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PREFACE 
 

This report was commissioned by the Independent Evaluation Department (IED) of the Asian 
Development Bank (ADB) to a consultant (Nils Fostvedt) with deep knowledge of international 
development evaluation and also of the work of the department. IED commented at several 
stages on drafts of this report, but the  responsibility for this report (including any remaining 
errors) rests with the consultant. 
 
All opinions, conclusions and recommendations in this report are considered views of the 
consultant, unless clearly attributed to other sources. 
 
Renato Lumain assisted with a number of the tables and other information and analysis. 
Annabelle Abello provided administrative support. The advice and input of IED managers and 
staff are acknowledged with thanks.  

 
 

 





 

 
 

SELF-EVALUATION – SUMMARY 
 
Summary of Findings 
  

Independent evaluation is an essential tool in identifying how well an organization is 
addressing its strategic objectives, and in providing effective feedback to aid in improving the 
development effectiveness (relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability) of operations. 
Independent Evaluation Department (IED) is Asian Development Bank’s (ADB) department 
responsible for independent evaluation, reporting directly to ADB’s Board of Directors. The 
Board established in late 2008 the current IED Policy that has been in effect since 1 January 
2009.  
 
 Under its Policy, IED is responsible for undertaking evaluation activities to help the 
Board of Directors, ADB Management, and decision-makers in ADB developing member 
countries (DMCs) who are responsible for planning, designing, and implementing ADB-
supported projects and programs to understand whether resources have been well spent, and 
whether the planned outcomes have been achieved. Evaluation covers all aspects of ADB 
operations, including the policies, strategies, selections, practices, and procedures that govern 
them.  
 
 IED’s current mandate as formulated in the Policy is largely appropriate. But for greater 
focus and impact, the enumeration of these responsibilities will benefit from (i) strengthening the 
independence of the Director General (DGE) to review and comment on all crucial aspects of 
ADB’s strategy, directions as well as its self-evaluation systems and practices; (ii) broadening 
the expected scope and impact of the IED Annual Evaluation Review; and (iii) giving more 
attention to higher level evaluations (sectoral, thematic, and corporate evaluations). 
 
 Sharpening of focus and impact could also benefit from eliminating a backlog of project 
validations as well as reducing duplicative or low value-adding activities in commenting and 
issuing numerous memoranda and reports. IED is now streamlining the various stages of 
commenting on operational documents. It is also considering discontinuing the publication of 
individual validation reports as formal Board documents, but instead to disclose them as non-
Board information papers on the IED website and to issue an annual validation synthesis report 
with an appendix giving the individual ratings.  
 
  The ADB human resource policies and practices still impose practical limitations on the 
DGE, including the need for a meeting of the Vice-Presidents to approve appointments at the 
Director level, the practice of staff complement control, the filtering of candidates by the Human 
Resources Division (as in other departments) and the limited fungibility between staff and 
consultants. Within the IED budget, it would be appropriate for the DGE to decide on the 
staff/consultant composition and also staff composition between grades, without complement 
control such as is now practiced. IED could also benefit from having a greater flexibility in the 
hiring of staff for fixed periods and in adjusting over time the composition of staff to staff 
consulting.  
 
 IED has recently recruited significantly from outside ADB. Some of the new IED staff 
members had evaluation experience before joining the department, including four of the 10 staff 
recruited in 2011. Many bring varied and specialized sector experience in operations, research 
and evaluation. IED might continue to aim for about 50 percent of recruitments coming from 
outside of ADB, and should be able to decide when to send staff on training.  
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 Conducting evaluations is not a goal in and by itself – evaluations must be used to have 
benefits (including any impact from evaluation preparation and report discussions) – whether for 
accountability or learning. There are at present only limited information sources available for 
IED to get some measure of its effectiveness. Overall, these sources give a positive picture of 
IED’s impact on ADB, but they also identify vital areas for attention and action.  
 
 First, a survey was undertaken last year by outside consultants of the views on IED of 
ADB Board members, managers and staff – the Perception Survey. Overall, the responses were 
positive for IED. By group of respondents, the Board was 90 percent favorable. The favorable 
percentages were also high, although a bit lower, for ADB senior staff (72 percent) and 
international staff (68 percent). Operations staff expects IED to provide “clear, evidence-based 
recommendations” to influence the development and implementation of ADB projects, and there 
was a concern that IED’s recommendations were often too general.  
 
