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Report recommendations Response 

I. More focused cooperation 

1. Focus MoU efforts on a limited number 
of key shared strategic 
concerns/themes (e.g. MDGs, the 
environment, water, regional integration 
(trade, transport and investment), social 
vulnerability, and improved outcomes 
monitoring (e.g. statistical development) 

 

Agreed. The following areas are proposed for 
prioritization:  
 MDGs; 
 Environment, including low carbon 

development;  
 Water; 
 Regional economic integration and 

connectivity, with emphasis on trade-
transport nexus; 

 Social protection; 
 Statistics. 

2. Commit to medium-term funding for 
core thematic areas 
 

Agreed.  

3. Directly link efforts to develop joint 
policy dialogue, knowledge sharing and 
staff exchanges directly to core thematic 
areas. 

Agreed. Policy dialogue refers to joint 
positioning and advocacy at the regional and 
sub-regional levels. Rather than staff 
exchange, efforts will be made to promote 
greater staff interaction, through visits and 
joint missions. Networking of KM focal points 
will be undertaken.  

4. Collaborate on sub-regional 
development strategies and strengthen 
operational links at sub-regional 
planning levels. [May be new 
opportunities to collaborate as ESCAP 
establishes new sub-regional offices]  

Agreed. Where appropriate, information will 
be shared in the preparation of sub-regional 
cooperation strategies. 

5. Strengthen inter-sectoral linkages in 
trade, transport and investment needed 
to achieve shared strategic regional 
integration objectives 

Agreed to strengthen inter-sectoral linkages 
in trade and transport. Investment 
prioritization may require other strategic 
considerations.  
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Report recommendations Response 

II. Strengthened knowledge sharing and information dissemination 

6. Develop management system that gives 
more focus (at the overall coordination 
level) on monitoring results of 
programme areas (and less on 
individual projects). 

Agreed. Establish monitoring system that 
focuses on outcomes rather than activities. 

7. Improve monitoring and disseminating 
results and experiences from 
collaboration. Make staff more aware of 
the MOU, good practices, and practical 
advice on what sort of cooperation is 
likely to work and what is not. 

Agreed.  

8. Develop joint or linked websites 
summarizing status, results and 
information on the cooperation between 
the two institutions  

 
 

Agreed; the platform may be dual.  

III. Improve personal professional linkages 

9. Seek opportunities to improve 
professional relationships between the 
two institutions at all levels including 
senior management. Increase the 
frequency of inter-agency dialogue 
(face-to-face and/or by video-
conference) 

Agreed. Efforts are already on-going and will 
be expanded. 

10. Encourage systematic dialogue 
between ADB “knowledge” departments 
and ESCAP counterparts.  

Agreed. ADB’s Communities of Practice 
(CoPs) offer a communication platform. 
ESCAP to consider suitable arrangements for 
interaction. 

11. Re-invigorate staff exchanges (and/or 
extended missions), focusing initially on 
opportunities for extended missions to 
work on shared products such as MDG 
and environment reports and dialogue.  
 

Agreed. See box 3 above. 

12. Renew efforts to improve evaluation 
linkages (at least on a pilot basis) 
including undertaking joint evaluations 
of thematic program areas 

Agreed, for evaluative reviews/self-
evaluations. 

IV. Administrative issues 

13. If a project focus is retained, ensure that 
concept papers re sufficiently developed 
prior to regular consultations with clear 
indications of activities and resources 
needed. 

Not relevant given the shift to 
sector/thematic approach. 
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14. Ensure more timely action on decisions 
taken at the regular consultations  

Agreed. 

15. Minimize the formal pipeline of doubtful 
and/or non-performing collaborative 
initiatives (to minimize ongoing friction 
under formal arrangements).  

Agreed, will be undertaken under existing and 
new sector/thematic areas, as indicated in the 
revised Appendix to MoU. 

16. Seek opportunities to address systemic 
institutional bottlenecks in collaboration 
(i.e. as was achieved in the MOU 
between UNDP and ADB) 

Not possible, for the time being, due to 
different rules of origin. 

17. Reward and/or recognize staff for efforts 
in developing effective collaboration. 
Accept that collaboration can be time 
consuming.  

Agreed. 

18. Review the need to provide resources 
for ongoing planning and management 
support by a third-party facilitator.  

Not relevant. The partnership is being 
institutionalized within each organization, 
without further external assistance. 

19. Accept that parallel financing is likely to 
remain the main modality on joint areas 
of collaboration. 

Agreed, in light of the different rules of origin. 
See box 16. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

ADB and ESCAP agreed on an MoU in May 2004 to work together: (i) to support poverty reduction at the 

regional and subregional level in the Asia and Pacific region; and (ii) in support of other development 

goals, including achievement of other millennium development goals (MDGs), to be considered and 

undertaken at the regional and sub-regional levels. Findings of a mid-term evaluation of implementation 

of this MoU are presented in this report. 

A. Findings 

The MoU has facilitated the development of a more strategic partnership between ADB and ESCAP. ADB 

and ESCAP are now pooling resources to jointly produce authoritative regional reports on the MDGs and 

sustainable development (for the 2010 Ministerial Conference on Environment and Development), and 

have engaged in joint advocacy of Asian-Pacific perspectives in global processes (most notably, the 2005 

UN World Summit). Professional networks have been strengthened in key areas such as the MDGs, the 

environment and statistical development. ADB and ESCAP are now more systematically sharing applied 

research and other knowledge products. Not all of this improvement is directly the result of the MoU 

itself, but processes introduced under the MoU have facilitated a more strategic, longer-term approach 

to planning cooperation.  

The most visible manifestation of better cooperation has been the collaboration between ADB and ESCAP 

(together with UNDP) in applied research, policy dialogue, advocacy and information sharing on MDGs. 

The work has received international recognition, and has benefited both ADB/ESCAP and their 

development partners with higher quality outputs, great policy relevance, and reduced transaction costs 

of data collection, analysis and knowledge sharing. Importantly, this collaboration has also provided 

impetus for more substantive collaboration in other areas such as the environment. Activities are now 

underway (with other development partners) to prepared joint regional publications on environment and 

water issues in Asia and the Pacific. Thus, progress has been made towards achieving the higher level 

MoU objectives. The above-mentioned achievements would justify sustained commitments to further 

improve collaboration. 

Despite these achievements, systemic administrative issues related to procurement and administrative 

costs arrangements have undermined, and continue to undermine efforts to collaborate on potentially 

important capacity building and regional cooperation projects. There was limited progress was made with 

planned staff exchanges and sharing or evaluation experiences. More could have been done to 

disseminate information internally about opportunities for ESCAP/ADB cooperation and collaboration. 

B. Key Recommendations 

(i) More focused cooperation 

• The core recommendation is to focus MoU processes on a limited number of key shared strategic 

concerns/themes (such as the MDGs, the environment, water, regional cooperation and 

integration, social vulnerability, outcomes monitoring), and then to directly link joint policy 

dialogue, knowledge sharing, collaboration in evaluation and staff exchanges directly to those 
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core thematic areas. Other ad hoc cooperation between individuals in the institution could 

continue. 

• Commit to medium-term funding for core thematic areas.  

• Encourage systematic dialogue between ADB “knowledge” departments and ESCAP 

counterparts; extend “community of practice” cooperation; and review opportunities for more 

regular joint applied research, knowledge sharing and policy dialogue on these issues. 

• Strengthen operational links at sub-regional planning level. Brief partner institution on sub-

regional development strategies. Provide ESCAP with the opportunity to comment on ADB’s 

RDSPs, and vice versa for any similar sub-regional strategies produced by ESCAP. This will be 

increasingly important as ESCAP establishes new sub-regional offices.  

• Collaborate to strengthen the inter-sector linkages need to achieve shared strategic regional 

objectives (e.g. between transport, investment and trade to boost cross border production 

networks and reduce poverty).  

(ii) Strengthen knowledge sharing and information dissemination  

• Develop improved results based monitoring and information dissemination systems, including 

joint or linked websites summarizing status, results and information on the cooperation between 

the two institutions.  

• Improve staff awareness of the MoU, good practices, and practical advice on what sort of 

cooperation is likely to work and what is not.  

• Strengthen linkages between communities of practice in both institutions. 

(iii) Improve personal professional linkages 

• Seek opportunities to improve professional relationships between the two institutions at all 

levels, including senior management. Increase the frequency of inter-agency staff dialogue. 

Encourage counterpart divisions to periodically meet (face-to face and/or by video conference) 

to discuss key regional development issues and bottlenecks, and to identify and implement 

priority initiatives. 

• Reward and/or recognize staff for efforts in developing effective collaboration.  

• Re-invigorate staff exchange program, focusing initially on opportunities for extended missions 

to work on share products such as MDG and environment reports and dialogue. 

(iv) Administrative issues 

• If a project focus is retained, ensure that concept papers are sufficiently developed prior to 

regular consultations with clear indication of activities and resource needs.  

• Ensure more timely action on decisions taken at the regular consultations. Provide minutes of 

discussion on website within a week of meeting completion. Remove non-active activities from 

pipeline more quickly to allow focus on doable initiatives.  

• Recognize the parallel financing is likely to remain the main modality for financing ad hoc joint 

initiatives until pending systemic institutional issues can be resolved. 

• Seek opportunities to address systemic institutional bottlenecks to collaboration. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 

A. Background of MoU and Evaluation 

1.  Under a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) -- dated 16 May 2004 -- ADB and ESCAP1 agreed 

that the purpose of the MoU was for ADB and ESCAP to work together:  

a. to support poverty reduction at the regional and subregional level in the Asia and Pacific 

region; and 

b. in support of other development goals, including achievement of other millennium 

development goals (MDGs), to be considered and undertaken at the regional and sub-

regional levels.2  

2.  In working together, ADB and ESCAP agreed that they would: 

a. focus on the shared strategic and operational priorities of the two organizations;  

b. use their comparative strengths and advantages of each organization;  

3.  They further agreed to:  

a. share knowledge of lessons learned and evaluations of development in Asia and the 

Pacific;  

b. consult each other in policy dialogue at the regional and sub-regional levels and 

programming for regional and sub-regional activities were feasible and appropriate; 

c. explore the potential for co-financing regional and subregional programs and projects; 

and 

d. exchange or second staff. 

4.  The initial focus areas for cooperation were specified as an Appendix to the MoU. The focus 

areas have been adjusted several times during regular consultations3. 

B.  Purpose and Objectives of the Evaluation 

5.  The two institutions stipulated in the MoU that, after 5 years of implementing the MoU, they 

would undertake (i) a joint evaluation of the MoU; and (ii) a joint mid-term review. Finding of the joint-

evaluation of the MoU are presented in this report. 

6.  The main objectives of the evaluation were to (i) assess the implementation of the MoU; and (ii) 

identify lessons to further strengthen the partnership in promoting the achievement of development 

goals in Asia and the Pacific region. The findings and recommendations of this Evaluation should 

contribute to the planned mid-term review of the MoU, scheduled for late 2009. An important aim of the 

                                                             

1  www.adb.org and http://www.unescap.org.  

2 While regional/sub-regional cooperation was identified as a modality for cooperation, increased regional cooperation and 

integration was not a specific goal of the cooperation.  

3 These have been held annually since signing of the MoU. 
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evaluation is to guide efforts to further strengthen the partnership between ADB and ESCAP during the 

remaining term of the MoU (2010-2015).  

C.  Scope of the Evaluation 

7.  As specified in the TOR, the Evaluation will examine the following key questions: 

(i) To what extent are the objectives and assumptions set out in the MoU still relevant?   

(ii) To what extent have the objectives set out in the MoU been addressed?   

(iii) To what extent have the management arrangements set out in the MoU been 

implemented? Have these been effective and efficient? 

(iv) What have been the lessons learned that could help improve the administration and 

implementation of the ADB-ESCAP MoU (and similar MoUs)? 

 

 

II. METHODOLOGY  

A. Approach 

8.  As proposed under the consultant’s TOR, the methodological framework for the Evaluation 

proposes to assess three key aspects of the MoU: (i) relevance; (ii) efficiency; and (iii) effectiveness.  The 

consultant also looked at issues of sustainability of the ongoing cooperation.  

9.  The evaluation study attempts to identify areas of relative strengths and weaknesses in the 

cooperation by looking at the comparative experiences and lessons learned under different areas of 

cooperation (e.g., MDGs, environment, economic, social, transport and trade and investment facilitation). 

The study combined both a survey and face to face interviews with key informants.  

