006 2007 2008

Group A: Asian Development Fund only

 … = data not available, ADB = Asian Development Bank, Lao PDR = Lao People’s Democratic Republic. mn=million 
Sources: Data provided by the Asian Development Bank's resident missions and regional departments. 
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Table A7.3: Indicator 5a, Use of Country Public Financial Management Systems (2010 Target: 78%)  

Aid 
Disbursed 

for Govt 
Sector

Budget 
Execution

Financial 
Reporting Auditing 2005 Ratio

Aid 
Disbursed 

for Govt 
Sector

Budget 
Execution

Financial 
Reporting Auditing 2006 Ratio

Aid 
Disbursed 

for Govt 
Sector

Budget 
Execution

Financial 
Reporting Auditing 2007 Ratio

Aid 
Disbursed 

for Govt 
Sector

Budget 
Execution

Financial 
Reporting Auditing 2008 Ratio

($ mn) ($ mn) ($ mn) ($ mn) (%) ($ mn) ($ mn) ($ mn) ($ mn) (%) ($ mn) ($ mn) ($ mn) ($ mn) (%) ($ mn) ($ mn) ($ mn) ($ mn) (%)
a b c d ave(b,c,d)/a a b c d ave(b,c,d)/a a b c d ave(b,c,d)/a a b c d ave(b,c,d)/a

Afghanistan 23.9 23.9 23.9 23.9 100.0 67.2 67.2 67.2 67.2 100.0 129.9 129.9 129.9 129.9 100.0 87.5 81.6 81.6 81.6 93.3 
Bhutan 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 100.0 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.6 100.0 8.9 8.9 8.9 8.9 100.0 8.3 8.3 8.3 8.3 100.0 
Cambodia 84.5 22.9 0.0 0.0 9.0 55.0 15.6 0.0 0.0 9.5 69.8 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.5 144.1 144.1 144.1 144.1 100.0 
Kyrgyz Republic 30.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 42.8 8.0 8.0 8.0 18.7 34.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 51.5 12.5 12.5 0.0 16.2 
Lao PDR 78.7 78.7 78.7 65.8 94.5 78.5 78.5 78.5 65.7 94.6 74.8 74.8 74.8 53.1 90.3 62.6 55.4 55.4 55.4 88.6 
Maldives 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9 100.0 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9 100.0 5.1 5.1 5.1 5.1 100.0 7.2 7.2 7.2 7.2 100.0 
Mongolia 29.9 29.9 29.9 29.9 100.0 28.6 28.6 28.6 28.6 100.0 24.2 24.2 24.2 24.2 100.0 29.9 0.0 29.9 0.0 33.3 
Nepal 43.7 43.7 0.0 0.0 33.3 108.0 108.0 0.0 0.0 33.3 108.4 108.4 108.4 108.4 100.0 134.0 127.1 127.1 127.1 94.9 
Samoa 3.6 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 4.2 2.6 0.0 2.6 42.0 
Tajikistan 26.0 26.0 26.0 0.0 66.7 35.1 35.1 35.1 0.0 66.7 38.3 38.3 0.0 0.0 33.3 56.3 56.3 56.3 56.3 100.0 
Tonga ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 15.9 ... ... ... ...
Subtotal 334.4 242.5 175.9 137.0 55.4 424.7 350.5 226.9 179.0 59.4 493.6 390.6 352.3 330.6 72.5 585.6 495.2 522.5 482.7 85.4 

Armenia  ...  ...  ...  ... ... ... ... ... ... ...  ...  ... ... ... ...               8.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Azerbaijan                1.8  ...  ...  ... ... ... ... ... ... ...  ...  ... ... ... ...             20.9           20.8           20.8         20.8              99.3 
Bangladesh            258.0          258.0           258.0        258.0             100.0           322.0         322.0          322.0       322.0            100.0           422.1          422.1          422.1       422.1            100.0           435.9         435.9         435.9       435.9            100.0 
Georgia  ...  ...  ...  ... ... ... ... ... ... ...  ...  ... ... ... ...             69.9           69.9           69.9         69.9            100.0 
India            661.2          641.0           641.0        641.0               97.0 ... ... ... ... ...  ...  ... ... ... ...        1,546.8      1,529.4      1,529.4    1,529.4              98.9 
Indonesia         1,015.0       1,015.0           265.0        265.0               50.7           861.5         861.5          261.5       261.5              53.6        1,136.3       1,136.3          236.3       236.3              47.2           955.2         955.2         955.2       955.2            100.0 
Pakistan            563.5          563.5           563.5        563.5             100.0           790.5         790.5          790.5       790.5            100.0           990.5          990.5          990.5       990.5            100.0        1,893.9      1,873.2      1,873.2    1,873.2              98.9 
Papua New Guinea              21.5            21.5             21.5          21.5             100.0             29.3           29.3            29.3         29.3            100.0             27.6            27.6            27.6         27.6            100.0             28.0           22.8           22.8         22.8              81.4 
Sri Lanka            206.0          206.0           206.0        206.0             100.0           180.0         180.0          180.0       180.0            100.0           137.0          137.0          137.0       137.0            100.0           308.0         306.0         308.0       308.0              99.8 
Uzbekistan              96.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ... ... ... ... ...  ...  ... ... ... ...             51.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Viet Nam            223.7            95.7             95.7          95.7               42.8           184.1           67.1            67.1         67.1              36.4           229.9          229.9          229.9         49.7              73.9           287.0           47.0           47.0         47.0              16.4 
Subtotal         3,045.1       2,800.7        2,050.7     2,050.7               75.6        2,367.3      2,250.3       1,650.3    1,650.3              78.2        2,943.3       2,943.3       2,043.3    1,863.1              77.6        5,605.0      5,260.1      5,262.1    5,262.1              93.9 