 Second, the Management Action Record System (MARS) was established in 2008, and 
as of end-2011 a total of 286 recommendations addressed to ADB had been included, at a 
declining rate as IED was reducing the number of recommendations per report. Management 
had at that time responded to most of the recommendations (there is often a time lag), and had 
agreed to implement 92 percent. So far the results indicate a considerable degree of 
implementation of IED’s recommendations, although it would be valuable to see if the numbers 
represent how meaningful the follow-up is.  
 
 Third, IED prepared its first “Results-Based Work Plan” in 2011 and subsequently 
updated this in 2012. The results-based plan has been consistent with an ADB-wide effort to 
align the work priorities at all levels of the organization with the Strategy 2020 goals. While it is 
appropriate for IED to prepare a results-based work plan and to share this for information with 
ADB Management, it does not seem appropriate for an independent evaluator to participate in 
management-led planning exercises. As the year before, the 2012 results-based work plan 
primarily served to provide directions for IED activities and to guide staff in their preparation of 
individual work plans for the year. Both plans, however, appear detailed and output-oriented and 
with little tracking throughout the year (although IED can collect updated numbers). 
 
Key Action Areas  
 
 The available sources give a positive picture of IED’s impact on ADB, but they also 
identify crucial and urgent areas of attention. Recently, IED has initiated significant changes in 
its work program and internally to strengthen its impact within ADB, with the Board and beyond. 
However, this report shows that in a number of areas IED must aim for greater quality, scope 
and impact. The extent of such impact could depend on IED’s own internal reforms and actions 
as well as the mandate for IED and the availability of additional budgetary resources.  
 

Quality, Scope and Impact 
 

(i) IED might aim to strengthen its impact on ADB policies and operations. By the 
same token, it could move from being largely ADB-centric to having also a 
broader impact on development results in ADB member countries, and it could 
aim to become a leader in Asia for development evaluation. 

(ii) Evaluation in ADB originally consisted largely of post-project completion 
assessments. However, for the last five years or so IED has been increasing its 
engagement in higher level evaluations, including country assistance program 
evaluations (CAPEs), sector assistance program evaluations (SAPEs), and other 
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sectoral, thematic and corporate evaluations. This is a welcome trend that should 
be re-emphasized. 

(iii) It would be important for IED to apply as a regular feature for main evaluations a 
system of peer reviewers external to IED, and for major evaluations IED should 
also try and use selectively external panel reviewers whose comments would be 
made available to the Development Effectiveness Committee (DEC) with the 
evaluation reports. 

(iv) A central and coordinated Management Response is being provided to final 
reports. It would however be useful if ADB could assign a central point for the 
coordination of a Management response also to IED’s evaluation approach 
papers, in order to address any issues of methodology at an early stage. 
(Currently, draft papers are submitted for comments to various departments in 
ADB, which respond independently, leaving it to IED to integrate sometimes 
disparate and contradictory suggestions.)  

(v) Evaluations that do not appear in time for major decisions will lose much of their 
potential usefulness for decision-makers. It is important that IED look far enough 
ahead and to start work on its particular evaluations in time, and that to this end 
information be available from Management on such matters as plans for 
revisions of policies or country programs. The project cycle for individual 
evaluations also needs to be untied from the fiscal year – a more even flow of 
work and deliverables over the year would be highly preferable. 

(vi) Disclosure, knowledge sharing, dissemination and learning require evaluation 
reports that are reader-friendly and can impart the key messages in ways that 
busy readers can grasp and understand. It is therefore welcome that IED has 
now agreed with the Office of the Secretary on a new and more up-to-date format 
for IED reports going to the Board. Also, some IED reports should each year be 
published externally for greater visibility and reach. 

(vii) The IED Annual Evaluation Review has reported on evaluation findings and in 
most years included a special topic. This report should be an important flagship 
report for the evaluation function. For greater visibility and impact, it would be 
appropriate for this report to be presented to and discussed by the Board in 
addition to DEC, and subsequently published with suitable external 
dissemination. 

 
Engagement and Follow up 

 
(i) The annual MARS exercise could be used more proactively as a source of self-

learning. The 2012 validation exercise should assess any issues from the rapid 
growth of the system and the considerable number of recommendations, and use 
the opportunity to establish a clear feedback-loop to IED from this exercise. 

(ii) IED’s management and staff are prepared to present findings, conclusions and 
recommendations with which ADB Management or parts thereof may disagree, 
but these are often couched in careful language and the way the reports have 
been written can at times have served for key messages not to stand out. 
Ongoing presentational reforms should help address this tendency, while it is for 
the DGE to ensure that the willingness to take unpopular positions will continue 
or be enhanced further. 