B. Study Limitations  

10.  The basic framework for this analysis is to assess the difference in the outcomes of cooperation 

with the current MoU, compared with the “without MoU” situation (i.e. compared with the earlier 

cooperation agreement). In practice, this is tricky given the ambitious and wide-ranging nature of the 

MoU, and that cooperation between ADB and ESCAP was promoted by both organizations (formally and 

informally) prior to this MoU4. Many projects implemented under this MoU would likely have been 

implemented with some degree of cooperation between ADB and ESCAP, even in the absence of the 

MoU.  

11.  Thus, the focus of the evaluation is on the value added to development outcomes resulting from 

the improved institutional arrangements (for planning, implementing and monitoring implementation) 

established under the 2004 MoU. In other words the key hypothesis to be tested is “has cooperation 

                                                             

4 There had been examples of earlier substantive collaboration. For example, a 1999 ADB evaluation of the ongoing GMS 

program noted (p. 14) that “The extensive involvement of the Pacific Asia Travel Association (PATA) and the United Nations 

Economic and Social Commission on Asia and the Pacific (ESCAP) in tourism initiatives are a positive example of strong 

collaboration. ESCAP has also actively participated in meetings related to cross-border agreements and other transport 

planning studies.” http://www.adb.org/Documents/PERs/IE-63.pdf 
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between ADB and ESCAP been more relevant, efficient and effective because of the institutional 

arrangements established under the MoU?” 

C. Study Timing 

12.  The evaluation study was conducted on an intermittent basis from June-October 20095. Key 

milestones were: 

• Initial visit to Bangkok: 14-18 June 2009 

• Inception report: 21 June 2009.  

• Comments on inception report: 15 July 2009  

• Finalize questionnaire: 31 July 2009 

• Meetings in Manila: 10-15 August 2009 

• Meetings in Bangkok: 16-21 August 2009 

• First draft report: 11 September 2009 

• Debriefing in Manila: 21-24 September 2009  

• Submit final report: 30 September 2009 

 

III. FINDINGS:  

A. Overview of Key Outcomes and Constraints 

13.  The most visible manifestation of the developing partnership has been the collaboration 

between ADB and ESCAP in applied research, information dissemination, policy dialogue and advocacy on 

MDGs. This unique tripartite collaboration has served a model, and provided impetus, for more 

substantive collaboration in other areas such as the environment and water. Professional networks have 

been strengthened in key areas such as the MDGs, the environment and statistical development. There is 

also systematic sharing of applied research and other knowledge products. ADB and ESCAP have been 

able to engage in joint advocacy of Asian-Pacific perspectives in global processes, such as the 2005 United 

Nations World Summit.  

14.  The relationship between ADB and ESCAP has begun to evolve to a more strategic partnership 

that builds on comparative advantages to address shared strategic concerns. Collaboration on the MDGs 

and in other knowledge areas has helped begin transforming the nature of the working relationship 

between ESCAP and ADB. Whereas previously ADB staff tended to view ESCAP as a service provider or 

implementing agency, and ESCAP staff saw ADB as a source of financing for project activities, staff in key 

areas (MDGs and the environment) are moving more towards a professional partnership between peers. 

While the old views persist in some areas of both organizations, there has been a substantial change in 

the overall mindset let by a strong commitment by senior leadership and strategic planning personnel to 

strengthen collaboration on substantive development issues facing the region. 

15.   Key outcomes are summarized in the following table.   

                                                             

55 An international consultant was contracted for a total 40 working days to undertake this evaluation. 
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Table: Outcomes from ADB/ESCAP Cooperation/Collaboration* 

 

MDGs 

• Strong regional partnership between ADB, ESCPA and UNDP leading to better research, knowledge transfer, joint 

policy dialogue, and better targeted funding. This partnership builds on respective organizational synergies (i.e., 

ESCAP convening power, ADB‘s strong resource and programming capacity and UNDP’s country coordination 

role). Community of practice jointly established6. 

• Regional report on MDGs, workshops and other knowledge transfer, and joint policy dialogue on key regional 

development issues. Better and more timely statistics for monitoring and reporting on MDG progress. This has 

helped minimize conflicting messages on results and gaps in realizing MDGs7. 

• MDG reports have helped ensure sustained focus on provision of ODA to Asia and the Pacific, and enhanced 

commitment of regional states to achievement of the MDGs (as reflected in national strategies and regional 

commitments). Sub-regional MDG reports and workshops have helped increase awareness of comparative 

regional progress in realizing MDGs. 

Regional Economic Cooperation and Integration 

• Regional Technical Group on Aid for Trade 

• Handbook on Trade Facilitation 

Transport 

• Support to Shanghai Cooperation Organization trade facilitation agreement.  

• Enabled ADB and ESCAP to “blend” national and sub-regional focus to think beyond just transport planning 

Environment  

• Joint development of Report on the State of the Environment in Asia and the Pacific”. (2005 and 2010). MoU 

facilitated more substantive and strategic cooperation in preparing the 2010 report. Other background analysis 

and support for Regional Ministerial Conference on Environment and Development.  

• Policy Study on Energy Security and Climate Change 

Water 

• Collaboration to produce (in 2000) the Asia Water Watch 2015. Collaboration (since 2008) to produce the Asian 

Water Development Outlook 2010. Related contributions to Asia-Pacific Water Summit.  

• Joint development of an indicators system for sustainable water use 

Social Development  

• No tangible outcomes reported 

Other 

• Document sharing and other cooperation between the two libraries. Institutions advise each other of all 

publications.   

• Regular consultations, more strategic cooperation and improved information sharing: stronger professional 

relationships between strategic planning personnel. 

• Limited staff exchanges during early stages of MoU (library and knowledge management), including support in 

sharing experiences with ADB Today in developing ESCAP Today. 

* Not all these outcomes can be attributed solely to the 2004 MoU. Significant cooperation existed prior to the 2004 MoU. 

 

16.  Of course, not all these outcomes are directly the result of the MoU itself. The MoU was simply a 

tool realize growing internal and external pressure for development institutions to more effectively 

collaborate to improve development effectiveness. Moreover, cooperation existed prior to the MoU and 

would likely have been sustained regardless of the MoU. Nevertheless, processes introduced under the 

MoU have facilitated a more strategic, longer-term approach to planning cooperation. Institutional 

mechanisms under the MoU (such as the regular consultations) -- and the signal the MoU sent to staff of 

                                                             

6 http://cop.mdgasiapacific.org. Early stages: still to be developed as an effective tool.  

7 See for example: http://www.mdgasiapacific.org/a-future-within-reach-2008  
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both institutions of the commitment of the institutional leaders to work more closely with each other -- 

helped facilitate more substantive collaboration.  

17.  On the other hand, most transport and trade sector specialists argued that there had been little 

or no improvement in collaboration to address regional cooperation and integration issues (trade, 

investment, and transport) 8, with the key exception of cooperation under the GMS which started back in 

the mid-1990s9. Several staff noted that ADB and ESCAP have failed to extend GMS collaboration (e.g. in 

facilitating the negotiations on cross border agreements on the movements of goods and people in the 

GMS) to other sub-regional transport/economic corridor initiatives. Staff at both institutions noted 

problems in coordinating efforts to support transport development and trade and investment facilitation, 

both within and between organizations.  

18.  In general, institutional collaboration at the operational level remains modest. Several project 

level staff (from both organizations) felt that the formalization of cooperation arrangements under the 

MoU added to the time costs of cooperation, while providing limited or no value added. Systemic 

administrative issues related to procurement (global versus regional procurement policies) and 

administrative cost arrangements continue to constrain implementation of co-financing and inhibit timely 

and effective project-level collaboration.  This has undermined efforts to collaborate on potentially 

important capacity building and regional cooperation projects. 

19.  Limited progress was made with planned staff exchanges (due to resource constraints and 

perceived difficulties in obtaining administrative approval for such exchanges10) and sharing or 

evaluation experiences. More could have been done to disseminate information internally about 

opportunities for ESCAP/ADB cooperation and collaboration. 

 

B. Performance Assessment 

20.  The MoU did not include a logical framework or results framework. An initial results framework 

was subsequently agreed during the 2007 regular consultations. The indicators developed in this were a 

useful start in guiding the evaluation but -- as specified in the study TOR (see Appendix 1) -- the focus of 

the evaluation is on relevance, efficiency and effectiveness11 of MoU activities in terms of realizing the 

intended (implied and explicit) outcomes. There is also a discussion of sustainability with some 

suggestions made about future monitoring of MoU outcomes. 

 

 

                                                             

8 Staff from the key focal points of both institutions tended to view transport cooperation more positively. 

9 A recent (2008, p. 24) ADB evaluation noted that ESCPAP “does not provide project finance but is an active participant in the 

Subregional Transport Forum …  with collaboration in relation to specific nonfinancial issues, such as road design and trade 

facilitation, as well as in preparing the GMS countries for negotiation of the CBTA annexes and protocols.” 

http://www.adb.org/Documents/CAPES/REG/CAP-REG-2008-73.pdf  

10 Several ADB staff indicated that there had been institutional resistance to approving such exchanges. 

11 See also Appendix 1 for the key questions raised in the TOR for this evaluation study. See also 

http://www.oecd.org/document/22/0,2340,en_2649_34435_2086550_1_1_1_1,00.html for a more detailed discussion 

and OECD/DAC definitions of relevance and other evaluation criteria.  
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(i) Relevance 

21.  The MoU remains highly relevant to the goals of both institutions. ADB and ESCAP are the only 

two major regional multilateral institutions focused on the comprehensive range of regional 

development issues facing Asia and the Pacific. Both institutions have mandates to present an Asian 

perspective to international dialogue on development issues. Relevance has increased since signing, with 

increasing international demand to develop partnerships12 and improve development effectiveness. 

Recently approved ADB and ESCAP strategies13 place increased emphasis on promoting regional 

cooperation, developing partnership and in playing more effective roles as regional knowledge 

institutions14. 

22.  A shared desire to raise international awareness of progress towards realizing MDGs in Asia and 

the Pacific, and to improve understanding of the resources and actions needed to achieve regional MDGs 

was a key factor motivating the leaders of ADB and ESCAP to sign the MoU15. The MoU has facilitated 

tripartite collaboration between ADB, ESCAP and UNDP in this area as discussed earlier in this report. This 

has provided a model for ADB/ESCAP collaboration with other UN agencies as discussed below. 

Collaboration on the MDGs has helped develop a shared ADB/ESCAP perspective on key development 

issues facing Asia and the Pacific, and has facilitated the joint presentation of their shared perspective to 

development partners in regional and international fora. Quality analysis and sustained dialogue has 

helped in mobilizing resources to meet MDG related financing gaps16. Relevance would be enhanced if 

there were more concrete evidence that this collaboration had influenced resource allocations by 

national governments and development financing institutions17.   

23.  The increasing interest -- within both institutions and their development partners --in replicating 

the MDG experiences to address environment and water resources issues is also an important indicator 

of the ongoing relevance of the MoU. 

24.  A growing regional interest in substantive regional and sub-regional cooperation can be seen in 

the growing number of sub-regional cooperation agreements and, more importantly, the limited but 

growing number of concrete initiatives under implementation.  ESCAP plans to establish several new sub-

regional offices may provide new opportunities for ADB/ESCAP collaboration18.  

                                                             

12 E.g. the Paris Declaration and follow-up declarations: see http://www.aidharmonization.org/ 

13 UN, 2008, Strategic Framework for the Period 2010-2011: Programme 15, Economic and Social Development in Asia and 

the Pacific, www.unescap.org. ADB, 2008, Strategy 2020: ADB’s Long-term Strategic Framework 2008-2020, 

www.adb.org/documents/policies/strategy2020/Strategy2020.pdf  

14 ADB, 2008, Strategy 2020: ADB’s Long-term Strategic Framework 2008-2020, states that "ADB will play a bigger part in 

putting the potential of knowledge solutions to work in the Asia and Pacific region", and calls for the strengthening of ADB's 

knowledge management activities must be enriched through (i) internal learning from operational practice, and (ii) 

external learning from long-term strategic partnerships with other international finance institutions and world-class 

academic and research institutions. 

15 See correspondence in ADB/ESCAP files prior to signing of MoU.  

16 Several ADB staff noted that findings from the MDG reports were used as part of successful arguments for the recent 

replenishment of ADF and OCR resources. Follow-up co-financing by UNDP and ADB, and ongoing commitments of ESCAP 

resources, should assist resource mobilization processes. 

17 E.g., several discussants indicated that more could be done to incorporate findings on comparative MDG performance at 

the sub-regional and country levels in national development plans and country strategies and programs of development 

financing institutions.  