China, People's Republic of            890.6          887.0           887.0        887.0               99.6 ... ... ... ... ...  ...  ... ... ... ...        1,257.5      1,257.5      1,257.5    1,257.5            100.0 
Kazakhstan              27.3            26.0             26.0          26.0               95.1 ... ... ... ... ...  ...  ... ... ... ...               8.3             8.3             8.3           8.3            100.0 
Philippines            239.6          175.0                -                -                 24.3           833.0         750.0               -               -                30.0           419.2          325.0               -               -                25.8           658.3         588.0         655.0       588.0              92.7 
Subtotal         1,157.5       1,088.0           913.0        913.0               83.9           833.0         750.0               -               -                30.0           419.2          325.0               -               -                25.8        1,924.1      1,853.8      1,920.8    1,853.8              97.5 
TOTAL         4,537.0       4,131.2        3,139.6     3,100.7               76.2        3,625.0      3,350.8       1,877.2    1,829.3              64.9        3,856.0       3,658.9       2,395.6    2,193.7              71.3        8,114.8      7,609.1      7,705.4    7,598.6              94.1 

Group B: Asian Development Fund and ordinary capital resources

Group C: Ordinary capital resources only

Partner Group/ Country

2005 2006 2007 2008 

Group A: Asian Development Fund only

 Note: ... = data not available; ave=average. Govt=Government. Lao PDR= Lao People’s Democratic Republic. mn=million       
Sources: Data provided by the Asian Development Bank's resident missions and regional departments.          
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Table A7.4: Indicator 5b, Use of Country Procurement Systems (2010 Target: 60%) 
Aid 

Disbursed 
for Govt 

Sector
Procurement 

Systems
2005 
Ratio

Aid 
Disbursed 

for Govt 
Sector

Procurement 
Systems

2006 
Ratio

Aid 
Disbursed 

for Govt 
Sector

Procurement 
Systems

2007 
Ratio

Aid 
Disbursed 

for Govt 
Sector

Procurement 
Systems

2008 
Ratio

($ mn) ($ mn) (%) ($ mn) ($ mn) (%) ($ mn) ($ mn) (%) ($ mn) ($ mn) (%)
a b b/a a b b/a a b b/a a b b/a

Afghanistan             23.9                     0.7         3.0            67.2                  67.2     100.0          129.9                129.9     100.0            87.5                    3.7         4.3 
Bhutan             12.5                     5.0       40.0              4.6                    4.6     100.0              8.9                    8.9     100.0              8.3                    3.4       40.7 
Cambodia             84.5                   30.3       35.9            55.0 0.0 0.0            69.8                    1.1         1.5          144.1                  49.6       34.4 
Kyrgyz Republic             30.3                   18.1       59.7            42.8                    8.0       18.7            34.2 0.0 0.0            51.5                  13.9       27.0 
Lao PDR             78.7                   33.7       42.9            78.5 0.0 0.0            74.8 0.0 0.0            62.6                  27.2       43.4 
Maldives               4.9                     1.8       36.1              4.9                    4.9     100.0              5.1                    5.1     100.0              7.2                    0.0         0.3 
Mongolia             29.9                   15.5       51.9            28.6 0.0 0.0            24.2 0.0 0.0            29.9                    9.7       32.4 
Nepal             43.7                   20.9       47.9          108.0                  76.0       70.4          108.4                108.4     100.0          134.0                  29.8       22.2 
Samoa               3.6                     2.5       68.6 ... ... ...  ... ... ...              4.2                    0.7       18.0 
Tajikistan             26.0                   12.1       46.7            35.1 0.0 0.0            38.3 0.0 0.0            56.3                  21.3       37.8 
Tonga  ...  ... ... ... ... ...  ... ... ...            15.9 ... ... 
Subtotal           338.0                 140.6       41.6          424.7                160.7       37.8          493.6                253.3       51.3          585.6                159.4       27.2 

