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Preface 

The Asian Development Bank 
(ADB) is focusing efforts to promote 
managing for development results 
(MfDR) in three key results areas:  
(i) improved support for MfDR 
capacity building in developing 
member countries (DMCs),  
(ii) increased results orientation 
in managing ADB’s operations, 
and (iii) sustained collaboration 
with development partners to 
share MfDR knowledge.

ADB recognizes that a robust 
public sector is among the primary 
drivers to deliver and sustain high-
quality results (impact, outcomes, 
and outputs) at the country and 
sector levels. Strengthening the 
public sector’s ability to effectively 
deliver goods and services 
therefore supports efforts to achieve 
national goals. Recognizing this, 
ADB established the Asia-Pacific 
Community of Practice (APCoP) on 
MfDR in 2006. APCoP’s primary aim 
is to develop government officials as  
MfDR change agents to mainstream 
results-based approaches into public 
sector management (PSM). As of 
2012, APCoP consists of more than 
700 senior government officials and 
public policy experts. 

Following demand from APCoP 
members for a common platform 
to engage discussion on how to 
strengthen the results orientation 
of PSM, the Framework for Results-
Based Public Sector Management 

(Framework) was developed. This 
drew on 5 years of consultations 
with public sector practitioners, 
experts, academics, and partner 
institutions. The Framework also 
provides a common platform for 
ADB operations staff to dialogue 
with DMCs on results. ADB’s 
Independent Evaluation Department, 
in their 2011 special evaluation 
study on MfDR, recognized the utility 
of the APCoP Framework to enhance 
sector and thematic assessments to 
identify capacity development needs. 

This guide is intended to be used by 
staff to recognize the importance of 
PSM to the delivery of results in ADB 
sector operations. It shows how the 
results features of the framework can 
be integrated into ADB’s business 
processes—in particular the country 
level sector assessments. This rapid 
assessment guide complements the 
existing guidelines for Implementing 
ADB’s Second Governance 
and Anticorruption Action Plan 
(GACAP II). The guide draws on the 
framework to incorporate principle-
based questions to determine the 
results orientation of PSM at the 
country, sector, and institutional 
levels. The findings of the assessment 
will inform the various diagnostics 
associated with the formulation of 
country partnership strategies (CPS). 
The guide is a work in progress 
and will be strengthened through 
the experience gained from its 
application at the country level.
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ADB − Asian Development Bank 

APCoP −  Asia-Pacific Community of Practice on Managing for 
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Introduction

What is public sector 
management?

Public sector management (PSM) 
refers to how governments manage 
the different components or functions 
of the public sector to deliver 
national results. Planning, budgeting, 
implementation, monitoring, 
and evaluation embody the core 
components of management, and 
when translated into country context, 
they can be referred to as the core 
components of PSM. These functions 
are carried out simultaneously at 
various levels of government— 
the central level, line agencies,  
and subnational levels. At the central 
level of government these functions 
are often also institutionalized. 
For example, national planning 
is undertaken by the Ministry of 
Planning and budgeting is done by 
the Ministry of Finance.   

Why is results-based 
public sector management 
important?

Results-based PSM recognizes that to 
achieve optimal development results, 
planning, budgeting, implementation, 
monitoring, and evaluation must 
exhibit results features and be 
coordinated for maximum efficiency 
and effectiveness. Development results 

must be planned for, resources must 
be allocated, and intended activities 
must be implemented. Monitoring  
and evaluating the final outputs 
are vital to ensure that results are 
delivered and lessons are learned for 
future improvement. 

The APCoP Framework for Results-
Based Public Sector Management 1 
views the five components working 
together to deliver common results 
(Figure 1). 

Integrating a results focus in PSM is 
critical to accelerated development 
in the face of fiscal constraints. 
Identifying gaps and constraints in 
public sector capacities, systems, 

1 Asia-Pacific Community of Practice on Managing for Development Results. 2011. 
Framework for Results-Based Public Sector Management. Manila.

Source: 2011. Framework for Results-Based Public Sector 
Management.
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Figure 1 Results-Based Public Sector  
Management
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and processes is the basis for 
formulating initiatives, actions, and 
mitigation measures to improve 
results delivery.  