18 A good place to start in thinking about such collaboration would be review the strengths and weaknesses of ADB/ESCAP 

collaboration via the existing ESCAP regional office in the Pacific. 
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(ii) Efficiency 

25.  Regular mid to senior level staff inputs were required by the focal points of both institutions to 

coordinate MoU implementation, and in particular to organize and conduct regular consultations. Critical 

additional inputs were provided by an ESCAP financed high level advisor who helped develop and 

implement MoU management reporting systems up until 2008. These inputs have been re-enforced by 

high level collaboration at a regional and strategic planning level (e.g. regional summits and ministerial 

meetings, and ADB and ESCAP regular consultations). Such collaboration has played a pivotal role in 

beginning to institutionalize cooperation and collaboration between the two organizations. While 

collaboration has added significantly to the work load of relevant departments, the combined inputs 

(costs) are small relative to the efficiency gains and actual and potential benefits from effective 

collaboration on key regional issues. Such benefits include:  

a. more substantive, higher quality, and more policy relevant research;  

b. reduced duplication of resources and effort by staff at ADB, ESCAP and UNDP in 

implementing a joint study (rather than separate studies); and  

c. reduced transaction costs of development partners (recipients and donors) in 

participating in dialogue on MDG issues19.   

26.  Experiences in achieving efficiency gains and higher quality outcomes from collaboration with 

the MDGs are expected to be replicated to produce joint reports on the environment and water. There is 

also potential to extend cooperation to other areas of shared strategic interest such as social vulnerability 

and regional cooperation and integration.  

27.  There were mixed experiences with respect to the efficiency of collaboration at the project level. 

Cases were cited (e.g. in trade and investment and transport projects) where difficulties in reaching 

agreement on procurement procedures, administrative arrangements, and/or on substantive issues 

relating to the design of projects and activities undermined any efficiency gains. In some cases (e.g. an 

attempt to develop a collaborative project to build regional statistical capacity) proposals failed to 

materialize after considerable effort and staff resources were dedicated to developing the proposals.  

There were also concerns that nonperforming proposals remained in the pipeline for too long and 

arguments were made that proposals should be better developed before inclusion. Some project staff 

were concerned by additional reporting requirements, with what they perceived as little value added 

(e.g. in transport, private sector development, and trade facilitation). 

28.  Some respondents argued that earlier informal collaboration worked better than the formal 

MoU arrangements, because collaboration was only attempted where staff from both institutions saw 

potential benefit from collaboration. For example, transport project staff argued that they were 

pressured to provide substantial inputs to meetings, workshops and other work on regional transport 

agreements that had not generated any tangible results in terms of the projects which were their primary 

responsibility. Project staff indicated that they received little recognition for efforts to develop 

partnerships. They stressed that collaboration was likely to be more successful where there was clear 

benefit to all parties directly involved in collaborative arrangements. In this regard they suggest that 

effective partnerships should start during identification and design stages of the intervention so that 

respective roles could be clearly defined. Personal relations were also identifies as being critical to 

                                                             

19 E.g., recipient countries only have to provide input to one study, and they and their development partners need only 

participate in a joint dialogue rather than separate rounds of discussions with each institution. Similar benefits are 

expected with joint-publications of studies on environment and water.  
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successful collaboration. Some sector staff argued that sometimes informal collaborative arrangements 

work better than formal arrangements at the project level where collaboration might be a relatively 

minor aspect of institutional activities and responsibilities. 

29.  Mixed views were presented on the level of dialogue and feedback provided by focal points to 

operational staff (from good to very limited). Many operational staff from both institutions had little or 

no knowledge about the details of the MoU processes. Some remembered providing information for 

regular consultations but were not aware of the details of consultations. Given the information and 

meeting overload faced by many operational staff of both institutions, several discussants suggested that 

the consultative processes and sharing of practical experiences could be improved by a regularly updated 

web site with links to key outcomes, reports on collaborative initiatives, and briefs highlighting best 

practices and problems encountered during collaboration. Several staff indicated that more effective 

sharing of information could improve efficiency, by minimizing the need to “re-invent the wheel” with 

respect to collaborative arrangements. 

30.  Inadequate tripartite consultation at design stages of one project (control of air pollution in 

north Asia) led to disagreements between a key national counterpart agency and ADB about 

implementation arrangements that substantially delayed implementation, undermined efficiency and 

soured relationships between the stakeholders. One discussant stressed the need for ADB and ESCAP to 

adequately involve other key stakeholders during the design of collaboration programs. 

31.  Minutes of regular consultations -- and discussions with key focal points -- indicate that the 

primary focus of institutional monitoring efforts was on the individual initiatives agreed under annual 

work-plans.  Respondents also noted that regular consultations meetings were also used to (i) identify 

and attempt to address systemic issues (such as procurement and administrative constraints); and (ii) an 

attempt to develop a results based monitoring system. Several respondents noted that more work is 

needed to develop an effective, results-based monitoring system that would ensure a stronger focus on 

realization of core strategic MoU objectives. A stronger focus during regular consultation on intended 

outcomes might have helped to address delays in realization of planned MOU outcomes related to 

knowledge management, staff exchanges and cooperation in evaluation work. 

32.  Given the above, several discussants suggested that one option for improving the regular 

consultation process might be to focus on 3-5 key strategic clusters of cooperation (e.g. MDGs, 

environment, water, socio-economic vulnerability, regional integration, or statistics). They suggested that 

focus of regular consultations might be more productively focused on strategic outcomes and systemic 

concerns, with project level issues dealt with at the strategic cluster and/or project monitoring levels. 

Some respondents also noted the need to provide flexibility for ad hoc collaboration on other initiatives 

(relevant departments might just be asked to prepare very simple reports on the nature of any such ad 

hoc cooperation for monitoring purposes). 

 

(iii) Effectiveness 

33.  Collaboration has been particularly effective (and most efficient) where there was a shift, from a 

client-service provider relationship between ADB and ESCAP, to a true partnership aimed at achieving 

shared strategic priorities as has been the case with the MDG work. This is because both institutions 

combine resources and comparative strengths to achieve shared strategic objectives.  Encouragingly, 

there is good progress in developing effective partnerships in other areas where the two institutions have 

shared strategic goals (e.g., to address environment and water resource management issues.) There is 



 

Page 10 

also strong mutual interest in developing collaboration to improve regional statistics to facilitate better 

monitoring of development outcomes. 

34.   MDG related collaboration was particularly effective in achieving MoU objectives. Collaboration 

enhanced the quality of analysis, reduced the duplication of effort, and lessened the transaction costs of 

engaging development partners. Knowledge management and sharing of development experiences were 

enhanced both in terms of the collaboration between the three partner institutions, and in terms of 

sharing joint knowledge and experiences with other development partners. The three partner institutions 

were also able to organize joint policy dialogue at sub-regional and regional levels with broad 

participation from developing and developed countries. The analysis, reporting and workshops organized 

under the MoU made it easier for regional developing countries to learn from the comparative 

experiences and outcomes of other countries in the region. Nevertheless, an ESCAP evaluation of 

experiences in MDG collaboration argues that there remains scope to further improve knowledge 

management to better share regional lessons and experiences related to achieving MDGs20. 

35.  There is less clear evidence of how learning has influenced resource allocation in either ADB or 

ESCAP. Respondents noted that remains an ongoing need to better identify analyze options and develop 

solutions to realization of MDGs in Asia and the Pacific. While the level of regional and international 

interest and policy discussion about MDG report findings strongly suggests collaborative efforts have had 

an impact on resource allocation, respondents from both institutions were not readily able to identify 

examples of where the analysis and dialogue had impacted on programming and resource allocation 

decisions of the partner institutions21.  

36.  More could also be done to improve sharing of knowledge and experiences of ADB/ESCAP 

collaboration under the MoU. Most operational staff were aware of the MoU and of ADB/ESCAP 

cooperation in the MDG reports, but most also have only a limited knowledge of the main content of the 

MoU and few staff had an overall perspective of the extent of cooperation between ADB and ESCAP22. 

Some staff complained that they had encountered constraints and bottlenecks previously encountered in 

other projects and had to re-learn the same lessons. Several respondents from both institutions 

suggested that the production of a simple guide that described the difficulties (and possible solutions) in 

entering co-financing agreements between ADB and ESCAP could have saved staff time and frustrations. 

Publication of such a guide, the MoU, minutes of regular consultations, links to outputs produced as a 

result of ADB/ESCAP collaboration, and some best practices and lessons learned on a shared website may 

have helped knowledge sharing at this level, and with other development stakeholders. 

37.  There was limited tangible progress in overall knowledge management. Both institutions were 

actively engaged in sharing experiences, including some staff exchanges23 but changes in key staff in both 

organizations and delays in appointing replacements was followed by a falling off in collaboration. ESCAP 

staff also noted their lack of resources (relative to ADB’s) as constraints to developing such collaboration. 

Several discussants suggested that, given the tangible success in knowledge sharing under the MDG 

partnership, it may be better to focus future collaborative efforts in knowledge management and sharing 

lessons in a limited number of agreed strategic areas. 

                                                             

20 See ESCAP, 2008, Evaluation of the Project: Supporting the Achievement of the MDGs in Asia and the Pacific (Phase 2) 

2004-2007), ECAP Bangkok for a detailed evaluation of these issues. 

21 E.g., during the limited time for the evaluation, no concrete examples were provided to the author of how the MDG 

analysis had led to a re-orientation of ADB’s country strategy and programs.   

22 E.g., most project staff did not comment on ADB/ESCAP collaboration outside their own sector of interest. 

23 E.g. to assist with the development of ESCAP Today, drawing on the ADB Today experiences. 
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38.  Experience with the MDGs illustrates the potential benefits of collaboration between ADB and 

ESCAP (and other development partners) to engage in joint policy dialogue on regional issues. 

Respondents noted that a strong commitment from senior management in both sides (notably ESCAP 

Executive Secretary and ADB vice-management), together with medium term co-financing commitments, 

played a key role in sustaining the MDG initiative.  Several discussants noted that this success also serves 

to highlight potential opportunities missed, in terms of potential joint dialogue on issues such as: (i) social 

vulnerability (especially following the global financial crisis24); and (ii) regional cooperation and 

integration. Discussants also noted the potential to intensify collaboration in policy dialogue on 

environment issues (including water resources and climate change). 

 39.  The MDG analysis included assessments of the financing gaps needed to achieve the MDGs. 

Discussants noted that this has helped in renewing donor interest in financing MDG related initiatives in 

Asia. While it is difficult to quantify such impacts, senior staff noted that this analysis had helped in 

successful negotiations for replenishment of ADB’s ADF and OCR resources.   In its most recent 

Development Effectiveness Review, ADB cites preliminary estimates from: A Future Within Reach: 

Harnessing Regional Partnership for the MDGs25 “that the total additional resource requirements for 

achieving the MDGs in just the 14 least developed countries in the region (of which 13 are ADF recipient 

countries) amount to about $8 billion annually”26. The same report also cited an earlier joint-report in 

arguing for increased attention to water supply and sanitation in the region27. The impact of 

collaboration on resource mobilization by either institution in other areas has so far been limited. 

However, agreements on collaboration in water and the environment provide for medium-term 

commitments of resources to undertake quality analysis and dialogue which could assist with future 

resource mobilization efforts. 

40.  Regular consultations have reviewed financing options for joint ADB/ESCAP initiatives, 

concluding that co-financing is rarely a practical option given the differences in procurement regulations 

governing both institutions. Most collaborative efforts involved parallel financing.  

41.  Few staff exchanges took place. These involved library and information service staff. Given the 

widespread recognition that professional networks and relationships are a key factor in successful 

collaboration, this may have been an important lost opportunity. Resource constraints, lack of clear 

policies for such exchanges, and perceptions (especially in ADB) that proposals for staff exchanges were 

unlikely to be approved, were cited as reasons for lack of progress. Proposed policy changes (especially in 

ADB) with respect to staff exchanges may allow a re-invigoration of staff exchanges during the remainder 

of the MOU period. 

 

                                                             

24 E.g., see http://www.unescap.org/survey2009/ 

25 Jointly prepared by ADB, ESCAP & UNDP under the MDG collaboration.  

26 http://www.adb.org/Documents/ADF/ADF-X/ADF-X-Devt-Effectiveness.pdf  

27 Page 6 of the ADB report argues for more focus on water supply and sanitation referring to ADB/ESCAP/UNDP (2007), 

Progress Report on the MDGs, findings that that “in the urban areas of many countries access to water and sanitation has 

been deteriorating compared to 1990 and the risk that this important MDG target may not be met in several countries as well 

the region as a whole is serious.” 