Armenia  ...  ... ... ... ... ...  ... ... ...              8.4                    0.9       10.6 
Azerbaijan               1.8                     0.2         9.1 ... ... ...  ... ... ...            20.9                    4.6       21.8 
Bangladesh           258.0                 150.4       58.3          322.0                200.0       62.1          422.1                326.0       77.2          435.9                319.9       73.4 
Georgia  ...  ... ... ... ... ...  ... ... ...            69.9                  69.9     100.0 
India           661.2                 139.2       21.1 ... ... ...  ... ... ...       1,546.8                602.2       38.9 
Indonesia        1,015.0                 904.4       89.1          861.5                196.1       22.8       1,136.3                177.2       15.6          955.2                880.3       92.2 
Pakistan           563.5                 399.9       71.0          790.5                571.5       72.3          990.5                765.4       77.3       1,893.9             1,667.0       88.0 
Papua New Guinea             21.5                     4.3       20.1            29.3                  29.3     100.0            27.6                  27.6     100.0            28.0                    3.1       11.0 
Sri Lanka           206.0                 104.6       50.8          180.0                  59.0       32.8          137.0                      -             -            308.0                101.9       33.1 
Uzbekistan             96.2                   23.4       24.3 ... ... ...  ... ... ...            51.1                    9.0       17.6 
Viet Nam           223.7                   95.3       42.6          184.1                  67.1       36.4          229.9                  68.9       30.0          287.0                165.0       57.5 
Subtotal        3,046.8              1,821.6       59.8       2,367.3             1,123.0       47.4       2,943.3             1,365.1       46.4       5,605.0             3,823.8       68.2 

China, People's Republic of           890.6                   61.2          6.9  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...        1,257.5                 201.4       16.0 
Kazakhstan             27.3  ... ... ... ... ...  ... ... ...              8.3                    0.7         8.8 
Philippines           239.6                 201.1       83.9          833.0                  83.0       10.0          419.2                  94.2       22.5          658.3                619.3       94.1 
Subtotal        1,130.2                 262.3       23.2          833.0                  83.0       10.0          419.2                  94.2       22.5       1,924.1                821.5       42.7 
TOTAL        4,515.0              2,224.5       49.3       3,625.0             1,366.7       37.7       3,856.0             1,712.5       44.4       8,114.8             4,804.6       59.2 

Group B: Asian Development Fund and ordinary capital resources

Group C: Ordinary capital resources only

2005 2006 2007 2008

Partner Group/ Country

Group A: Asian Development Fund only

… = data not available, ADB = Asian Development Bank, Govt=Government. Lao PDR = Lao People’s Democratic Republic. mn=million 
Note: ADB is required to provide equal opportunities to firms in all its member countries to bid for any project using international competitive bidding procedures. This 
necessitates uniformity in the bidding procedures across countries. As a result, ADB procurement procedures rather than country procurement procedures are used for 
international bidding. Country progress with respect to the Paris Declaration target on procurement systems is therefore limited to the extent to which country systems are 
used for national procurement only. 
Source: Procurement data for 2005 and 2008 was provided by Asian Development Bank’s Central Operations Services Office. The rest was provided by resident missions 
and regional departments.  
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Table A7.5: Indicator 6, Avoid Parallel Implementation Structures (2010 Target: 32) 
 

2005 2006 2007 2008

Afghanistan 0 0 0 0
Bhutan 0 0 0 0
Cambodia 30 0 28 0
Kyrgyz Republic 10 6 12 0
Lao PDR 0 0 0 0
Maldives 0 0 0 0
Mongolia 0 0 0 0
Nepal 6 6 0 0
Samoa ... ... ... 4
Tajikistan 8 7 10 0
Tonga 0 0 0 1
Subtotal 54 19 50 5

Armenia ... ... ... 0
Azerbaijan ... ... ... ...
Bangladesh 0 0 0 0
Georgia 0 ... ... 0
India 1 0 0 1
Indonesia 0 0 0 0
Pakistan 0 0 0 ...
Papua New Guinea 10 10 0 4
Sri Lanka 0 0 0 0
Uzbekistan 0 ... ... 0
Viet Nam 0 0 0 0
Subtotal 11 10 0 5