The key features of results based 
PSM are explained in page 4.

How should this guide  
be used?

This is a rapid assessment guide for 
analyzing the results focus of PSM 
against predetermined results features 
or principles. It is based on the 
fundamental logic that if PSM is not 
results focused then the achievement 
of results will be compromised. It 
can be used to analyze strengths 
and weaknesses of a country’s PSM, 
and identify risks and associated 
development initiatives. Given that 
each country is unique, the guide 
does not take a one-size-fits-all 
approach. Countries will establish 
their own specific benchmarks and 
targets for the results orientation of 
one or more of the five components 
of PSM (planning, budgeting, 
implementation, monitoring and 
evaluation). The country PSM will 
be assessed according to these 
benchmarks and in the context of 
country systems.

How does the guide fit into 
ADB’s business processes?

This guide is designed for staff, 
consultants, and government officials 
to assess the results orientation of 
PSM components at the national, 
subnational, and sector level. 
Based on the principles laid out in 
the APCoP Framework, this guide 
(Figure 2) facilitates country-level 
analytical work to inform   

•	 governance risk assessment and 
management plans, such as 
those required under the Second 
Governance and Anticorruption 
Action Plan (GACAP II);

•	 summary sector assessments 
and road maps; and

•	 other assessments underlying 
a country partnership 
strategy (CPS), a specific project, 
or a sector program.

How is a results-based 
public sector management 
assessment conducted?

The assessment typically requires 
consultations with key government 
officials, academics, and 
development partners. Secondary 
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sources may be used, including 
country financial accountability 
assessments,2 public expenditure 
reviews,3 and public expenditure 
and financial accountability 
reports.4  In addition, multi-
stakeholder workshops in DMCs 
provide deeper perspectives on 
strengths and weaknesses.   

This guide proposes a set of questions 
to consider for a holistic assessment 
of the results orientation of PSM.   

2 World Bank. http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/PROJECTS/EXTFINANCIAL
MGMT/0,,contentMDK:21388739~menuPK:3914288~pagePK:210058~piPK:210062
~theSitePK:313218,00.html

3 World Bank. http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/TOPICS/
EXTPUBLICSECTORANDGOVERNANCE/EXTPUBLICFINANCE/0,,contentMDK:20236662
~menuPK:2083237~pagePK:148956~piPK:216618~theSitePK:1339564,00.html

4 Public Expenditure Financial Accountability. http://www.pefa.org/

Figure 2 Results-Based Public Sector Management Assessments 
in ADB’s Business Processes

ADB = Asian Development Bank, PSM = public sector management.
Source: ADB Strategy and Policy Department.

What are the limitations of 
the guide?

Given that this is a rapid assessment 
guide, deeper analysis will be  
required to understand the 
country-specific context of PSM. 
By identifying the strengths and 
weaknesses of PSM, the assessment 
may highlight needed reforms. 
However, it does not prescribe what 
these reforms should be or how they 
should be designed. 
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Key Features of Results-Based 
Public Sector Management

The APCoP Framework for Results-
Based Public Sector Management 
identifies the four key features of 
results-based PSM that are used 
by this guide. Its premise is that 
if a PSM system displays all four 
of these features, it will enable 
informed decision making and 
continuous learning that will 
further strengthen PSM. These 
are summarized in Figure 3 and 
explained in more detail below.  

Feature 1: Core results 
attributes. Each of the PSM 
components of planning, budgeting, 
implementation, monitoring,  
and evaluation must display core 
results attributes:

•	 Results-based planning 
involves rigorous analysis of 
intended results cascaded 
down from macro-level impacts 
to specific sector outcomes. 
These results must be clearly 
defined within the given budget, 
with indicators and targets, 
and relevant monitoring and 
evaluation frameworks.

•	 Results-based budgeting 
ensures that the budget is 
formulated to deliver the 
planned results. Results-based 
budgeting systems ideally 
produce multiyear budgets  
to align with the planning  
time horizons.

•	 Results-based 
implementation ensures 
that the policies and processes 
are effective and efficient in 
delivering the intended activities 
and services. It also ensures 
that adequate incentives are in 
place to drive people and align 
behaviors toward delivering  
the intended results.