 

Page 12 

(iv) Sustainability28 

42.  Key elements of the collaboration developed under the MoU are likely to be sustainable. 

Effective collaboration on MDGs has created demand from development partners and the management 

of both institutions for sustained cooperation in this area. There is also strong interest within both 

institutions to extend this collaboration to other shared strategic issues such as the environment, water 

and statistics. More broadly there is increasing demand from international leaders for more effective 

partnerships between development agencies to improve outcomes, reduce duplication, and to reduce 

transaction costs. This renewed international focus is reflected in the most recent strategy papers of both 

ESCAP and ADB, with increasingly strong commitments to developing partnerships with other 

development partners. The collaboration on the MDG is one of the more significant concrete examples of 

such partnerships for both organizations. 

43.  Extending and institutionalizing such collaboration to areas such as water supply will require 

sustained commitment of senior official and management of both organizations. Effective collaboration 

requires staff to make and extra effort in terms of meeting, accommodating different priorities and 

schedules, and in frequent communications. Staff need to be recognized and rewarded for their work in 

developing and sustaining effective partnerships. Presently, such recognition appears to be more likely in 

the strategic planning and knowledge departments, than in the more operational or project departments.   

44.  Strong professional relationships have been a key factor in successful collaboration. Staff 

changes can undermine gains, as happened when the two key focal points for collaboration on 

knowledge management left ADB and ESCAP at similar times. Recently, there have been changes in key 

players involved in the MDG collaboration. Such changes are inevitable. However, the strong (internal 

and external) demand for collaboration on the MDGs, and ongoing commitments of financial resources, 

should ensure adjustments are made to ensure sustained collaboration. More broad based professional 

networks might have been developed if intended MoU outcomes of staff exchanges and more systematic 

sharing of knowledge, lessons learned and evaluation findings had been implemented more effectively. 

 45.  There are some questions about the sustainability of current institutional arrangements for MoU 

implementation. Close relations, strong commitment and frequent contact between senior planning 

officials helped in informally discussing and resolving differences of opinion on development issues29. 

Without ongoing consultations and quick resolution of concerns, differences of opinions may have 

hindered the effectiveness of ongoing collaboration. 

46.  A facilitator (a former member of the ADB’s Board of Directors) employed by ESCAP helped to 

build relationships and the management systems for ongoing MoU monitoring. Several discussants 

highlighted the important role played by the facilitator in building momentum and in resolving 

bottlenecks to implementation. Funding for this position stopped in early 2009. While there is a danger 

that some momentum may be lost without the facilitator, it is encouraging that both institutions accept 

that ongoing cooperation should be facilitated by permanent staff of both organizations.

 Respondents from focal points indicated that would need to monitor and assess the impact of 

the loss of this position, and take any remedial action needed. A respondent suggested that more pro-

active and systematic attempts to consolidate and disseminate information could help in fulfilling one of 

the key roles previously played by the facilitator. 

                                                             

28 As noted earlier, the issue of sustainability was not specifically mentioned in the TOR. A brief discussion of sustainability 

is included here because a key aim of the MOU was to institutionalize collaborative arrangements between the two 

institutions. Sustainability is a key indicator of success in institutionalizing collaboration.  

29 E.g., when there were differing views on the desirability of an Asian Investment Fund, and more recently about the 

respective roles of the two organizations in addressing bottlenecks to regional infrastructure development. 
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Progress Towards Planned MoU Collaboration in Strategic Priority Areas 

Shared regional 

strategic 

priorities 

Sharing knowledge 

on lessons learned 

and evaluations 

Joint policy dialogue 

and programming. 

Exploring potential 

for co-financing 

regional programs 

and projects 

Exchange or staff 

secondments  

MDGs Effective sharing of 

lessons learned at all 

levels. More could have 

been done to share 

evaluation efforts and 

experience. 

Substantive joint policy 

dialogue at regional and 

sub-regional levels. 

No formal joint-

programming for 

support to MDGs: some 

informal consultations. 

Sustained joint financing 

(co- and parallel-

financing) of MDG 

related activities.  

MDG experience has 

been a model 

encouraging other joint-

financing. 

No formal exchange, but 

sustained cooperation 

between key staff which 

helped build 

professional links and in 

transferring skills. 

Environment Previous ad hoc sharing 

of knowledge is 

becoming more 

systematic, and now 

includes (multi-agency) 

collaboration in regional 

water resource studies. 

Previous ad hoc 

attempts at joint policy 

dialogue are becoming 

more systematic. 

Informal consultations 

on funding for selected 

key initiatives 

Previous ad hoc 

arrangements being 

replaced by more 

medium-term 

arrangements for 

financing joint activities 

in high priority areas. 

No formal staff 

exchange.  Increased 

linkages partly result of 

past professional 

collaboration. 

Socio-economic 

vulnerability 

Some ad hoc sharing or 

knowledge. 

No substantive 

collaboration.  

None None 

Regional 

cooperation and 

integration 

Some ad hoc sharing or 

knowledge. 

No substantive 

collaboration. 

None None 

Other Sharing of library 

documents, but this is 

being streamlined with 

moves to e-publishing. 

Regular invitations to 

events sponsored by 

each institution.  

Some ad hoc discussions 

on key development 

issues affecting Asia and 

the Pacific.  

None Some staff exchanges 

between 

library/knowledge 

management staff 

during early stage of 

MoU. No sustained 

outcomes. 

 

C. Conclusions and Recommendations 

(i) Conclusions 

47.  The MoU has helped facilitate tangible benefits to both organizations, and provides interesting 

lessons for developing more effective partnerships between development agencies, clearly 

demonstrating potential benefits to the institutions and their development partners. It has facilitated the 

development of a more strategic partnership between ADB and ESCAP. They are now pooling their 

resources to jointly produce authoritative reports on the MDGs and sustainable development (for the 

2010 Ministerial Conference on Environment and Development), and have engaged in joint advocacy of 

Asian-Pacific perspectives in global processes (most notably, the 2005 United Nations World Summit).  

48.  Regular consultations between focal points have helped raise awareness of comparative 

institutional strengths and concerns, and have helped in developing more strategic approaches to 

cooperation. Professional networks have been strengthened in key areas such as the MDGs, the 

environment and statistical development. ADB and ESCAP are now more systematically sharing applied 

research and other knowledge products. This is a distinct departure from the “client-service provider” 

model that had tended to dominate earlier cooperation between ADB and ESCAP. Not all of this 

improvement is directly the result of the MoU itself, but processes introduced under the MoU have 

facilitated a more strategic, longer-term approach to planning cooperation.  
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49.  The most visible manifestation of better cooperation has been the collaboration between ADB 

and ESCAP (together with UNDP) in applied research on MDGs. The work has received international 

recognition, and has benefited both ADB/ESCAP and their development partners with higher quality 

outputs and reduced knowledge sharing transaction costs30. Importantly, this collaboration has provided 

impetus for more substantive collaboration in other areas such as the environment and water. Activities 

are now underway (with other development partners) to prepare joint regional publications on 

environment and water issues in Asia and the Pacific. A joint publication on trade facilitation was also 

prepared.  Thus, substantive progress has been made towards achieving the higher level MoU objectives. 

There are good prospects of further improvements in substantive collaboration these areas, and in other 

areas where ADB and ESCAP have shared strategic priorities for regional development.    

50.  While the MoU helped lift cooperation to a more strategic level in key areas (e.g. MDGs and 

increasingly the environment), opportunities have also been missed (or at least have not been fully 

exploited: e.g., in transport, social development and regional cooperation and integration). 

51.  Some important planned collaborative activities did not materialize. There was little progress 

with planned staff exchanges, knowledge management and sharing of evaluation experiences. Joint 

policy dialogue and joint efforts to explore co-financing have so far been limited to the MDG work: there 

have been no examples of such cooperation to address emerging issues such as the recent global 

financial crisis. 

52.  Systemic administrative issues related to procurement and administrative costs arrangements 

continue to constrain implementation of co-financing arrangements. This has undermined efforts to 

collaborate on potentially important capacity building and regional cooperation projects. Limited 

progress was made with planned staff exchanges and sharing or evaluation experiences. More could have 

been done to disseminate information internally about opportunities for ESCAP/ADB cooperation and 

collaboration. 

53.  The process of attempting to formalize all collaboration between the two institutions also had 

some costs. Some project officers felt that the additional administrative costs resulting from formal MoU 

process did not justify the effort to engage in more limited ad hoc cooperation. In some cases, staff 

reported that difficulties in processing formal collaborative arrangements had weakened project level 

relationships between the two institutions. 

Table Summary Evaluation of MOU 

Evaluation Criteria Ranking  

Relevance High and increasing. Recent international developments such as the Paris Declaration, and 

new medium-term institutional strategies for ADB and ESCAP have served to increase 

relevance.  

Efficiency Generally efficient, but room for improvement. Regular senior level staff commitments 

have been need to develop collaboration, but the efficiency gains via MDG collaboration are 

substantive with good prospects for replication (and additional efficiency gains) in the 

environment and water sector. There is scope for improving project level efficiency by 

addressing administrative bottlenecks. 

                                                             

30 See ESCAP, 2008, Evaluation of the Project: Supporting the Achievement of the MDGs in Asia and the Pacific (Phase 2) 

2004-2007), ECAP Bangkok for a detailed evaluation of these issues. 
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Evaluation Criteria Ranking  

Effectiveness Mixed, but effective in terms of core MDG goals. Effective in terms of core goals of 

ensuring more effective collaboration to achieving MDGs, but limited achievements in 

terms of planned staff exchanges, general cooperation in knowledge management, and 

sharing of evaluation experiences.  

Sustainability Likely, but needs monitoring. Strong personal commitments have been important to 

success. But success likely to ensure sustained demand for collaboration, and international 

pressure to collaborate likely to intensify. Need to closely monitor impacts of recent 

personnel changes. 

 

(ii) Recommendations 

54.  Recommendations are summarized in the following table. 

Recommendation Rationale/Discussion 

More focused cooperation 

The core recommendation is to focus MoU efforts on 

a limited number of key shared strategic 

concerns/themes (e.g. the MDGs, the environment, 

water, regional integration (trade, transport and 

investment), social vulnerability, and improved 

outcomes monitoring (e.g. statistical development.)  

More efficient and effective to focus ADB/ESCAP regular 

consultation on achieving shared objectives (rather than a 

long-list of individual projects and activities to achieve these 

objectives). Delegate management of activities under 

thematic areas to relevant technical departments where 

there is opportunity for ground level cooperation in 

designing and implementing activities. 

 

Commit to medium-term funding for core thematic 

areas. 

It takes time to build the relationships needed for effective 

substantive collaboration. 

Directly link efforts to promote joint policy dialogue, 

knowledge sharing, collaboration in evaluation and 

staff exchanges directly to core thematic areas. 

Unfocused efforts to promote joint policy dialogue, 

knowledge sharing, and staff exchanges did not generate 

substantial outcomes. Focused efforts on tangible outcomes 

(e.g. MDGs) have been successful.  

Collaborate on sub-regional development strategies 

and strengthen operational links at sub-regional 

planning level. May be new opportunities to 

collaborate as ESCAP establishes new sub-regional 

offices.  

E.g., provide ESCAP with the opportunity to comment on 

ADB’s RDSPs, and vice versa for any similar sub-regional 

strategies produced by ESCAP.) Need to also to review ways 

to improve sub-regional collaboration in the Pacific. 

Strengthen the inter-sector linkages in trade, 

transport and investment needed to achieve shared 

strategic regional integration objectives.  

GMS and other experiences indicates potential benefits 

from collaboration to jointly address transport, investment 

and trade bottlenecks that could facilitate the development 

of cross border production networks and increased 

employment. 

Strengthen knowledge sharing and information dissemination  

Develop management system that gives more focus 

(at the overall coordination level) on monitoring 

results of key program areas (and less on individual 

projects).  

Use monitoring system and regular consultations to respond 

to new strategic opportunities and to address emerging 

concerns. 
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Recommendation Rationale/Discussion 

Improve monitoring and disseminating results and 

experiences from collaboration. Make staff more 

aware of the MoU, good practices, and practical 

advice on what sort of cooperation is likely to work 

and what is not. 

 E.g., dialogue with staff; disseminating information via 

newsletters, website and other information sources; and/or 

organizing “brown bag sessions” on key outcomes and 

issues during regular consultations with video links to other 

institutions. 

Develop joint or linked websites summarizing status, 

results and information on the cooperation between 

the two institutions. 