China, People's Republic of 0 ... ... 0
Kazakhstan ... ... ... 1
Philippines 30 25 0 0
Subtotal 30 25 0 1

TOTAL 95 54 50 11

Group C: Ordinary capital resources only

18

4

10

Group B: Asian Development Fund and ordinary capital resources

Number of Parallel PIUsPartner Group/Country Groupwise Targets

Group A: Asian Development Fund only

 
… = data not available, Lao PDR = Lao People’s Democratic Republic, PIU = project implementation unit. 
Note: The target for this indicator is to reduce the number of PIUs by two-thirds relative to the 2005 baseline, implying a target of 32 PIUs in total for all the 
countries surveyed in 2008, or in percentage terms, a target of 33%. 
Sources: Data provided by the Asian Development Bank’s resident missions and regional departments.  
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Table A7.6: Indicator 7, Aid is More Predictable (2010 Target: 89%) 

Disbursements 
Recorded by Govt

Aid Scheduled for 
Disbursement

2005 
Ratio

Disbursements 
Recorded by Govt

Aid Scheduled for 
Disbursement

2006 
Ratio

Disbursements 
Recorded by Govt

Aid Scheduled for 
Disbursement

2007 
Ratio

Disbursements 
Recorded by Govt

Aid Scheduled for 
Disbursement

2008 
Ratio

($ mn) ($ mn) (%) ($ mn) ($ mn) (%) ($ mn) ($ mn) (%) ($ mn) ($ mn) (%)
a b a/ba a b a/ba a b a/ba a b a/ba

Afghanistan                            23.9                            39.2       61.0                           67.2                           99.5       67.5                         168.0                         167.6       99.8                         125.4                         190.0       66.0 
Bhutan                            12.5                            12.6       99.1                             4.6                             5.6       82.1                             8.9                             5.8       65.2                             8.3                           12.7       65.3 
Cambodia  ... ... ... ... ... ...                           68.2                           74.8       91.2                         100.0                         100.2       99.7 
Kyrgyz Republic                            30.3                            27.1       89.3                           42.8                           38.8       90.7                           33.8                           37.0       91.2                           49.4                           46.3       93.6 
Lao PDR                            78.7                            78.7     100.0                           78.5                           78.5     100.0                           66.8                           73.6       90.8                           55.4                           65.7       84.4 
Maldives                              4.9                            10.3       48.0                             4.9                             8.7       56.6                             5.1                             7.2       70.8                             7.2                             8.1       89.1 
Mongolia                            29.9                            37.6       79.5                           28.6                           36.5       78.4                           24.2                           24.3       99.6 ...                           31.4  ... 
Nepal                            43.0                            72.4       59.4                         108.0                           60.0       55.6                           44.1                           91.1       48.4                         127.1                         156.3       81.3 
Samoa  ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...                             2.6                             3.9       66.7 
Tajikistan                            26.0                            30.6       84.9                           35.1                           27.1       77.2                           38.3                           37.6       98.2                           56.3                           57.0       98.8 
Tonga  ... ... ... - - ... - - ... ...                             4.6  ... 
Subtotal                          249.2                          308.4       80.8                         369.7                         354.7       95.9                         457.4                         519.0       88.1                         531.8                         640.2       83.1 

77.7 76.0 83.9 82.8

Armenia  ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...                             6.4                             8.1       78.8 
Azerbaijan  ...                            23.0 ... ... ... ... ... ... ...                           20.8                           30.2       68.8 
Bangladesh                          208.0                          174.0       83.7                         306.0                         306.0     100.0                         342.5                         363.8       94.1                         448.3                         308.2       68.7 
Georgia  ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...                           69.9                           69.9     100.0 
India                          601.0                          662.0       90.8 ... ... ... ... ... ...                      1,393.4                      1,400.0       99.5 
Indonesia  ...                          306.1 ... ...                         596.0 ...                         746.7                         747.2       99.9                      1,008.9                      1,117.5       90.3 
Pakistan  ...                          668.3 ... ...                         856.9 ...                         959.5                         740.6       77.2                      1,788.7                      1,432.0       80.1 
Papua New Guinea                            21.5                            53.7       40.1                           29.3                           18.9       64.5                           27.6                           27.0       98.0                           18.8                           25.3       74.3 
Sri Lanka                          205.0                          253.0       81.0                         180.0                         228.0       78.9                         134.4                         159.0       84.5                         308.0                         232.2       75.4 
Uzbekistan                            95.2                            97.9       97.2 ... ... ... ... ... ...                           51.9                           50.6       97.6 
Viet Nam                          209.8                          210.0       99.9                         252.1                         319.3       79.0                         198.1                         258.3       76.7                         287.0                         288.0       99.7 
Subtotal                       1,340.5                       1,450.6       92.4                         767.4                         872.2       88.0                      2,408.7                      2,296.0       95.3                      5,402.0                      4,962.0       91.9 