•	 Results-based monitoring 
requires that specific parties 
are identified for measuring 
performance against the 
indicators specified in planning, 
using defined methodologies for 
data processing, analysis,  
and reporting.

•	 Results-based evaluation 
involves specific parties and 
stakeholders in assessing the 
achievement of the targets  
set in planning, using  
defined methodologies.

Feature 2: Focus on common 
results. Each PSM component 
should be aligned to the same set of 
national priorities and results (impact, 
outcomes, and outputs). The focus 
on common results should link all 
PSM components, that is, the results 
defined in planning must be the same 

Figure 3  The Key Features of Results-Based 
Public Sector Management

•	 Components	of	public	sector	management	exhibit	core	
results	attributes

•	 Components	focus	on	common	results
•	 Components	are	interdependent
•	 Components	are	integrated	horizontally	across	sector	line	

ministries	and	vertically	along	levels	of	government
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as those budgeted for, delivered, 
monitored, and evaluated. This 
will reinforce the interdependency 
between the five components. For 
example, if the impact in the national 
development plan is increased 
employment and the related outcome 
is increased literacy, then PSM 
components must be geared to 
deliver that outcome. Similarly, they 
must also be focused on the related 
outputs, which may be identified as 
building more schools or training 
more teachers.

Feature 3: Interdependence. 
Collectively, PSM components must 
work in a coordinated manner to 
deliver and measure the achievement 
of national and sector objectives. 
Using the above example, if the 
planned output is to build more 
schools, then the budget must be 
geared to the activities and inputs 
that contribute to school construction, 
implementation agencies must be 
geared through their people policies 
and processes to deliver on the 
proposed number of schools, and the 
monitoring must track the number of 
schools built and ensure that schools 
are built to the correct standard. 
Evaluation would assess whether 
the increased number of schools 
contribute in the desired increase in 
literacy. Integration supports informed 
decision making and continuous 

learning. This underscores a key 
lesson for capacity development: 
focusing on a single component and 
leaving the others unable to work in 
a complementary way will diminish 
the effectiveness of the intervention. 
Each component may be used as 
an entry point for reform but the 
interdependency must be recognized 
and strengthened. 

Feature 4: Horizontal and 
vertical integration. PSM efforts 
should be integrated horizontally 
across sector ministries and vertically 
through all levels of government. This 
requires that national development 
goals are translated into specific 
agency priorities. In addition, 
development programs are 
increasingly taking a cross-sectoral 
nature. Thus, agency efforts need to 
be coordinated through integrating 
agencies’ PSM. Similarly, results-
oriented PSM efforts at the national 
level must be linked with subnational 
levels so that all levels of government 
contribute to a common set of 
development results. Strengthening 
horizontal and vertical integration 
enables better attribution and 
contribution to nationally defined 
results, and ensures that initiatives 
in various agencies and at various 
levels of government complement 
each other (Figure 4). 
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Figure 4 Four Features of Results-Based Public Sector Management

Feature 1:  
Each component  
must be results based.

Feature 2: 
There is a focus on 
common results.

Feature 3:  
Components are 
interdependent. 

Feature 4:  
There is horizontal and  
vertical integration.

Source: Asia-Pacific Community of Practice on Managing for Development Results. 2011. Framework for Results-Based Public Sector 
Management. Manila.
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This guide proposes the key 
questions for the rapid assessment 
of the results orientation of PSM.
For ADB, the findings and risks 
will provide the inputs to CPS 
diagnostics, e.g., summary sector 
assessments and road maps and 
governance risk assessments and  
risk management plans.

Completing the public sector 
management assessment 

A sample PSM country assessment 
can be found at the end of this 
guide. An assessment involves the 
following three steps:

Step 1. Questions. 
Consider the list of guide questions 
in Table 1. Depending on the depth 
and level of analysis, these initial 
questions may be supplemented by 
other questions and observations 
specific to the country or sector 
being assessed.

Conducting Rapid Assessments

Step 2.  Findings.
Based on the information obtained, 
identify strengths and weaknesses of 
PSM, and challenges to delivering 
the desired results (Table 2). Findings 
may be derived from primary and 
secondary sources. Secondary 
sources provide background 
information on the country or 
sector PSM. They include country 
financial accountability assessments,5 
public expenditure reviews,6 
public expenditure and financial 
accountability reports,7 and other 
similar assessments. Ideally, this 
would be augmented by primary 
research through consultations and 
interviews with key stakeholders. 