E.g., include MoU, guidelines for collaboration, minutes of 

regular consultations and links to collaborative projects on 

this website. 

Improve personal professional linkages 

Seek opportunities to improve professional 

relationships between the two institutions at all 

levels, including senior management. Increase the 

frequency of inter-agency staff dialogue (face-to face 

and/or by video conference). 

Encourage regular dialogue between counterparts to discuss 

regional development issues, and to identify and implement 

priority initiatives. Encourage immediate communication (at 

all levels) to deals with contentious issues. Encourage use of 

video-conference and other communications to resolve 

bottlenecks.  

Encourage systematic dialogue between ADB 

“knowledge” departments and ESCAP 

counterparts31. 

E.g., Extend “community of practice” cooperation; and 

review opportunities for regular joint applied research, 

knowledge sharing and policy dialogue on these issues. 

Re-invigorate staff exchange (and/or extended 

missions) program, focusing initially on opportunities 

for extended missions to work on share products 

such as MDG and environment reports and dialogue. 

Focus (at least initially) on tangible outcomes such as joint 

reports (MDGs, environment, and water), planning and 

implementing high level joint dialogue, and/or preparation 

of knowledge products and/or training material. Consider 

for staff exchanges to cooperate with flagship institutional 

products (such as ADB’s Asian Development Outlook and 

ESCAP’s Economic and Social Survey of Asia and the Pacific). 

Renew efforts to improve evaluation linkages (at 

least on pilot basis), including undertaking joint 

evaluations of thematic program areas.  

Consider staff exchanges to assist in consolidating 

evaluation findings, thematic studies, or in other areas 

which could facilitate the transfer of evaluation experiences. 

Administrative issues 

If a project focus is retained, ensure that concept 

papers are sufficiently developed prior to regular 

consultations with clear indication of activities and 

resource needs.  

Need to focus regular consultations on key strategic shared 

priorities, and less on lists of projects that may, or may not, 

materialize. 

Ensure more timely action on decisions taken at the 

regular consultations.  

Provide minutes of discussion on website within a week of 

meeting completion.  

Minimize the formal pipeline of doubtful and/or non-

performing collaborative initiatives (to minimize 

ongoing friction under formal arrangements).  

This could be achieved by both (i) ensuring that initiatives 

are sufficiently well developed prior to inclusion (i.e. 

pipeline activities should be more than just ideas); and (ii) 

removing non-performing projects more quickly.  

                                                             

31 ADB’s “Enhancing Knowledge Management under Strategy 2020: Proposed Plan of Action for 2009-2011 (24 July 2009) 

calls for action to “(i) Develop criteria for the selection of external knowledge networks including non-regional 

institutions (from ADB's member countries). Key criteria include (a) the three strategic directions under Strategy 2020 

(namely, inclusive socio-economic growth, environmentally sustainable growth, and regional cooperation and 

integration); (b) the priority sectors and thematic areas; and (c) the research priorities established under the TA Strategic 

Forum...”. 



 

Page 17 

Recommendation Rationale/Discussion 

Seek opportunities to address systemic institutional 

bottlenecks to collaboration (e.g., as was achieved in 

MOU between UNDP and ADB). 

At the same time, accept that parallel financing is likely to 

remain the main modality for financing ad hoc joint 

initiatives until pending systemic institutional issues can be 

resolved. 

Reward and/or recognize staff for efforts in 

developing effective collaboration. Accept that 

collaboration can be time consuming. 

Current incentive structures may hinder cooperation at the 

operational level (e.g., ADB project staff may be under more 

pressure to deliver and implement capital investment 

projects than to engage in the time-consuming process of 

developing effective partnerships). 

Review the need to provide resources for ongoing 

planning and management support by a third-party 

facilitator. 

Regular external inputs helped in developing momentum for 

collaboration. Some ongoing external input may help sustain 

momentum. 

 

 

(iii) Lessons Learned32 

55.  MoU experiences provide some interesting lessons learned that could be applied to other 

situations, including under MoUs with other development agencies. However, there are particular 

features of the ADB/ESCAP relationship which will make it difficult to directly apply this MoU as a 

“model” for other cooperative agreements. The considerable senior and middle management level effort 

that has been important to making this cooperation succeed made sense in this case because ADB and 

ESCAP are the two single regional development institutions with broad based mandates to facilitate 

regional cooperation on development issues. Other development agencies tend to have more narrow 

mandates. More streamlined cooperation arrangements may be more appropriate for narrowly based 

cooperation agreements.  Some general lessons learned include: 

Institutional relations 

• Nature of institutional relationship is critical to development of effective collaboration.  The 

partnerships developed to implement the MoU and to undertake the MDG and environment 

work have been effective in building relationships and trust between the two institutions.  

• Motivated focal points can play a key role in leading and sustaining institutional cooperation. 

MoU resulted in closer relations between the strategic management offices of ESCAP and ADB, 

which facilitated sharing of institutional knowledge and policies as well as resolution of issues. 

Collaboration is most likely to be effective where both institutions (and their staff) recognize that 

both institutions have a comparative advantage in specific areas of collaboration. 

• “Client-service provider” relationships have sometimes proved beneficial to both organizations, 

but are not a basis for sustained institutional collaboration. Conflicts that may arise under such 

relationships can disrupt broader efforts to improve institutional linkages. 

Personnel and Leadership 

• The substantive engagement of senior program managers is critical to success in formal 

cooperation. This is less critical for informal, ad hoc cooperation. 

                                                             

32 Some of these lessons learned may be useful in formulating and implementing other MoUs. 
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• Personal relationships can have a major impact on attempts at institutional collaboration. 

Workshops, professional retreats, staff exchanges, staff recognition for collaboration (e.g. joint 

publications) may all help build such networks.   

• Frequent staff changes can undermine collaboration (especially in the absence of formal 

institutional arrangements). Need long-term commitment to collaborative initiatives. 

• Staff incentive structures are important. Collaboration via partnerships is time consuming and 

may distract from core responsibilities. Staff need to be recognized and rewarded for developing 

effective partnerships. 

• There is little value in pressuring staff or departments to collaborate when they are not 

committed, or do not see any benefits from collaboration. 

Planning and implementation processes 

• Important that operational level collaboration begin at the design stage in consultation with key 

country level regional stakeholders.  “Peer to peer” planning helped develop partnerships where 

there was substantive buy-in.  

• Important to involve all partners in planning and implementation, including third parties engaged 

in implementation.  

• Poor awareness of institutional arrangements (e.g., the MOU provisions) by staff of both 

institutions can undermine effective collaboration. Focal points need to be pro-active in 

disseminating information about outcomes, opportunities, experiences and lessons learned. 

Monitoring and follow-up  

• Good monitoring systems can help address emerging bottlenecks, and made it difficult for 

anyone to completely “drop the ball” on agreed commitments. Important to ensure (and 

demonstrate) quick follow-up to address bottlenecks identified during consultations. 

• Annual consultation process helped raise the visibility of joint activities internally and externally. 

MoU brought more attention to the need for partnership between the two organizations, 

particular by senior management. Increased management attention helped in mobilizing 

sustained support for joint-activities.   
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APPENDIX 1: TERMS OF REFERENCE 
 

 

 

OBJECTIVES AND SCOPE OF THE JOINT EVALUATION OF THE MOU 

The main objectives of the Evaluation would be to (i) assess the implementation of the MoU; and 

(ii) identify lessons to further strengthen the partnership in promoting the achievement of 

development goals in Asia and the Pacific region. 

 The Evaluation would examine the following key questions: 

(i) To what extent are the objectives and assumptions set out in the MoU still 
relevant?   

(ii) To what extent have the objectives set out in the MoU been addressed?  

(iii) To what extent have the management arrangements set out in the MoU been 
implemented? Have these been effective and efficient? 

(iv) What have been the lessons learned that could help improve the administration 
and implementation of the ADB-ESCAP MoU (and similar MoUs)?   

 

 EVALUATION FRAMEWORK 

56. The MoU stipulates that the evaluation will assess the overall development impact of 

ADB-ESCAP cooperation.  However, achieving development impact will require more time.  

Therefore, the methodological framework for the Evaluation proposes to assess three key 

aspects of the MoU: (i) relevance; (ii) efficiency; and (iii) effectiveness.  This will be undertaken in 

the context of the MoU results framework agreed between the ADB and ESCAP (attached as 

Appendix 1 to this TOR).  

 Relevance.  The Evaluation would assess:  

(i)   To what extent the MoU was relevant to the common long-term vision of 
developmental challenges of the ADB and ESCAP; 

(iii) What are the main implications for future cooperation under the MoU as a 
consequence of the changing corporate strategic planning frameworks in both 
organizations? 

 Efficiency.  The Evaluation would assess: 

(i)  How does the implementation of the MoU enable or constrain effective business 
processes and ensure that the resources of both organizations are used as 
productively and efficiently as possible to support closer cooperation? 

(ii) How do ADB and ESCAP monitor, assess and manage their performance in 
relation to the aims and objectives of their cooperation?   

(iii) How could the annual ADB-ESCAP consultations be improved or reworked to 
support the intended MoU outputs? 
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Effectiveness. This would assess:  

(i) Realizing opportunities.  

a. To what extent has the MoU helped identify opportunities for cooperation in 
their respective operations?  

b. What opportunities have been present and have been helpful in promoting 
the purpose of the MoU?   

c. What opportunities have been missed or not fully exploited and why?  

d. What are the key opportunities over the medium term that can be taken 
advantage of to move the MoU towards achieving its purpose? 

(ii) To what extent the two institutions responded to the MoU by incorporating intended 
actions in their respective operations  

(iii) How can implementation constraints be dealt with over the medium term?   

(iv) The effectiveness of the MoU in influencing resource allocation and use to address 
the key development issues in the region.  

How does the implementation of the MoU build on best practices from each organization and 

encourage learning and development and knowledge sharing across the key sectors of 

cooperation (both in terms of MoU implementation and also in terms of influencing broader 

institutional activities)? 
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APPENDIX 2: Results framework 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Memorandum of Understanding Impact: 

 Enhanced regional cooperation for poverty reduction and achievement of MDGs in the Asian and Pacific Region  

MoU Outcome MoU Outputs Output indicators 

Measurable 

improvement in the 

quality of the 

“partnership” between 

ADB and ESCAP 

 

[In this regard, 

“partnership” 

encompasses specific 

activities such as joint 

studies, analyses and 

contributions to 

nominated events. 

[Also, this is based on 

the existing 

relationship between 

ADB and ESCAP] 

 

A. Regional intergovernmental agreement reached 

and regional network strengthened  to enhance 

regional and subregional linkages for development, 

including in the transport area 

      Joint projects that contribute to this output include, 

inter alia: 

- Technical assistance for formulating & 

implementing an Inter-governmental Agreement of 

the Shanghai Cooperation Organization Member 

States on Facilitation of International Road 

Transport 

- Further development of Asian Highway Routes 

- HRD in South Asia Subregoinal Economic 

Cooperation (SASEC) tourism sector 

A.1. At least one subregional 

intergovernmental agreement has 

been signed and implemented by 

member States by 2015 (initial 

negotiation concluded by end 2008) 

A.2. Tourism training institutions in 

SASEC subregion linked with the 

Network of Asia-Pacific Education and 

Training Institutes in Tourism (APETIT) 

 

 

B. Joint analyses designed  to promote effective policy 

advocacy on MDG achievement and other 

economic, social and environmental policy issues 

 

For example, joint analyses should encompass areas 

such as the following:  : 

- Progress towards the achievement of MDGs 

- GMS Business Forum 

- Air pollution 

- 5
th

 MCED (2005) and follow up 

- Trade 

- Health and development 

 

B.1. Joint MDG reports (at least 2 

reports by 2008, and 4 by 2015) and 

update of regional MDG progress (at 

least 2 updates by 2008, and 4 by 

2015) 

B.2. Annual update of MDG database 

accessible to member States 

B.3. Joint MDG advocacy forums (at 

least 4 organized by 2008, and 8 by 

2015) 

B.4. Key high-level events successfully 

and jointly organized, as evidenced by 

media coverage, policy outcomes and 

follow-up  

C. A joint knowledge management system established 

between ADB and ESCAP for knowledge sharing 

and creation, as well as policy development 

 

For example, the system may encapsulate information 

on joint activities such as: 

- Shared regional FTA database 

- Library exchange program 

- Communities of practice 

- Exchange of staff 

C.1.ADB and ESCAP establish  at least 

one joint community of practice and 

one joint database by 2008, followed 

by an annual review for possible 

expansion in the future 

C.2. At least one staff exchange 

between ADB  and ESCAP by 2008, 

followed by an annual review of the 

exchange program for consideration 

of possible exchanges in the following 

year 
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APPENDIX 2: LIST OF INTERVIEWEES 
 