82.1 80.6 88.4 84.8

China, People's Republic of                          874.8                          716.2       81.9 ... ... ... ... ... ...                      1,234.3                      1,084.0       87.8 
Kazakhstan  ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...                             8.3                           10.5       79.0 
Philippines  ...                          176.3 ... ...                         351.3 ... ...                         615.3 ...                         584.0                         647.1       90.2 
Subtotal                          874.8                          716.2       81.9                               -                                 -             -                                 -                                 -             -                        1,826.6                      1,741.6       95.3 

81.9 0.0 0.0 85.7

TOTAL                       2,464.5                       2,475.2       99.6                      1,137.1                      1,226.9       92.7                      2,866.0                      2,814.9       98.2                      7,760.4                      7,343.8       94.6 
79.7 77.5 85.7 84.1

Group B: Asian Development Fund and ordinary capital resources

Group C: Ordinary capital resources only

Groupwise Average Country Ratio

Groupwise Average Country Ratio

Groupwise Average Country Ratio

Overall Average Country Ratio

Partner Group/Country

2005 2006 2007 2008

Group A: Asian Development Fund only

… = data not available, Govt.=Government. Lao PDR = Lao People’s Democratic Republic. mn=million 
a Ratio is a/b except where government’s budget estimates are greater than disbursements (b/a). 
Sources: Data provided by the Asian Development Bank resident missions and regional departments.  
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Table A7.7: Indicator 10a, Coordinated Missions (2010 Target: 40%) 

Coordinated 
Missions

Total 
Missions

2005 
Ratio

Coordinated 
Missions

Total 
Missions

2006 
Ratio

Coordinated 
Missions

Total 
Missions

2007 
Ratio

Coordinated 
Missions

Total 
Missions

2008 
Ratio

(no.) (no.) (%) (no.) (no.) (%) (no.) (no.) (%) (no.) (no.) (%)
a b a/b a b a/b a b a/b a b a/b

Afghanistan 0 50             0.0 0 71 0.0 20                   20             100.0     0 5 0.0
Bhutan 3 23             13.0       5 32 15.6       4                     42             9.5         0 0 0.0
Cambodia 8 104           7.7         10 123 8.1         9                     105           8.6         0 0 0.0
Kyrgyz Republic 2 80             2.5         2 56 3.6         3                     57             5.3         1 1 100.0     
Lao PDR 20 93             21.5       17 94 18.1       22                   94             23.4       1 1 100.0     
Maldives 4 72             5.6         7 31 22.6       7                     42             16.7       0 0 0.0
Mongolia 1 12             8.3         1 20 5.0         0.0 21             0.0 3 8 37.5       
Nepal 15 47             31.9       17 70 24.3       6                     53             11.3       3 3 100.0     
Samoa ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 0 0 0.0
Tajikistan 1 49             2.0         1 64 1.6         5                     71             7.0         3 4 75.0       
Tonga 3 9               33.3       3 6 50.0       7                     10             70.0       0 0 0.0
Subtotal 57 539           10.6       63 567 11.1       83                   515           16.1       11 22 50.0       

Armenia ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 0 0 0.0
Azerbaijan ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 1 3 33.3       
Bangladesh 10 45             22.2       12 57 21.1       41                   116           35.3       1 1 100.0     
Georgia ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 0 0 0.0
India ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 1 1 100.0     
Indonesia 12 99             12.1       11 92 12.0       10                   80             12.5       0 1 0.0
Pakistan ... ... ... ... ... ... 4                     197           2.0         1 1 100.0     
Papua New Guinea 28 65             43.1       5 59 8.5         23                   23             100.0     0 1 0.0
Sri Lanka 0 50             0.0 3 50 6.0         2                     76             2.6         0 1 0.0
Uzbekistan ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 1 1 100.0     
Viet Nam 2 106           1.9         0 79 0.0 3                     70             4.3         0 1 0.0
Subtotal 52 365           14.2       31 337 9.2         83                   562           14.8       5 11 45.5       

China, People's Republic of ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 0 3 0.0
Kazakhstan ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 0 0 0.0
Philippines 3 60             5.0         3 59 5.1         0 54             0.0 0 0 0.0
Subtotal 3 60             5.0         3 59 5.1         0 54             0.0 0 3 0.0
TOTAL 112 964           11.6       97 963 10.1       166                 1,131        14.7       16 36 44.4       