Step 3.  Risks.
Identify possible risks, if any, that 
these findings pose to achieving 
development results (Table 3).8 The 
risks identified may  inform country, 
sector, and project governance risk 
assessment reports, such as those 
required under GACAP II. 

5 World Bank. http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/PROJECTS/EXTFINANCIA
LMGMT/0,,contentMDK:21388739~menuPK:3914288~pagePK:210058~piPK:21006
2~theSitePK:313218,00.html

6 World Bank. http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/TOPICS/
EXTPUBLICSECTORANDGOVERNANCE/EXTPUBLICFINANCE/0,,contentMDK:2023666
2~menuPK:2083237~pagePK:148956~piPK:216618~theSitePK:1339564,00.html

7 Public Expenditure Financial Accountability. http://www.pefa.org/
8 GACAP II focuses on risks in public financial management, procurement, and combating 

corruption. Risks should be assessed in terms of (i) the likelihood of the risk occurring,  
and (ii) the impact the occurrence of the risk would have on the achievement of development 
results.
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Table 1 Guide Questions 

GUIDE QUESTIONS

Planning

To what extent are linkages between levels of results and from national down to operational levels 
(agency, sector, or subnational) defined?

To what degree are indicators and targets specified for each level of results SMART  
(Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant, and Time-bound)?

To what extent are planning targets aligned to available budgets?

Budgeting

To what degree does the budget support planned priorities (i.e., outputs and outcomes)?

To what extent does the budget process allow efficient and effective prioritization of resources?

To what degree do budgets have a medium-term horizon linked to plans and fiscal targets?

To what degree are financial management tracking, reporting, and dissemination methodologies for 
budget execution established?

Implementation

To what extent are organizational priorities aligned to budget deliverables?

To what degree are policies and processes oriented to deliver intended results?

To what degree are incentives in place to drive people and align behaviors toward delivering 
intended results?

To what degree are service delivery standards established?

Monitoring

To what degree are indicators regularly monitored?

To what extent are organizational responsibilities toward integrating monitoring into ministerial and 
agency functions defined?

To what extent are data processing, analysis, reporting, and dissemination methodologies 
specified?

To what extent is information from monitoring applied to improving policy, program, and project 
design and management?

Evaluation

To what degree does the evaluation methodology use indicators from planning and results 
information from monitoring?

To what extent are organizational responsibilities defined and to what degree does the system allow 
for independent evaluation?

To what extent has stakeholder engagement and dissemination methodology been formulated?

continued on next page
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Table 1 continued

GUIDE QUESTIONS

Interdependency

Planning–Budgeting
To what degree does (i) planning set priorities for the budget, and (ii) the budget align to  
planned targets?

Budgeting–Implementation
To what degree (i) does the budget define final service delivery outputs, and (ii) are services 
delivered as budgeted?

Implementation–Monitoring
To what extent do (i) measurable performance indicators facilitate results monitoring of service 
delivery, and (ii) monitoring systems improve service delivery?

Monitoring–Evaluation
To what extent does (i) the monitoring system provide data for evaluation, and (ii) evaluation assess 
monitored results achieved?

Evaluation–Planning
To what extent do (i) evaluations inform succeeding plans, and (ii) planning results consider 
information from evaluation?

Horizontal and Vertical Integration 

Horizontal
To what degree are (i) national development goals translated into specific agency priorities, and  
(ii) organizational responsibilities defined with sector line ministries collectively responsible for 
achieving results through effective coordination?

Vertical
To what degree are (i) development goals translated and cascaded to all levels of government; and 
(ii) organizational responsibilities defined, with all levels of government contributing to deliver a 
common set of development results?

Source: ADB Strategy and Policy Department.
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Table 3 Risks

GUIDE QUESTIONS FINDINGS RISKS

Planning

To what extent are linkages between 
levels of results and from national 
down to operational levels (agency, 
sector, or subnational) defined?

Planning cascades to subnational 
levels that guide priorities of  
(i) medium-term national plan,  
(ii) regional development plan, and 
(iii) local development plan by 
provincial and municipal governments.