Name Position Agency/Department 

ESCAP 

Nanda Krairiksh  Division Chief Programme Management Division 

E. Rene Basitaans   Section Chief Programme Management Division 

Tim Westbury Programme Management Officer Programme Management Division 

Rikke Munk Hansen Programme Evaluation Officer Programme Management Division 

Charles Davies Programme Officer Programme Management Division 

Haishan Fu Division Chief  Statistics Division 

Herve Berger Chief of Staff, Knowledge Management 

Coordinator 

Library 

Aimee Herridge Assistant Librarian Library 

Xuan Zengpei Director,  IDD (Information & communications technology & 

disaster risk reduction division) 

Nokeo Ratanavong Economics Affair Officer IDD 

Raj Kumar Senior Advisor Countries with special needs 

Syed Nuruzzaman Chief Countries with special needs 

Thelma Kay Division Chief Social Development Division 

Edgar Dante Economic Affairs Officer PMD 

Iosefa Maiava Head of Office ESCAP Pacific Operations Center (EPOC) 

Barry Cable Division Chief Transport Division 

Tiziana Bonapace Section Chief Macroeconomic Policy and Development Division 

Shaoyi Li Division Chief (a.i.) and Section Chief Energy Security Section, Environment and 

Development Division 

Sangmin Nam Environmental Affairs Officer Environment and Development Division 

Hitomi Rankine Environmental Affairs Officer Environment and Development Division 

Ermina Sokou Associate Environmental Affairs Officer Environment and Development Division 

Marc Proksch Economic Affairs Officer Trade Policy Section, Trade and Investment Division 

Kohji Iwakami Economic Affairs Officer Environment and Development Division 

Peter Van Laere Division Chief Administrative Services Division 

Yun-Hui Claude 

Sheng 

Human Resources Officer Administrative Services Division 

Hyeun-Suk Rhee    Head of Office Asia-Pacific Centre for Information and 

Communications 

Nagesh Kumar Division Chief Macroeconomic Policy and Development Division 

Masato Abe Economic Affairs Officer Trade and Investment Division 

Mia Mikic Economic Affairs Officer Trade and Investment Division 
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ADB   

Ursula Schaefer-

Preuss 

Vice President KM&SD 

Christoher W. 

MacCormac 

Deputy Director General SPD 

Indu Bhushan Director SPPI 

Tatiana Gallego-

Lizon 

Sr. Planning and Policy Officer SPPI 

Antonio Ressano-

Garcia 

Advisor VPKM 

Shahid Zahid  Lead Professional (Aid Effectiveness) PSOC 

Shiladitya Chatterjee Senior Advisor SPD 

Shintaro Hamanaka Economist OREI 

Wouter T. Lincklaen 

Arriens 

Lead Professional (Water Resource Management)  RSID 

Mary R. Clarke Human Resource Specialist BPHR 

Ganeshan Wignaraja Principal Economist  OREI 

Kaushal Joshi Statistician ERDI 

Sarath Lakshman 

Athukorala 

Senior Financial Analysis Specialist EATC 

Teruhisa Oi Energy Specialist EAEN 

Madeleine Varkay Senior Private Sector Development Specialist SEFM 

Richard Bolt Advisor SERD 

Jean-Pierre Verbiest Country Director TRM 

Naassim J. Ahmad Director RSES 

David McCauley Principal Climate Change Specialist RSSD-CC 

Ramesh Adhikari Director IED1 

 

Partnership Advisor 

Julian Payne Partnership Advisor Consultant 
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APPENDIX 3: LIST OF KEY DOCUMENTS REVIEWED 
 

ADB/ESCAP, 2004, Memorandum of Understanding Between ADB and ESCAP. Signed 16 May 2004 

ADB, 2006, Emerging Asian Regionalism: A Partnership for Shared Prosperity, ADB Manila 

ADB, 2008, 2007 Development Effectiveness Review, ADB, Manila 

ADB, 2008, Strategy 2020: The Long-term Strategic Framework of the Asian Development Bank 

2008-2020, ADB, Manila 

ADB, 2009, 2008 Development Effectiveness Review, ADB, Manila 

ESCAP, 2006, External Evaluation, June 2006, ESCAP, Bangkok, 

www.unescap.org/EDC/English/Commissions/E63/E63_19E.pdf  

ESCAP, 2008, Evaluation of the Project: Supporting the Achievement of the MDGs in Asia and the 

Pacific (Phase 2) 2004-2007), ECAP Bangkok for a detailed evaluation of these issues. 

ESCAP, 2008, Resolution 64/1: Restructuring of the Conference Structure of the Commission 

ESCAP/ADB/UNDP, 2008, A Future Within Reach 2008, Regional Partnerships for the Millennium 

Development Goals in Asia and the Pacific. ESCAP, Bangkok. 

http://www.adb.org/documents/Reports/MDG-Future-Reach-2008/MDG-Future-Within-Reach-

2008.pdf 

UN, 2008, Strategic Framework for the Period 2010-2011: Programme 15, Economic and Social 

Development in Asia and the Pacific 

 

Reports of regular consultations, including minutes of regular consultations 

Project files (especially pre MoU files) 

 

Selected Websites 

www.escap.org  

www.adb.org/poverty/mdgs.asp  

www.mdgasiapacific.org   
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APPENDIX 4: SUMMARY OF SURVEY FINDINGS ON THE 

MOU BETWEEN ADB AND ESCAP 

A. Introduction 

As part of the evaluation a simple questionnaire was prepared and forwarded to discussants prior to 

meeting. Discussants were selected as project officers having some involvement in MOU related 

activities. The level of involvement ranged from intensive (focal points and facilitator) to those that had 

minimal involvement in administrating cooperative activities included under the MOU. Most participants 

completed and submitted responses after the interview.  

A total of 17 responses were received (7 from ADB official, 9 from ESCAP officials, and one from the 

former facilitator). Some 7 questionnaires were not returned. Most of the non-respondents were people 

who said that they had little or no knowledge of the details of the MOU. 

The sample size is very small and biased in that it is dominated by ADB and ESCAP officials who have been 

actively engaged in cooperative activities. Nevertheless, the data provides useful insights into what has 

worked, what has not, and what could be improved. A copy of the questionnaire is attached to the 

Appendix. 

B. Perceptions of the Level and Trends in Cooperation 

Overall, staff of the two institutions has a mainly positive perception of cooperation between ADB and 

ESCAP. Most staff (11/17) felt the level of cooperation under the MOU between ADB and ESCAP was 

good or excellent, two thought it was marginal, and one thought it was poor. Two indicated that they 

were not it a position to make an assessment.  ADB staff interviewed tended to have a more positive view 

on cooperation: 6/7 rated the cooperation as good to excellent, compared with 4/9 ESCAP staff. The 

small sample size makes it difficult to read too much into this observation33. 

 

 

 

                                                             

33 Sample size is small and samples are not random. 
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Some 7/16 respondents felt that the overall level of MoU cooperation had improved during MoU 

implementation. Seven thought that it had remained steady, and only one respondent thought that it had 

declined. Two indicated that they were not it a position to make an assessment as they were not well 

informed about the nature and content of the MoU.  

 

 

 

Respondents were also asked “How important have the MoU processes been in influencing the overall 

level and trends in cooperation between ADB and ESCAP?”  

 

 

 

Most respondents felt that the MoU made some contribution to cooperation between ADB and ESCAP. 

Only 3 felt that it was not a significant factor. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

improving

steady

declining

don’t know

No of respondents

Trends in MOU Cooperation

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

important

marginal 

not significant

don’t know

No of respondents

Importance of MOU Process



 

Page 27 

Seven respondents felt that it was important; three felt that it was of marginal importance; three did not 

think that it was a significant factor; while four did not know or did not respond. Most of those 

substantially involved in the regular consultation process felt the MoU process was important.  

A somewhat higher percentage of ADB staff (5/7) indicated they viewed the MoU process has important 

or marginally important, compared with 4/9 ESCAP staff. Again, sample size is too small to draw any 

conclusions on the significance of this difference. 

C. Changes in Levels of Cooperation in Key Areas 

Respondents were then asked did the MoU contribute to a change in the level of cooperation between 

ADB and ESCAP in selected areas? Most respondents perceived improvements in key areas of 

cooperation, and none saw a deterioration in any area of cooperation. Several respondents felt that they 

were not in a position to make any judgment. 

Most (11 respondents) felt that there had been some or a substantial increase in “Sharing knowledge of 

lessons learned about development experiences in Asia and the Pacific”. Only two respondents saw no 

change. The remainder did not know or did not respond.  

 

 

 

 

Most (10/17) felt that there had been some or a substantial increase in “Policy dialogue on key regional 

and sub-regional development issues”. Only four respondents saw no change. The remainder did not 

know or did not respond.  
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There was less support (8/17) for the view that the MoU had contributed to an increase in “Joint 

programming of relevant regional and sub-regional activities.” Some 5/17 respondents saw no change. 

The remainder did not know or did not respond. There were similar perceptions with respect to the 

question of whether the MoU had contribute to any increase in “Exploring potential for co-financing 

regional and sub-regional programs and projects”. 

D. Trends in Cooperation in Key Strategic Areas 

 

Respondents were also asked to rank trends in types of cooperation in key strategic areas of cooperation.  

While there were very different rankings for the measures of cooperation in the different strategic areas, 

most individual respondents who gave high (or low) ratings for one indicator, gave exactly the same 

ratings for all the other indicators. That is, for each strategic area of cooperation (MDGs, RCI, etc) similar 

results were found for all indicators of cooperation: “Levels of regular contact”; “Sharing of knowledge 

and information”; “Collaboration in engaging partners on policy issues”; and “Substantive collaboration in 

activities: shared outputs”.  

There was a very broad agreement that the most successful area of cooperation was in working together 

on the MDGs. Nine respondents say substantive improvements in regular contact and another 2 saw 

some improvement. None saw a decline and only one person report no change in the degree of regular 

contact. Five did not know or did not respond to the question. Similar results were found for all other 

indicators of MDG cooperation. 
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Only a couple of respondents saw any improvement in regular contact on regional economic 

development and regional cooperation and integration (RCI) issues. The result for RCI is a particular 

concern as regional cooperation is an increasingly important shared strategic priority for the two 

institutions, and in areas (e.g. the GMS) where there had been substantive cooperation prior to the 

MoU34. Only one respondent felt that there had been an increase in contacts on RCI issues. One felt that 

there had been a decline in contacts. 

Most respondents did not know/did not respond about cooperation in the environment area, but 5 noted 

that there had been some or large substantive increase in contact in this area. This raises the question as 

to whether greater efforts are needed to improve internal information sharing about experiences in 

ADB/ESCAP cooperation.  

Most respondents were unaware of cooperation in the area of social development. One person felt that 

cooperation in this area had declines. Several discussants suggest that this was an areas where the 

potential to increase cooperation, building on the different comparative strengths of both institutions. 

The aggregate responses to questions about cooperation in transport were similar to that about 

cooperation in environment. Interestingly, direct responses from transport project staff of both 

institutions, indicated that there were fundamental problems that were impeding cooperation in the 

transport sector. The transport staff interviewed during the evaluation did not return a completed 

questionnaire. Concerns were also expressed about the lack of linkages between the trade and 

investment work on one hand, and building the transport infrastructure that would facilitate trade and 

investment (and vice versa). 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                             

34 See ADB Vice-President van der Linden 2004 memo prior to signing of the 2004 MoU. 
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E. Summary of Other Written Reponses in Questionnaires 

(i) Tangible Outcomes 

Respondents highlighted the shift in the nature of the partnership and the more strategic, longer-term 

approach to planning cooperation. This allowed resources of both organizations to be pooled to jointly 

produce authoritative reports on the MDGs and the State of the Environment. At the highest level, the 

two organizations were able to engage in joint advocacy of Asian-Pacific perspectives in global processes, 

such as the 2005 United Nations World Summit.  

MDGs 

• Report on MDGs (highlighted by most respondents), workshops and other knowledge 

transfer, and joint policy dialogue on key regional development issues. This has helped 

minimize conflicting messages on results and gaps in realizing MDGs. Has helped ensure 

sustained focus on provision of ODA to Asia. 

• Regional MDG reports and workshops 

• Enhanced commitment of member states to the MDGs (as reflected in national 

strategies and regional commitments). 

• Builds on respective organizational synergies (i.e., ESCAP convening power, ADB‘s strong 

resource and programming capacity and UNDP’s country coordination role. 