2008

Group A: Asian Development Fund only

Group B: Asian Development Fund and ordinary capital resources

Group C: Ordinary capital resources only

Partner Group/ Country

2005 2006 2007

… = data not available, ADB = Asian Development Bank, Lao PDR = Lao People’s Democratic Republic. no.=number 
Note: 2008 data are based on the number of missions originating from ADB headquarters for country partnership strategies and country partnership reviews. All other 
missions originating from ADB headquarters or from resident missions have not been counted. In previous years, all missions were counted.  
Sources: Data obtained from ADB’s Central Operations Services Office, resident missions, and regional departments.  
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Table A7.8: Indicator 10b, Joint Country Analytical Work (2010 Target: 66%) 

Coordinated 
Analytical Work

Total Analytical 
Work

2005 
Ratio

Coordinated 
Analytical Work

Total Analytical 
Work

2006 
Ratio

Coordinated 
Analytical Work

Total Analytical 
Work

2007 
Ratio

Coordinated 
Analytical Work

Total Analytical 
Work

2008 
Ratio

(no.) (no.) (%) (no.) (no.) (%) (no.) (no.) (%) (no.) (no.) (%)
a b a/b a b a/b a b a/b a b a/b

Afghanistan 0 4 0.0 0 17 0.0 0 2 0.0 1 1 100.0
Bhutan 5 7 71.4 2 2 100.0 2 2 100.0 1 3 33.3
Cambodia 4 6 66.7 1 4 25.0 2 41 4.9 1 2 50.0
Kyrgyz Republic 7 9 77.8 3 3 100.0 3 3 100.0 14 14 100.0
Lao PDR 15 18 83.3 12 16 75.0 10 16 62.5 1 1 100.0
Maldives 0 1 0.0 4 6 66.7 3 3 100.0 2 3 66.7
Mongolia 1 1 100.0 1 1 100.0 1 3 33.3 0 11 0.0
Nepal 0 21 0.0 0 25 0.0 0 8 0.0 1 12 8.3
Samoa ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 2 2 100.0
Tajikistan 0 0 0.0 3 3 100.0 0 2 0.0 7 7 100.0
Tonga 2 3 66.7 2 3 66.7 2 4 50.0 2 3 66.7
Subtotal 34 70 48.6 28 80 35.0 23 84 27.4 32 59 54.2

Armenia ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 0 3 0.0
Azerbaijan ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 2 2 100.0
Bangladesh 3 8 37.5 1 10 10.0 6 18 33.3 4 4 100.0
Georgia ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 1 2 50.0
India ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 2 6 33.3
Indonesia 1 6 16.7 1 5 20.0 2 5 40.0 0 2 0.0
Pakistan ... ... ... ... ... ... 7 17 41.2 2 10 20.0
Papua New Guinea 3 3 100.0 4 4 100.0 4 4 100.0 4 6 66.7
Sri Lanka 1 6 16.7 3 6 50.0 1 6 16.7 0 0 0.0
Uzbekistan ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 4 4 100.0
Viet Nam 0 5 0.0 1 5 20.0 1 1 100.0 3 8 37.5
Subtotal 8 28 28.6 10 30 33.3 21 51 41.2 22 47 46.8

China, People's Republic of ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 0 7 0.0
Kazakhstan ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 0 0 0.0
Philippines ... ... ... ... ... ... 0 4 0.0 3 11 27.3
Subtotal 0 0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0 4 0.0 3 18 16.7
TOTAL 42 98 42.9 38 110 34.5 44.0 139.0 31.7 57 124 46.0

2008

Group A: Asian Development Fund only

Group B: Asian Development Fund and ordinary capital resources

Group C: Ordinary capital resources only

Partner Group/Country

2005 2006 2007

… = data not available, ADB = Asian Development Bank, Lao PDR = Lao People’s Democratic Republic. no.=number 
Note: The Paris Declaration criteria for country analytic work to be considered joint is that it be (i) undertaken together with another development partner,  
(ii) undertaken by one development partner on behalf of another or (iii) undertaken with substantive government involvement. 
Sources: Data provided by the Asian Development Bank resident missions and regional departments. 
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ADB PERFORMANCE IN SURVEYS BY THE ORGANISATION FOR ECONOMIC CO-
OPERATION AND DEVELOPMENT’S DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE COMMITTEE 

1. The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) spearheads 
international efforts to monitor progress toward the 2010 targets of the Paris Declaration through 
its Development Assistance Committee (DAC) in collaboration with partner country 
governments, development agencies, and international institutions, including the Asian 
Development Bank (ADB). The 2006 baseline survey by OECD-DAC covered 34 countries, six 
of which were from Asia and the Pacific. The second survey in 2008 covered 55 countries, 
including 11 from Asia and the Pacific. In each country, the survey was guided and managed by 
the national government with the participation of local development partner representatives. The 
third and final stage of the survey will be conducted in 2011 and will report on implementation 
progress against the 2010 global targets.  
 