None.

To what degree are indicators and 
targets specified for each level of 
results SMART (Specific, Measurable, 
Achievable, Relevant, and  
Time-bound)?

Integrated results framework and 
matrix specifies sector and ministerial 
numeric targets and breakdowns. 
Linkages among goals and agency 
deliverables are established.

None.

To what extent are planning targets 
aligned to available budgets?

Targets are not directly aligned  
to budgets but strong planning plays 
a role in reinforcing a results-based 
budget.

Different planning  
and budget cycles risk 
non-attainment of certain 
planned priorities and 
encourage off-budget 
spending. Vulnerability to 
corruption is increased.

Source: ADB Strategy and Policy Department.

Table 2 Findings

GUIDE QUESTIONS FINDINGS RISKS

Planning

To what extent are linkages between 
levels of results and from national 
down to operational levels (agency, 
sector, or subnational) defined?

Planning cascades to subnational 
levels that guide priorities of  
(i) the medium-term national plan,  
(ii) regional development plan, and 
(iii) local development plan 
by provincial and municipal 
governments.

To what degree are indicators and 
targets specified for each level of 
results SMART (Specific, Measurable, 
Achievable, Relevant, and  
Time-bound)?

Integrated results framework 
and matrix specifies sector and 
ministerial numeric targets and 
breakdowns. Linkages among  
goals and agency deliverables  
are established.

To what extent are planning targets 
aligned to available budgets?

Targets are not directly aligned  
to budgets but strong planning  
plays a role in reinforcing a results-
based budget.

Source: ADB Strategy and Policy Department.
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Use of Assessments

Figure 5 illustrates how the findings and risks identified by the results-based 
PSM assessments inform ADB sector assessments and risk assessment and 
management plans.

Summary Sector Assessment

A. Sector Performance
B.  Sector Issues, Problems, Constraints,  

and Opportunities
C.  Government Sector Policy, Strategy, and Planning
D. Sector Development Framework
E.  ADB Sector Experience and Assistance Program
F.  Indicative Areas of Future ADB Interventions

Problem Tree Analysis

Sector Results Framework

Summary Risk Matrix 
 (Based on Suggested Model Formats for Risk Assessment and 

Risk Management Plan Reports under Appendix 3 of the GACAP II Guidelines)

Risk  
Identified

Likely
(Tick)

Relatively 
Serious
(Tick)

Not Mitigated 
Over CPS 

Period
(Tick)

High Risk
(All three 

columns ticked)

Public Financial  
Management 

Procurement

Corruption

Source: ADB Strategy and Policy Department.

Figure 5  Results-Based Public Sector Management Assessment informing ADB Sector Assessments 
and Risk Assessment and Management Plans

GUIDE QUESTIONS FINDINGS RISKS

Fixed checklist of questions to pose 
based on the key features of results-
based PSM components and their 
interdependencies: planning, budgeting, 
implementation, monitoring,  
and evaluation.

Identifies strengths, weaknesses, and 
key challenges that may be brought up 
by the question posed. 

Identifies possible development risks. 
The column may help inform the country, 
sector, and project risk assessments 
required under GACAP II.
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Sample Country Level Public Sector 
Management Assessment

GUIDE QUESTIONS FINDINGS RISKS

Planning

To what extent are linkages 
between levels of results and from 
national down to operational 
levels (agency, sector, and 
subnational) defined?

Planning cascades to subnational levels 
that guide priorities of (i) medium-term 
national plan, (ii) regional development 
plan, (iii) local development plan by 
provincial and municipal governments.

None.

To what degree are indicators 
and targets specified for each 
level of results SMART (Specific, 
Measurable, Achievable, 
Relevant, and Time-bound)?

Integrated results framework and 
matrix specifies sector and ministerial 
numeric targets and breakdowns. 
Linkages among goals and agency 
deliverables are established.

None.

To what extent are planning 
targets aligned to available 
budgets?

Targets are not directly aligned  
to budgets but strong planning  
plays a role in reinforcing a results-
based budget.

Different planning and budget 
cycles risk non-attainment of 
certain planned priorities or 
encourage off-budget spending.

Budgeting

To what degree does the budget 
support planned priorities?

