
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE TO THE SPECIAL EVALUATION STUDY ON MANAGING FOR 
DEVELOPMENT RESULTS 

 
 On 21 October 2011, the Director General,  Independent Evaluation Department, 
received the following response from the Managing Director General on behalf of Management: 

 
I. General Comments 
 
1. We appreciate IED’s Special Evaluation Study on Managing for 
Development Results (MfDR). We are pleased with the study’s successful rating 
of ADB’s efforts in mainstreaming MfDR, and value its findings as important 
inputs to improving our approach further. We recognize that our achievements 
are most visible at the corporate level, and that much remains to be done in 
applying the MfDR approach to our country programs, and promoting MfDR 
capacity development in the developing member countries (DMCs).  
 
II. Comments on Specific Recommendations 
 
2. Recommendation 1: Enhance DMC capacity for MfDR through a 
strategic, phased engagement. We agree. We also support the view that this 
should be done as a public sector reform process requiring long-term 
engagement by ADB. We also agree with the options for strengthening DMC 
capacity, many of which we are already supporting. For example, ADB has 
strengthened its support for the Asia-Pacific Community of Practice on MfDR 
(APCoP-MfDR) to nurture in-country change agents (senior officials) committed 
to integrating results-based approaches into their country public sector 
management (PSM).1 We have also assisted many DMCs through our lending 
and technical assistance projects—including the pilot programs using the 
analytical framework developed by the APCoP—to strengthen their results-based 
PSM systems. Regional departments are strengthening their sector 
assessments, including the capacity gap analysis on PSM, to inform their county 
partnership strategies (CPS) and business plans. Building on this, we are 
developing a staff guidance note on integrating the results-based PSM analysis 
into sector assessments.  
 
3. Recommendation 2: Improve the results orientation of the corporate 
sector and thematic plans by clearly defining their purpose and the means 
to monitor their achievement. We agree. Since 2008, Management has 
approved many operational plans that contain approaches to operationalize the 
Strategy 2020 priorities. ADB’s sector and thematic communities of practice 
(CoPs) that coordinate the preparation of these plans are working closely with 
SPD to develop a clear and practical results framework for these plans, building 
on the regional departments’ experience in preparing country sector results 
frameworks. We are also developing staff instructions for preparing and 
monitoring such operational plans to ensure clarity about their purpose, 
operational approach being promoted, needed resources, and the mechanisms 
for monitoring and reporting. 

                                                 
1  The CoP includes members from 38 countries, and organizes regular knowledge sharing events, discussion 

forums, and training programs on MfDR in Asia and the Pacific. For more information, visit http://cop-
mfdr.adb.org.  
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4. Recommendation 3: Improve the corporate results framework by (i) 
strengthening the links between outputs and outcomes used in the 
corporate results framework and (ii) review its indicators to serve as a 
better management tool to gauge development effectiveness. We agree. 
ADB will comprehensively review the corporate results framework (including the 
Development Effectiveness Review process) in 2012. We also note the 
importance SES places on indicators that (i) inform near-term decision-making, 
(ii) track the sustainability of ADB initiatives; and (iii) allow an external view of 
how ADB has progressed. We will review the suggestions made by IED in this 
study, and look forward to our continued collaboration for the review, including 
the proposed tracking of the sustainability of ADB initiatives. In the Management 
response to the SES on the post completion sustainability of ADB-assisted 
projects (November, 2010), we sought IED’s support in improving the evaluation 
methodology for assessing sustainability and welcomed IED’s offer to prepare an 
annual sustainability assessment report.  
 
5. Recommendation 4: Improve the monitoring and reporting of 
outcomes and impacts at the country/sector and project layers to ensure 
greater results orientation. We agree with the recommendation in principle, 
while noting that the issues on post-project completion outcome monitoring and 
impact evaluations were reviewed earlier under the IED study on project 
sustainability (para. 4). As noted in Management’s response at that time, we are 
implementing the following actions within the available budget and staff 
resources: (i) monitoring of the outcomes of selected projects and using the 
findings to develop and update sector roadmaps and sector results frameworks; 
(ii) selected impact evaluation studies being undertaken by some regional 
departments; and (iii) a program to mainstream impact evaluation further across 
ADB under the TA supporting the implementation of impact evaluations in ADB 
(approved in 2010) and coordinated by an interdepartmental impact evaluation 
committee established in 2011. 
 
6. With PAI revision (PAI 6.02) and improvements in the quality of CPS 
results frameworks following the 2010 new business process, regional 
departments are starting to implement outcome monitoring during country 
portfolio review (CPR) missions. To support this process, SPD offers staff 
trainings focusing on results monitoring during CPRs, and will also assess good 
practices and challenges on results monitoring at the country level. We are 
improving the Country Development Effectiveness Briefs which are prepared by 
regional departments to report better the delivery of outputs and outcomes at the 
country level.  
 
7. We fully support the importance of providing additional MfDR training to 
ADB staff at the country and sector levels. SPD, in cooperation with BPMSD, 
offers regularly MfDR training programs targeting directors, country directors, 
country team leaders and members, and all staff. At the project level, the new 
project management information system (eOperations) enables more systematic 
and comprehensive results monitoring at project level. Regular and on-demand 
design and monitoring framework (DMF) training is being provided to all 
departments. Regional departments have strengthened their own quality-at-entry  
assurance system for projects, including DMF quality 
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