2. Snapshot of ADB performance. The 2008 OECD-DAC survey provides a picture of 
ADB’s performance in achieving the 2010 targets vis-à-vis other development partners.  
Figure A8 shows a simple performance ranking of the 31 development partners surveyed. The 
ranking does not take into account the differences in mandates, membership, or size; all of 
which vary widely, as do the number of countries surveyed per development partner. ADB’s 
performance, for example, is measured based on results from 10 countries. It should be noted 
that the 2010 targets for Indicators 3, 5a, 5b, 6, and 7 are calculated as proportional 
improvements from the baseline data, and thus the numerical targets and the gaps to be closed 
toward these targets may change with a different set of sample developing member countries.  
 
Figure A8: ADB’s Ranking on Paris Declaration Indicators in the 2008 OECD-DAC Survey 

Ind=Indicator 
Source: Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development. 2008. 2008 Survey on Monitoring the Paris 
Declaration: Making Aid More Effective by 2010. Paris.  
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3. Top in alignment and predictability. ADB’s performance was the strongest among the 
development partners in terms of aligning aid with national priorities (Indicator 3) and aid 
predictability (Indicator 7). However, it lagged in its use of national procurement systems 
(Indicator 5b) and in the conduct of joint missions (Indicator 10a) and joint analyses (Indicator 
10b).  
 
4. Progress comparisons. ADB’s relative progress vis-à-vis other multilateral 
development banks (MDBs) since the endorsement of the Paris Declaration can be determined 
using both 2006 and 2008 OECD-DAC survey data. The results are shown in Table A8. ADB 
data in the baseline survey were only from five developing member countries; MDBs cover 
different regions and have different memberships, structures, strategies, and sizes.  
 

Table A8: Progress on Paris Declaration Indicators for ADB and other Multilateral 
Development Banks (2005–2007) 

 

 ( ) = negative value, ADB = Asian Development Bank, AfDB = African Development Bank, IADB =Inter-American 
Development Bank. 
Note: Information for ADB covers 5 countries (Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Cambodia, Kyrgyz Republic, and Viet 
Nam), that for AfDB 18 countries, that for IADB 6 countries, and that for the World Bank 32 countries.  
Source: Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development. 2008. 2008 Survey on Monitoring the Paris 
Declaration: Making Aid More Effective by 2010. Paris.  

 
5. Rapid progress in several areas. Relative to the other MDBs, ADB has made strong 
improvements since 2005 in aligning aid flows on national priorities (Indicator 3), coordination of 
technical support (Indicator 4), the use of country public financial management systems 
(Indicator 5a), the use of program-based approaches in lending (Indicator 9), and the proportion 
of joint missions (Indicator 10a). The alignment of ADB’s aid flows on national priorities 
(Indicator 3) improved by 25 percentage points from 62% in 2005 to 86% in 2007. This exceeds 
the 2010 target of 85% for this indicator. The percentage of ADB’s technical support that was 
coordinated with the country’s capacity development programs (Indicator 4) also increased 
significantly and surpassed the 2010 target of 50% by 28 percentage points. In countries 
covered in this survey, ADB's use of country public financial management systems (Indicator 
5a) exceeded the 2010 target of 78%. ADB was the only MDB to record an improvement in the 
use of program-based approaches in its lending (Indicator 9) over this period, although it still 
has some way to go in these countries before achieving the target of 66%. These achievements 
are similar to those reflected in ADB's 2009 survey. 
 
6. Lagging on country analysis. While ADB was not the only MDB to see a fall in the 
percentage of joint country analyses undertaken (Indicator 10b), its decline was the most 
significant, with a drop from 49% to 15% between 2005 and 2007 against a 2010 target of 66%. 
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In part this is a reflection of a disparity in the amount of coordinated analytical work undertaken 
by individual countries—in most countries much of the analytical work is coordinated, while in 
Afghanistan and Viet Nam very little was, if any at all. It is also due to an ongoing effort within 
ADB to reduce duplication of effort and to reduce the burden on the partner country.  
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ADB INVOLVEMENT IN MULTILATERAL DEVELOPMENT BANK WORKING GROUPS ON 
AID EFFECTIVENESS  