Targets are not directly aligned to 
budgets but ranking of programs and 
projects indicate funding priorities 
once budgetary levels known.

Different planning and budget 
cycles may increase off-budget 
spending.

To what extent does the budget 
process allow efficient and 
effective prioritization  
of resources?

Zero-based budgeting is introduced 
to assess continued relevance of 
programs and projects to guide 
subsequent resource allocation.

None.

To what degree do budgets have 
a medium-term horizon linked to 
plans and fiscal targets?

Medium-term expenditure framework is 
in place that includes fiscal targets and 
forward estimates of costs of ongoing 
programs and projects.

Separate capital and current 
expenditures risk inefficient 
resource management decisions 
focusing on short-term static over 
dynamic efficiency.

To what degree are financial 
management tracking, reporting, 
and dissemination methodologies 
for budget execution established?

Budget ministry periodically reviews 
line agencies’ financial and physical 
statements and reports, forming the 
basis of decisions about release of 
funds in subsequent periods.

Overly cumbersome disbursement 
requirements and slow release of 
funds increase unpredictability and 
encourage off-budget spending. 

continued on next page
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GUIDE QUESTIONS FINDINGS RISKS

Implementation

To what extent are organizational 
priorities aligned to budget 
deliverables?

Weaknesses in implementation 
are compounded by complicated 
procurement processes, slow release of 
funds, and tight internal controls.

Increased risks of unpredictable 
budget execution and off-budget 
spending.

To what degree are policies and 
processes oriented to deliver 
intended results?

Devolution of duties had implications 
to both line agencies and subnational 
governments. Reduced budgetary 
outlays for line agencies were focused 
on building capacity of subnational 
governments and effective delivery of 
remaining functions.

Limited resources and capacities 
at the local levels constrain 
achieving results and emphasize 
regional disparities.

To what degree are incentives in 
place to drive people and align 
behaviors toward delivering 
intended results?

Seniority remains to be a significant 
factor in civil service promotion. 
Criteria for individual performance 
evaluations are increasingly based on 
agencies’ strategic objectives.

None.

To what degree are service 
delivery standards established?

Service delivery standards are 
established but differences in 
capacities of subnational governments 
highlight regional disparities.

There is suboptimal and unequal 
delivery of public services.

Monitoring

To what degree are indicators  
regularly monitored?

There is regular monitoring of 
indicators based on critical indicators 
in the results matrix of the national 
plan. Progress toward achievement of 
Millennium Development Goals is also 
monitored regularly and feeds into 
national plan formulation.

None.

To what extent are organizational 
responsibilities toward integrating 
monitoring into ministerial and 
agency functions defined?

Adequate monitoring systems exist in 
various agencies.

None.

To what extent are data 
processing, analysis, reporting, 
and dissemination methodologies 
specified?

While adequate monitoring exists 
in most agencies, these sometimes 
generate excessive data that could be 
put to more strategic use.

Weak linkages among components 
and disjointed monitoring fail to 
identify vulnerabilities and limit 
transparency and accountability.

To what extent is information from 
monitoring applied to improving 
policy, program, and project 
design and management?

Implementation of specific programs 
and projects monitored with progress  of 
Millennium Development Goals. Results 
monitoring and evaluation built into 
official development assistance projects.

None.

Table continued

continued on next page
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GUIDE QUESTIONS FINDINGS RISKS

Evaluation

To what degree does the evaluation 
methodology use indicators from 
planning and results information 
from monitoring?

Programs and projects are 
evaluated after completion to assess 
achievements of impact, outcomes, 
and outputs identified in the plan.

None.

To what extent are organizational 
responsibilities defined and to 
what degree does the system 
allow for independent evaluation?

While at the early stages of developing 
its own evaluation framework, 
organizational capacities and systems, 
the government uses the evaluation 
systems of development partners.

Parallel evaluation systems  
fail to build country capacity  
and systems.

To what extent has stakeholder 
engagement and dissemination 
methodology been formulated?

Findings are not always effectively 
disseminated and feedback mechanisms 
remain weak. Studies are not fully used 
and their recommendations are not  
fully adopted.

Lack of feedback in the PSM 
cycle fails to reinforce results 
orientation, transparency,  
and accountability.