• Increased awareness of comparative regional progress in realizing MDGs 

• Better and more timely statistics for monitoring and reporting on MDG progress. 

• Strong regional partnership between ADB, ESCPA and UNDP leading to better research, 

knowledge transfer, joint policy dialogue, and better targeted funding.  

Regional Economic Cooperation and Integration 

• Regional Technical Group on Aid for Trade 

• Handbook on Trade Facilitation 

Transport 

• Support to Shanghai Cooperation Organization trade facilitation agreement. 

• Enabled ADB and ESCAP to “blend” national and sub-regional focus and to think beyond 

just transport planning. 

Environment 

• Joint development of Report on the State of the Environment in Asia and the Pacific”. 

(2005 and 2010). MoU facilitated more substantive and strategic cooperation in 

preparing the 2010 report.  

• Policy Study on Energy Security and Climate Change 

• Other background analysis and support for Regional Ministerial Conference on 

Environment and Development. Follow-up on issues raised at the ministerial conference. 

• Collaboration to produce (in 200%) the Asia Water Watch 2015. 

• Collaboration (since 2008) to produce the Asian Water Development Outlook 2010. 

• Related contributions to Asia-Pacific Water Summit.  

• Joint development of an indicators system for sustainable water use 
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Social Development  

• Nothing mentioned 

Other 

• Document and other cooperation between the two libraries. Staff of both institutions 

are advised of publications from their partner institution.  

• Regular consultations, more strategic cooperation and improved information sharing: 

stronger professional relationships between strategic planning personnel. 

(ii) MoU Factors Facilitating Cooperation 

• Role of focal points in leading cooperation. MoU resulted in closer relations between the 

strategic management offices of ESCAP and ADB, which facilitated sharing of 

institutional knowledge and policies as well as resolution of issues. 

• MoU helped shift the partnership away from more ad hoc cooperation based on 

personal relationships towards a better planned and more structured process of 

cooperation. Institutional collaboration is at a higher strategic level. 

• Process helped raise the visibility of joint activities internally and externally. MoU 

brought more attention to the need for partnership between the two organizations, 

particular by senior management. Increased management attention helped in mobilizing 

sustained support for joint-activities.   

• Regular (annual) consultations, programming and monitoring. Helps ensure well-

informed discussions at regular consultations and contributes to a more focused 

cooperation in areas of common interest to ADB and ESCAP. Helped resolve generic 

issues in systematic way. 

• “Peer to peer” planning helped develop partnerships where there was substantive buy-

in.  

• Joint road map on ongoing and planned joint activities helped ensure continuity and 

consistency in interactions. Provided an improved basis for sharing information at the 

management level (but dependent on partnership advisor). 

• Good monitoring system helped address emerging bottlenecks, and made it difficult for 

anyone to completely “drop the ball” on agreed commitments 

• Relatively rapid follow-up to address bottlenecks 

• Clear channel of communications (via focal points)  

• Strong commitment by key management level staff 

• Strong demand for collaboration at the technical level 

• Sharing of information, expertise and experience 

• Joint organization and implementation of activities 

• Helped changed perception of ADB as a banker, and ESCAP as a contractor. Shifted views 

of relationships towards development partners. 

• Allowed staff to learn from past experiences (but some also reported failure to 

effectively do this as weakness). 

Collaboration with ESCAP on MDGs gives ADB more confidence to move forward with authoritative 

publications: better than just relying on consultants. Several ADB staff stressed the limited research and 

writing resources and time in ADB).  
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(iii) MoU Factors Inhibiting Cooperation 

• Poor awareness of MoU by staff of both institutions, even those involved in ADB/ESCAP 

cooperation (many non-focal point officials raised this problem).  

• Focal point needs to interface better and get more input from substantive divisions 

• Weak processes for joint programming in shared priority areas 

• Administrative constraints and lack of will and determination to remove them. Systemic 

issues had to resolve at MoU level (e.g., different rules of origin). 

• Problems in transfer of funds (co-financing) because of differences in procurement rules, 

and lack of standard agreement on overheads were particular headaches. 

• ESCAP regional staff felt that ADB country/regional offices were not aware of the MoU 

(South Pacific) and the commitment to cooperation. 

• Lack of understanding of the comparative strengths and weaknesses of both institutions. 

• Substantive staff not always adequately involved in identifying areas of cooperation. 

They need to be involved and committed to the process. 

• More structured, formal processes sometimes delayed decision making.  

• Staff time to comply with formal MoU monitoring and management requirements. 

• Lack of space for ad hoc cooperation based on personal relationships. Can inhibit 

informal contacts at the working level. 

• Lack of power of focal points to push cooperation. Cooperation depends on ownership 

and commitment of substantive divisions. 

• Monitoring system not prioritized to ensure primary focus on shared strategic 

objectives. 

• Some poor performing initiatives stayed in pipeline too long. 

• Lack of commitment by some senior operational staff. 

• Incentives of operational staff not always geared to partnerships. 

• Activities too broad ranging: not enough focus. 

• No real sense of individual activities adding up to the larger whole 

• Weak or non consistent communications between different activity teams. 

• Only sporadic attention to the program as a whole. 

• Frequent staff changes can undermine collaboration. Need long-term commitment to 

collaborative initiatives. 

Internal allocation of funds to offices that had joint projects with ADB increased through the parallel 

financing modality. For activities where transfer of funds from ADB was effected, regular staff resources 

were made available for joint implementation of activities/projects. 

 

(iv) Conclusions 

• Nature of partnerships has changed and now much more substantive. 

• Cooperation now more strategic 
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• Collaboration can reduce transaction costs of development partners (developing 

countries and donors) in acquiring knowledge about key development issues, and 

improve the quality of this knowledge. 

• Information sharing momentum lost because of the retirement of two key staff.  

• As more material is published online, there is less need to hold all documents in print 

format. 

• Joint ESCAP-ADB projects influenced (in-kind and financial) resource allocation, 

especially in ESCAP where total resources are limited. Both parallel and co-financing 

arrangements impacted on overall resource allocations. However, there is little concrete 

evidence that the collaboration is leading to a re-thing of broader resource allocation 

(some discussants suggested that the MDG analysis may have had some influence in 

some country programming activities, but more research would be needed to verify 

such impacts). 

(v) Recommendations 

• Need to focus MoU priorities more on key strategic concerns. Reduce the number of 

areas for cooperation to a more manageable level focusing on the common strategic 

priorities of both organizations to enable more meaningful dialogue on policy issues. 

• Library would continue to support efforts to exchange information between the two 

institutions 

• The identification and implementation of priority areas should involve the substantive 

divisions of both organizations on more substantial and proactive manner (several 

respondents made this point). 

• Designated resources and specific activities should be identified at or around the regular 

consultation meeting in addition to a general review of policy and organizational 

progress (i.e. pipeline activities should be more than just ideas). (several respondents 

made this point). 

• Pro-actively seek to improve higher level relationships between the two institutions. 

• Make better use of personnel with existing strong relationships personnel at the other 

institution to identify and develop joint programs and projects. 

• Better attempts should be made to build on existing areas of cooperation. For example, 

the South Pacific “Economist’s Forum” is a key instrument whereby ADB and ESCAP 

(together with IMF) cooperate in the South Pacific, but is not covered under MoU 

activities. 

• Need to improve internal communications and make all staff more aware of the MoU, 

best practices, and practical advice on what sort of cooperation is likely to work and 

what is not. 

• Increase the frequency of staff dialogue between the two institutions (e.g video 

conferences, cross-institutional presentations for staff, enhanced cooperation on 

knowledge management, staff exchanges). 

• Need to engage leaders of substantive/operational divisions and departments more 

effectively. 

• Need to improve horizontal communications between key focal points and program 

managers. Need to develop operational links at sub-regional planning level. 
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• Focus more on limited number of thematic program areas (e.g. poverty/MDGs, 

environment, water resources, regional cooperation and integration). Focus on broader 

development outcomes in these thematic areas. Encourage systematic dialogue 

between ADB “knowledge” departments and ESCAP counterparts on these thematic 

issues. Review opportunities for more regular joint applied research, knowledge sharing 

and high-regional regional policy dialogue one key issues affecting the region.Extend 

“community of practice” cooperation in these areas. Use staff exchanges to support 

substantive outputs in these areas (e.g. to assist in preparation of joint reports). 

• Recognize the parallel financing is likely to remain main modality of joint projects until 

pending systemic institutional issues can be resolved. 

• Sustain funding for facilitator: important in sustaining momentum. 

• Engage task managers on both sides more directly to increase “buy-in” and commitment 

to collaborative processes. Work is too important just to level to focal points.  

• Publicize and promote the benefits of collaboration better to all staff. 

• Improve both internal information sharing and sharing between the two institutions. 

Need to increase awareness of inter-sectoral linkages in achieving shared strategic 

regional objectives (e.g. between transport, investment and RCI). 

• Need to renew efforts to improve knowledge management of both institutions. 

• Faster and more timely action on decisions taken at the regular consultations. Provide 

minutes of discussion on website within a few days of meeting completion. 

• Need to remove non-active activities from pipeline more quickly to allow focus on 

doable initiatives.  

• ADB’s “knowledge complex” should have more frequent and issue focused dialogue with 

ESCAP counterparts. 

• Develop joint or linked websites summarizing status and information on the cooperation 

between the two institutions. 

• ESCAP should be given the opportunity to comment on ADB’s RDSPs, and vice versa for 

any similar sub-regional strategies produced by ESCAP.  
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APPENDIX 5: EVALUATION OF MOU BETWEEN ADB AND ESCAP: 

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR ADB/ESCAP STAFF 
 

Under a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) -- dated 16 May 2004 -- ADB and ESCAP agreed that ADB 

and ESCAP would work together:  

a. to support poverty reduction at the regional and subregional level in the Asia and Pacific 

region; and  

b. in support of other development goals, including achievement of the other millennium 

development goals (MDGs), to be considered and undertaken at the regional and sub-

regional levels 

The purpose of this questionnaire is to assist with a mid-term evaluation of the relevance, efficiency and 

effectiveness of this MoU. Could you please complete this questionnaire by 10 August 2009?  

The consultant undertaking this evaluation would also like to meet you briefly in August for follow-up 

meetings. Your cooperation and assistance would be greatly appreciated.  

We hope that the evaluation findings will help improve the effectiveness of cooperation between ADB 

and ESCAP, and with other development partners.  

 

Organization:_________________   

Role in MoU implementation: _____________________________   

Date: ______________ 

 

QUESTIONS 

1. Please rate your overall perceptions about the overall level of, and trends in, cooperation under 

the MoU? 

Level   � excellent � good � marginal � poor    � don’t know 

 

Trend  � improving � steady � declining � don’t know 

 

 

2. How important have the MoU processes been in influencing the overall level and trends in 

cooperation between ADB and ESCAP? 

� important � marginal � not significant    � don’t know 
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3. Did the MoU contribute to a change in the level of cooperation between ADB and ESCAP in the 

following areas? PLEASE TICK RELEVANT BOX 

Area of cooperation Substantial 

increase 

Some 

increase 

No 

change 

Decline Don’t 

know 

Sharing knowledge of lessons 

learned about development 

experiences in Asia and the 

Pacific?   

     

Policy dialogue on key regional 

and sub-regional development 

issues 

     

Joint programming of relevant 

regional and sub-regional 

activities. 

     

Exploring potential for co-

financing regional and sub-

regional programs and projects 

     

 

 

4. Please provide 2-4 examples of MoU related activities which contributed substantially to the 

realization of shared priority objectives of ESCAP and ADB. 

Activity Contribution to shared priority objectives of ESCAP and ADB 
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5. Please rate the impact of the MoU in terms of the level of collaboration in the following areas 

(relative to pre-2004 situation).  PLEASE USE CODE BELOW TABLE  

Thematic areas Regular contact 

between ADB/ESCAP 

experts and staff 

working on these 

thematic issues 

Sharing of 

knowledge 

and 

information 

Collaboration 

in engaging 

partners on 

policy issues  

Substantive 

collaboration in 

activities: 

shared outputs 

1. MDGs     

2. Regional 

economic 

development 

issues  

    

3. Regional 

integration 

    

4. Environment 

issues 

    

5. Social 

development 

    

6. Transport  

 

    

7.  

 

    

Code: 1=much less; 2=less; 3= no change; 4= some improvement; 5=big improvement; 6=not sure/don’t 

know. 

(Please answer 6 if you were not exposed to ADB/ESCAP cooperation prior to 2004.) 