1. The Multilateral Development Bank Heads of Procurement Working Group. The 
Central Operations Services Office of the Asian Development Bank (ADB) has participated in 
multilateral development bank (MDB) heads of procurement harmonization efforts since 1998. 
The group has developed (i) harmonized standard bidding documents for procurement of 
goods, works, and plant design, supply, and installation, as well as information technology-
related contracts; (ii) harmonized user guides on prequalification of bidders and e-procurement; 
and (iii) updated a draft harmonized request for proposal for consultant recruitment under MDB 
loan-financed projects (targeted for heads of procurement approval in November 2009). In 
addition, the Central Operations Services Office provides regular input on the use and quality of 
country systems in Asia and the Pacific to the Organisation of Economic Co-operation and 
Development’s Development Assistance Committee (OECD-DAC) cluster B (country systems) 
task team on procurement. It recently hosted the first consultative meeting of the Asia Pacific 
Procurement Forum, aimed at encouraging informed networking by developing member country 
procurement policy officials on international best practice and in developing coordinated 
solutions to issues of common concern to upgrade country systems. The Central Operations 
Services Office is also a member of heads of procurement working groups on developing 
harmonized MDB approaches to e-government procurement; and procurement under public–
private partnerships.   
 
2. MDB Financial Management Harmonization Group. As a member of the Financial 
Management Harmonization Group, ADB meets with representatives from the African 
Development Bank, Inter-American Development Bank, Islamic Development Bank, and the 
World Bank to discuss areas of common interest and to share ideas in pursuit of strengthening 
and harmonizing working practices in financial management. In a recent meeting in July 2009, 
the group discussed a possible international organization of supreme audit institutions-donor 
accord to better recognize the role of supreme audit institutions in strengthening public financial 
management systems.  
 
3. MDB Evaluation Cooperation Group. ADB's Independent Evaluation Department (IED) 
has been participating in the Evaluation Cooperation Group since it was established in 1996. 
The group aims to strengthen cooperation among evaluators, to enhance collaboration within 
the evaluation community of development organizations, and to increase the impact of 
evaluation through harmonization and dissemination. As a member of the Evaluation 
Cooperation Group, IED led the preparation of good practice standards for country assistance 
evaluation completed in 2008. IED is currently (i) leading a metaevaluation of microfinance and 
updating of good practice standards in policy-based lending operations and (ii) collaborating in 
benchmarking of the application of good practice standards in private sector operations 
evaluation. It is also a panel member in the peer review of the International Fund on Agricultural 
Development’s evaluation function, and takes part in OECD-DAC evaluation network meetings. 
 
4. MDB Integrity Group. The MDB Integrity Group focuses on a more practical means of 
cooperation on mutual recognition of sanctions, including the prospect of cross debarment. As a 
member of this group, ADB is closely coordinating this harmonization effort with its own work on 
reviewing the nonpublication of the ADB sanctions list—an interdepartmental working group is 
currently examining options.  
 
5. MDB Disbursement Working Group. The Controller's Department has actively 
participated in MDB harmonization efforts in disbursement since 2003. The working group first 
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explored areas such as (i) forms and terminology; (ii) advance and imprest fund procedures;  
(iii) milestone events, thresholds, and limits; and (iv) eligibility of expenditure, retroactive 
financing, and financing percentages. Since completing the analysis and agreeing on the 
direction for harmonization in these areas, the working group has been discussing further areas 
for harmonization with a focus on emerging issues. The Controller’s Department has suggested 
the following areas for consideration: (i) e-disbursement; (ii) disbursement procedures for 
sector-wide approaches and programmatic lending approaches; and (iii) client and borrower 
services, particularly the contents and the delivery mechanism.  
 
6. MDB Managing for Development Results Group. ADB is an active member of the 
global partnership on managing for development results (MfDR). It participated in discussions 
on the 2009–2011 work plan for the OECD-DAC cluster E (MfDR) task team. It also contributed 
to the 2008 editions of the Common Performance Assessment System developed by MDBs and 
jointly supported the training programs in Shanghai and Singapore with the World Bank to 
disseminate the MfDR capacity scan tool to help countries assess their own strengths and 
capacity gaps, and build results-based monitoring and evaluation systems.  
 
7. MDB Aid Effectiveness Group. ADB is an active member of the MDB group on aid 
effectiveness, which meets at least twice a year. The group discusses common issues and 
strategies on aid effectiveness as they affect MDBs, sometimes as distinct from the bilateral 
agencies. The last meeting of this group was held on the sidelines of the Working Party of Aid 
Effectiveness in Paris in December 2009, to discuss issues of predictability and transparency of 
aid including the issue of common formats on aid information being proposed by the 
International Aid Transparency Initiative. 
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