Interdependency

Planning–Budgeting
To what degree does  
(i) planning set priorities for the 
budget, and (ii) the budget align 
to planned targets?

Outcomes, outputs, and targets 
identified in planning are different from 
budgeting but are now being aligned. 
Working with the planning ministry, 
the budget ministry coordinates the 
preparation of the budget submitted to 
parliament. Agencies are not provided 
a budget ceiling but rank program and 
project priorities. Investment priorities 
serve as intermediate output to align 
plan to budget.

Different results identified 
by planning and budgeting 
processes risk suboptimal  
service delivery.

Increase in off-budget spending 
in order to achieve set targets.

Budgeting–Implementation
To what degree (i) does the 
budget define final service 
delivery outputs, and (ii) are 
services delivered as budgeted?

Performance-based budgeting results 
framework provides basis for measuring 
the delivery of aligned results for 
programs and projects. Limited 
revenues and financing access by 
subnational governments emphasizes 
regional disparities

Capacity at local levels strain 
effective and standardized 
delivery of services risk 
suboptimal service delivery, 
increase in off-budget spending 
and weaker accountability.

Implementation–Monitoring
To what extent do (i) measurable 
performance indicators facilitate 
results monitoring of service 
delivery, and (ii) monitoring 
systems improve service delivery?

Central agency and regional monitoring 
systems exist. Monitored data feeds 
into strategy formulation for succeeding 
plans. However, weaker local level 
monitoring for local services. The 
national plan’s results matrix being fine-
tuned to translate goals into measurable 
outcomes and outputs.  

Transparency and accountability 
mechanisms are limited. 

Table continued

continued on next page
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GUIDE QUESTIONS FINDINGS RISKS

Monitoring–Evaluation
To what extent does (i) the 
monitoring system provide data 
for evaluation, and (ii) evaluation 
assess monitored results 
achieved?

Monitoring mechanisms are 
established to provide data for 
evaluation but excessive and 
disjointed data are not put  
to strategic use.

Monitored data not strategically 
evaluated to inform succeeding 
plans. Lack of attribution in results 
leads to lack of accountability.

Evaluation–Planning
To what extent do (i) evaluations 
inform succeeding plans, and 
(ii) planning results consider 
information from evaluation?

Despite evaluations, reports, and 
studies related to results, findings not 
effectively disseminated. Feedback 
mechanisms remain weak. Studies 
and recommendations not fully used  
and adopted. Evaluations tend to be 
delayed and not properly sequenced  
with the subsequent formulation of the 
national plan.

Lack of feedback mechanisms 
enables weak transparency 
and accountability and fail to 
sufficiently inform succeeding 
plans. Evaluation fails to 
reinforce results towards a 
continuous learning cycle.

Horizontal and Vertical Integration

Horizontal Integration
To what degree are national 
development goals translated into 
specific agency priorities?

To what extent are organizational 
responsibilities defined with 
sector line ministries collectively 
responsible for achieving results 
through effective coordination?

The national development plan and its 
accompanying results matrix provides 
the results orientation by linking sector 
and subsector goals and objectives to  
the overall societal goals. Integrated  
results frameworks for line ministries  
with cross-cutting goals and targets 
have been established.

None.

Vertical Integration
To what degree are development 
goals translated and cascaded to 
all levels of government?

To what extent are organizational 
responsibilities defined, with all 
levels of government contributing 
to deliver a common set of 
development results?

Decentralization highlights certain 
weaknesses in implementation and the 
PSM cycle. The devolution of certain 
national government responsibilities 
to subnational governments had 
implications for both the devolving 
line agencies and local government 
in terms of fiscal resources 
and capacities. Overlapping 
responsibilities among ministries, 
agencies, and local governments. 
Available resources not aligned with 
local targets.

Limited fiscal transfers and 
disparities in own-source 
revenues and capacities among 
local governments contribute to 
inequality and uneven delivery of 
social services.

PSM = public sector management.
Source: ADB Strategy and Policy Department.

Table continued
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This guide highlights the key features for a results-based public sector management system,  
and is a principle-based approach to identifying capacity development needs. The guide also 
shows how results-based public sector management assessments can be integrated into 
ADB’s business processes.
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