 

6. How did implementation of the MoU enable (or constrain) ADB/ESCAP collaboration? 

Enabled collaboration by Constrained collaboration because: 
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7. Please describe ways (if any) in which the MoU influenced resource allocation in your 

organization. 

 _________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

8. Please describe what you see as the key strengths and weaknesses in managing and monitoring 

implementation of the MoU 

Strengths of MoU management system  Weaknesses of MoU management system 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

9. Please consider 1-3 areas of cooperation under the MoU with which you are familiar and discuss 

the main value added to this area of cooperation, and describe any opportunities might have been lost if 

this MoU was not being implemented? 

Area of cooperation  Valued added as a result of 

cooperation under this MoU 

Potential opportunity cost if there 

had not been this MoU between 

ADB/ESCAP 
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10. Can you suggest changes in MoU approaches that might ensure more effective progress in 

encouraging policy dialogue on key issues of concern to both organizations? 

 ________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

11. Please provide any other suggestions to improve the effectiveness of the MoU in facilitating 

effective and efficient cooperation between UNDP and ESCAP. 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX 6: LIST OF ADB-ESCAP JOINT PROJECTS35 
 

 

                                                             

35 Source: ADB (August 2009) ADB/ESCAP MoU monitoring spreadsheet 

No. Activity

1 Pilot coop. on a  community of practice
2 Shared knowledge/lessons learned
3 Consult on policy dialogue
4 Explore potential for co-financing
5 Exchange/secondment of staff (general)
6 Exchange library pubs. & docs.
7 Notice of confs. & workshops etc.
8 Notice of strategy & proj. approval docs.
9 Notice of evaluations
10 Reciprocal invites to annual meetings
11 Invites to other confs. & workshops etc.

LIST OF ADB-UNESCAP JOINT PROJECTS

INSTITUTIONAL COOPERATION
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 ` 

ADB Approval n

No. Project Name Projects Date Date  Status Remarks

1 RETA-6223 Formulating and Implementing 

an Intergovernmental 

Agreement of the SCO 

Member States on Facilitation 

of International Road 

Transport

Formulating and Implementing an 

Intergovernmental Agreement of the SCO Member 

States on Facilitation of International Road 

Transport (CAR-SCO Road Agreement)

23-Dec-04 30-Jun-08  Completed The total TA cost is estimated at $1,530,000 equivalent. ADB will provide 

$500,000 on a grant basis. UNESCAP will provide $980,000, incl. $850,000 in 

kind. UNESCAP cash contribution will be in parallel financing to cover the 

expenses incurred by the Russian Federation including its participation in 

negotiating meetings and training. The SCO member governments will finance 

the remaining costs in kind by providing offices, counterpart staff, and 

administrative support.
2 RETA-6371 Mitigation of Transboundary 

Air Pollution from Coal-Fired 

Power Plants in North-East 

Asia

Mitigation of Transboundary Air Pollution from Coal-

fired Power Plants in North East Asia (NE Asia Air 

pollution control (NAPSEC)

18-Dec-06  Ongoing The total cost of the TA is estimated at $1.2 million, of which $900,000 will be 

financed on a grant basis by ADB’s TA funding program. The governments of 

PRC and Mongolia and UNESCAP will each provide in-kind contribution of 

$100,000 in the form of office space, facilities, and salaries of counterpart staff. 

The governments of Japan and the Republic of Korea have agreed to extend in-

kind support through the review of study reports by industry experts; access to 

relevant models; and active participation in knowledge-sharing training 

programs, workshops and seminars. There is an issue on project 

implementation, however, will be resolved soon and start procuring consulting 

services accordingly. 

3 GRANT-0107 Western Regional Road 

Corridor Development 

Project–Phase I (Mongolia)

Western Regional Road Corridor Development 

Project – Phase I (Asia Highway #4 in NE Asia)

Feb-08  Ongoing 

4 LOAN-2087 Regional Road Development 

Project (Mongolia)

Regional Road Development Project (Regional 

Roads in Mongolia #3)

22-Jul-04  Ongoing ADB consults with UNESCAP regularly to maintain collaboration in the road 

sector.

5 Collaboration of statistics collection  Ongoing 

6 RETA-6430 Measuring the Informal Sector a. Measuring the Informal Sector 12-Dec-07  Ongoing In this instance we collaborate with ESCAP on methodology, survey techniques 

etc, but the project is fully ADB funded and implemented. 

7 b. ADB also participates in ESCAP's Technical 

Advisory Group on the Development of Economic 

 Ongoing 

8 Using admin. resources to collect statistics  Completed The UNSIAP on its part provided services of one professional staff time for 5 

weeks to conduct the 5 training programs.

9 RETA-6497 Capacity Building for Regional 

Trade Integration and 

Facilitation

Trade facilitation manual and conference 

(Component 2 of RETA6497)

29-Oct-08  Ongoing UNESCAP staff provided technical contributions to trade facilitation manual. 

10 Regional FTA & investment data base  Completed ADB FTA database updated twice a year. Link created with UNESCAP's 

APTIAD database.Note: Charged to RETA6314 only.

11 RETA-6429 Supporting the Achievement 

of the Millennium 

Development Goals in the 

Asia and Pacific Region, 

Phase III

MDG Phase 3 extension (Track 3 for ESCAP) 

(2008-2011)

7-Dec-07  Ongoing The TA has a total cost of $1,300,000, of which $325,000 will be financed on a 

grant basis by ADB’s TA funding program and the balance by the two partners 

UNESCAP and UNDP. Of this amount, $200,000 will be transferred to 

UNESCAP for its portion of the TA implementation; while $125,000 will be 

retained by ADB for

ADB-led activities. The amount of $975,000 is jointly financed by UNESCAP and 

UNDP.

12 RETA-6274 Supporting the Achievement 

of the Millennium 

Development Goals in the 

Asia and Pacific Region: 

Phase II

MDGs Phases 2 & 3/Track 2 30-Nov-05  Ongoing Phase II had a total cost of $1,300,000, of which ADB funded $325,000. Of this 

ADB funding, $190,000 was transferred to UNESCAP for its part of 

implementation; while $135,000 was retained by ADB for ADB-led activities. The 

amount of $975,000 was jointly financed by UNESCAP and UNDP. Phase II 

RETA 6274 will be closed in September 2009. 

13 RETA-6197 Supporting the Achievement 

of the Millennium 

Development Goals in the 

Asia and Pacific Region

MDGs Reports 2 & 3/Phase 1 4-Nov-04 31-Dec-07  Completed The TA, which includes supporting the preparation of both MDG reports II and III 

and their dissemination, will cost around $4 million. UNESCAP and UNDP are 

allocating $1.5 million each. A total of $1.0 million (spread over 3 TA phases of 

$350,000 for phase 1 and $325,000 for each of phases 2 and 3) is proposed 

from ADB. Part of the ADB contribution would be given to UNESCAP for their 

implementation of the project. ADB will implement several activities directly, 

including, contributions to chapters of the main report, the technical paper 

series, and dissemination activities. The three organizations are working out the 

details. The proposal is for phase 1 with a total cost of $1.4 million, of which ADB 

would fund $350,000 (of which an amount of $200,000 will be given to 

UNESCAP for their implementation of the project) and a total of $1.05 million 

would be funded by UNESCAP and UNDP. TA to be financed on a grant basis 

by ADB’s TA funding program.
14 Joint State of Environment Report (formerly 

ESCAP State of Sustainability Report)
15 MCED6 (2010): preparatory process

16 MCED6: green business initiative

17 MCED6: green growth follow up in CARs, GMS, 

and Pacific

Forthcoming

18 MCED follow-up: Green growth policy 20-Jul-04 30-Nov-06  Completed 

19 MCED follow-up: Green business

20 5th MCED Seoul/March 2005

21 E-community centres in S Asia  Ongoing ADB approved a grant of $1,000,000 from Japan Fund for ICT (JFICT) for this 

project.  Based on the MOU signed between ADB and UNESCAP in September 

2006, $265,000 of this amount was transferred by ADB to UNESCAP in 

November 2006 to cover the costs of regional workshops, stakeholders 

meetings and training.  In addition, UNESCAP will provide $200,000 equivalent 

through in-kind resources.
22 RETA-6225 South Asia Subregional 

Economic Cooperation 

Human Resource 

Development and Capacity 

Building in the Tourism Sector

HRD in SASEC tourism sector 23-Dec-04 31-Dec-07  Completed Training courses and workshops supported by the TA will give priority to training 

of trainers, based on international best practices, and making use of the best 

resources available in the subregion. Development partners (including 

UNESCAP/APETIT, PATA, UNESCO, and WTO) will provide technical expertise 

and resource persons.

23 RETA-6228 Facilitating Cross-Border 

Trade and Investment in the 

Greater Mekong Subregion

Working with GMS Business Forum (GMS BF): 

Facilitating Cross-Border Trade and Investment in 

the Greater Mekong Subregion

23-Dec-04 16-Jul-09  Completed Officially closed on 16 July 2009. FYI: Future cooperation with UNESCAP could 

be in the area of  Integrating GMS SMEs into Global Value Chain. Also ADB 

plans to  implement a TA to assist GMS countries to establish the GMS Freight 

Transport Association (FRETA) at the cost of $500,000, for this UNESCAP may 

be asked to work together on capacity building aspect for the FRETA.

LIST OF ADB-UNESCAP JOINT PROJECTS
COMPLETED and ONGOING PROJECTS

This is the total ADB share of the cost for RETA 7285 which o covers for the cost 

of items # 14, 15, and 16. The total TA cost is estimated at $613,000 equivalent. 

ADB will finance $500,000 as a grant from its TA funding program (TASF-IV). 

UNEP will provide on a parallel basis, $90,000 equivalent, and UNESCAP will 

provide, on a parallel basis, $23,000 equivalent for the TA.

RETA-6180

RETA-7285  Ongoing PREPARATION OF THE 2010 

ASIAN ENVIRONMENT 

OUTLOOK

22-May-09

PREPARATION OF ASIAN 

ENVIRONMENT OUTLOOK 

2005

This is the total cost for RETA 6180 sourced from ADB funds  which covers for 

the cost of items # 18, 19 and 20. The total cost of the TA is estimated at 

$400,000. ADB will provide the entire amount on a grant basis, with $40,000 

provided to ESCAP as a contribution to the private sector forum to be held as a 

side event to the forthcoming Ministerial Conference on Environment and 

Development. ADB will authorize the release of its funds to ESCAP for the 

Ministerial Conference upon receipt of sufficient documentation to justify the 

need and the application of the funds. The TA will be financed on a grant basis 

by ADB’s TA funding program.
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 Status / Remarks

1 End-use energy efficiency - CARs No action yet.

2 Network for disaster risk management ADB not pursuing.
3 MDG Phase 4 (2008-2011) No action yet.

4 2nd Asia Pacific Water Strategy 2010 No action yet.

5 Low carbon use strategies ADB not pursuing.

6 Strategic Framework for Subregional Cooperation in Agriculture - 

Core Agriculture Support Program (CASP)

No action yet.

7 Annexes to SCO Road Agreement No action yet.
8 "Dry" Ports & logistics centres No action yet.

9 Statistics CB & collection in Pacific No action yet.

10 Support for participation in UN-CSW No action yet.

11 Pricing customs documents-GMS No action yet.

12 Charges on transit traffic-Cam/Laos No action yet.

13 Post-DOHA informal A-P ministers mtg No action yet.

PRIOR & PUT ON PENDING at 2007 CONSULTATIONS

PRIOR & RE-CONFIRMED at 2007 CONSULTATIONS

LIST OF ADB-UNESCAP JOINT PROJECTS

PROPOSED at 2008 CONSULTATIONS

PROPOSED at 2007 CONSULTATIONS

Proposed Projects
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No.
Projects

1 Road maintenance Initiative

2 Pacific urban managment

3 Analysis of use of FX reserves

4 Health without borders

5 CB for CDM

6 CB for e-commerce 

7 CB for multilateral trade system

8 CB for national accounts

9 Improving data accessibility

10 Quality of statistics & MDG data

11 CAREC-SPECA: Trade & transport

12 CAREC-SPECA: Coordinated energy

13 CAREC-SPECA: CB re WTO

14 Sust. social protection strategies

15 Integrating ICT in health systems

16 CARs Regional Rail Improvement

17 Central Asia regional tourism

18 Regional statistics on poverty

19 Safe water from arsenic

20 Ministerial Conference on Transport

PROJECTS DROPPED AT PREVIOUS CONSULTATIONS
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APPENDIX 7: ADB/ESCAP MOU  
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