(iii) It would be preferable for IED to have its outreach plan, perhaps within the 
overall IED Policy. This should continue to be for full disclosure, in line with the 
policy of ADB, but should place the dissemination and outreach responsibility for 
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IED products on IED, for its products to be disclosed on the IED website, and for 
the DGE to decide on the exact timing and manner of outreach. 

 
Mandate and Budget 

 
(i) Six important criteria among the 26 for independence defined by the Evaluation 

Cooperation Group (ECG), a voluntary association of evaluation units of 
international financial institutions, are rated as partly addressed and should be 
addressed. In this regard IED is positioned within ADB’s organizational structure 
at a level below Operations, which is headed by vice-presidents. Giving 
independent evaluation parity vis-a-vis the position of Operations, the evaluee, 
would be an important signal  for evaluation’s independence, while also helpful in 
ensuring that IED is not left out of ADB-wide vice-presidential communications 
and actions.   

(ii) The Board is responsible under the IED Policy for ensuring the efficient use of 
resources and achieving results on the ground with sustainable development 
impact, but IED reports most of the time only to DEC. This is appropriate and 
practical. Given the Board’s overall responsibility and it being the primary client, 
more contacts between IED and the full Board would also be appropriate and 
useful, and there have been some recent steps in this regard. 

(iii) IED’s regular budget as approved separately is for 2012 equivalent to 1.8 percent 
of ADB’s administrative budget. This is a reasonable percentage in light of the 
size of ADB’s operations and the breadth of IED’s work program. However, this 
report identifies a number of areas where IED could productively utilize greater 
resources for stronger quality and improved impact within ADB and in DMCs.  

(iv) IED also receives two allocations annually out of ADB’s Technical Assistance 
(TA) Special Fund for TA and capacity development TA, respectively. However, 
to access these funds IED has to submit annually an application to ADB as part 
of an ADB-wide TA planning process. It would be preferable in the interest of 
independence for IED to receive also the research and development TA and 
capacity development TA funds (or equivalent resources) from the Board through 
its regular budget.   

(v) ADB does not have a full dollar budgeting, and a number of services are 
provided by central ADB departments. This can impose constraints on IED, but 
these need to be seen in their broader framework – as limitations caused by the 
overall ADB budgetary framework, to which IED would normally need to adapt.  

(vi) There are also constraints from some of ADB’s human resource policies and 
practices, most importantly that a meeting of the Vice Presidents must approve 
appointments at the Director level, which is against the spirit of the IED Policy. 
IED would generally benefit from having a greater flexibility in the hiring of staff 
for suitable fixed periods and in adjusting over time the composition of staff to 
staff consulting.  

 
Methods 

 
(i) IED has been participating in benchmarking and stocktaking exercises by ECG. 

Generally these exercises show a high degree of conformity for IED with ECG 
public sector good practice standards, while there is more work to be done 
regarding the good practice standards for the evaluation of nonsovereign 
operations.  
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(ii) IED would benefit from an overall statement of its core methodological principles 
and approaches to serve as the basis for other methodological statements and 
guidelines. 

(iii) In order to improve further the quality and relevance of its evaluations, IED might 
also, especially for higher-level evaluations, enhance the focus on ADB’s 
strategic positioning, i.e., whether ADB has been doing the right things, in 
addition to focusing on whether ADB has been doing the things right; thus 
strengthening the attention to strategic options and policy selections.  

(iv) The guidelines could also broaden the scope of evaluators’ judgment in light of 
specific circumstances, reducing the relative reliance on ratings alone. The 
guideline documents need to be edited for ease of reading by immediate users 
and also by a wider audience. 





 

 
 

I. OBJECTIVES AND SCOPE OF THE SELF-EVALUATION 
 
1. It has been generally recognized for quite some time, including by all multilateral 
development banks (MDBs) and many other aid organizations, that independent evaluation is 
an essential tool in identifying how well an organization is addressing its strategic objectives, 
and in providing effective feedback to aid in improving the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency 
and sustainability of operations. 
 
2. The Independent Evaluation Department (IED)1 was established in 1978, since which 
time it has expanded its range of evaluation products while gradually also becoming more 
independent of the Management of the Asian Development Bank (ADB). The ADB Board of 
Directors (“the Board”) established in 2003 a policy for the independence of IED.2 That policy, in 
keeping with similar approaches in all other MDBs, recognized that it was essential for ADB to 
have an independent and effective evaluation function to provide critical support to the Board 
and to Management in ensuring accountability, relevance and effectiveness in the provision of 
development assistance. 
 
3. In 2008 the Board and the President of ADB committed to undertake a comprehensive 
external review of IED’s independence and effectiveness. The President appointed a four-
member working group, consisting of three Board Directors and the Managing Director General, 
who in turn drew on a report prepared by two external experts,3 to conduct a review of the 2003 
Policy. This led to the Board’s approval in November 2008 of a replacement of that Policy with 
the current Policy, which has been in effect since 1 January 2009.4 The review by the 
consultants (later in this report referred to for clarity as the 2008 consultants) was useful in 
setting out various aspects regarding IED’s independence, especially after a visible issue 
concerning the term of a former Director-General. However, it necessarily gave less attention to 
issues concerning IED’s effectiveness and evaluation methodologies. On independence, the 
review also focused on the then major issues and therefore gave less attention to specific 
operational matters.  
 
4. This report assesses key aspects of the effectiveness of IED and identifies ways in 
which this effectiveness can be improved. It also reviews IED’s independence in light of the 
changes that were implemented with the 2008 IED Policy and identifies issues (including 
smaller operational and practical issues) that may still be affecting aspects of this 
independence, and the report develops a set of recommended actions for IED management.  
 
5. All opinions, conclusions and recommendations in this report represent the considered 
views of the consultant, unless clearly attributed to other sources. To arrive at these views, the 
work on the self-evaluation has been undertaken along several dimensions: 
 

(i) The work has considered the 2008 IED Policy as the current basis for IED’s 
position within ADB and for its modes of operations. 

                                                 
1  Earlier, the unit was known as the Post-Evaluation Office, the Operations Evaluation Office and subsequently the 

Operations Evaluation Department (OED). The shift to IED was decided by the Board in the 2008 Policy. In this 
report the term IED is used throughout, except in direct quotations. 

2  Independent Evaluation Department. 2003. Enhancing the Independence and Effectiveness of the Operations 
Evaluation Department. Manila: ADB.  

3  C. Scott Clark and Burt Perrin. 2008. Review of the Independence and Effectiveness of the Asian Development 
Bank’s Operations Evaluation Department (OED). Final Report, submitted to the Working Group of the ADB’s 
Board of Directors. September 4. 

4  ADB. 2008. Review of the Independence and Effectiveness of the Operations Evaluation Department. Manila. The 
new Policy is set out in Section IV of that report; earlier sections contain the review itself. 
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(ii) It has applied the organizing framework described in the Evaluation Cooperation 
Group (ECG) Review Framework for the Evaluation Function in MDBs.5  

(iii) Supplementing this overall analysis, the self-evaluation has examined available 
IED evaluation guidelines including against available ECG Good Practice 
Standards (GPS), drawing where possible on existing benchmarking exercises 
undertaken under the aegis of the ECG.6 

(iv) The 2011 Perception Survey7 of ADB Board, managers and staff has helped to 
identify important issues raised by respondents in ADB and on the Board. 

(v) Various issues have been identified through internal IED staff discussions 
including useful comments on earlier drafts of this report. 

(vi) Finally, the report of the 2008 consultants (footnote 3) and also available external 
views have been consulted. These are summarized in Annexes 1 and 2, 
respectively.8  

 
 

II. CORE FUNCTIONS OF THE INDEPENDENT EVALUATION DEPARTMENT  
 
6. IED is ADB’s department responsible for independent evaluation, reporting directly to 
ADB’s Board of Directors. Under its Policy,9 IED is responsible for undertaking evaluation 
activities to help the Board of Directors, ADB Management, and decision-makers in ADB 
developing member countries (DMCs) who are responsible for planning, designing, and 
implementing ADB-supported projects and programs to understand whether resources have 
been well spent, and whether the planned outcomes have been achieved. The evaluation of 
ADB operations emphasizes effective feedback on the performance and use of lessons 
identified to improve the development effectiveness of ongoing ADB operations and to enhance 
their contribution to the development of ADB DMCs. Evaluation covers all aspects of ADB 
operations, including the policies, strategies, selections, practices, and procedures that govern 
them.  
 
7. More specifically, under the Policy IED’s principal responsibilities include:10 
 

(i) Carrying out the independent post-evaluation of ADB-financed projects and 
programs by preparing project/program performance evaluation reports (PPERs) 
to (a) assess objectively the effectiveness of the projects and programs in 
promoting the economic and social development of ADB DMCs; (b) provide 
useful lessons from experience for improving the design and implementation of 

                                                 
5 See document on ECGnet.org at www.ecgnet.org/documents/review-framework-Mar09. The Evaluation 

Cooperation Group (ECG) represents the independent evaluation entities of the major MDBs. 
6   Four GPS bench marking exercises under the ECG include: (i) evaluation of public sector operations  

(www.ecgnet.org/gps/public_sector2); (ii) evaluation of private sector operations 
(www.ecgnet.org/gps/private_sector4); (iii) evaluation of country strategy and program evaluations 
(www.ecgnet.org/gps/country_strategy_program); and (iv) evaluation of multilateral development bank supported 
public sector and policy-based  lending (www.ecgnet.org/gps/public_sector) 

7  Towers Watson. 2011. ADB: Perception Survey. The Independent Evaluation Department – Final Report. 
8  As shown in Annex 2, these external sources have in recent years made several positive comments on IED and 

aspects of its work. 
9  ADB. 2008. Review of the Independence and Effectiveness of the Operations Evaluation Department. Manila. This 

document will be referred to throughout this report as the Policy or IED Policy, as per the statement in its executive 
summary that “If approved by the Board, the revised policy detailed in Section IV of this paper would supersede the 
2003 policy and 2008 amendment to the term of appointment of the Director General, OED with effect from 1 
January 2009.” 

10 OED was renamed as IED with effect from 1 January 2009. IED no longer prepares the annual report on portfolio 
performance; the responsibility for this report has been assigned to ADB Management. 
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future projects and programs, and (c) evaluate the development impact of ADB 
assistance; 

(ii) Undertaking country assistance program evaluations (CAPEs) and sector 
assistance program evaluations (SAPEs) to feed into country and sector 
operations strategies; 

(iii) Undertaking impact evaluation and special evaluation studies (SESs) on selected 
issues or topics of broader relevance to ADB’s future operations, policies and 
procedures; 

(iv) Preparing an annual review of major evaluation findings and conclusions based 
on evaluation studies completed during the preceding year; 

(v) Formulating, initiating and coordinating action programs to assist ADB DMCs in 
developing and strengthening their own evaluation capabilities in respect of 
projects and sectors financed by ADB and, where appropriate and mutually 
beneficial, to participate in such efforts jointly with other international 
development finance institutions; 

(vi) Reviewing and validating project and program completion reports as well as 
commenting on draft Board documents, including policy papers, country 
strategies and programs, and new lending and investment proposals with a view 
to providing effective feedback to concerned operations departments and to 
ensuring incorporation of lessons from evaluations and formulation of appropriate 
monitoring and evaluation frameworks; 

(vii) Disseminating within ADB and more broadly important findings and lessons 
learned from evaluation studies; 

(viii) Following up with departments and offices concerned (and, through them, the 
project authorities concerned) on the steps taken to implement recommendations 
made in evaluation reports and studies, and reporting on these to the Board; 

(ix) Carrying out independent evaluations of ongoing ADB-financed projects and 
programs and preparing an annual report on portfolio performance, and any 
other portfolio evaluation reports as required; 

(x) Serving as the focal point for ADB interactions with the Development 
Effectiveness Committee (DEC), through which Operations Evaluation 
Department (OED) reports to the Board; and 

(xi) Harmonizing evaluation criteria and methods, procedures, and evaluation 
governance among multilateral development banks, while recognizing the distinct 
features of each. 

 
8. The department is headed by the Director General IED (DGE), whose key 
responsibilities are listed in the Policy to include: 
 

(i) Managing IED as an effective, efficient and independent department, including 
managing IED’s personnel, budget and work program under the oversight of the 
DEC, and in accordance with ADB rules and procedures; 

(ii) Ensuring high-quality professional work by instituting the necessary enabling 
environment for, and coaching of, IED staff and setting quality standards for IED 
outputs; 

(iii) Formulating and implementing IED’s work program as agreed by the Board, and 
reporting regularly to the Board through the DEC on the activities of the 
department and other relevant evaluation issues; 

(iv) Monitoring and reporting periodically to the DEC on actions taken by 
Management in response to evaluation findings; 
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(v) Engaging stakeholders in the evaluation process and ensuring that evaluation 
results are communicated to them and the general public; 

(vi) Assisting ADB operations and DMC counterparts to develop their self-evaluation 
capacity; and 

(vii) Cooperating with the heads of evaluation of other international financial 
institutions and development agencies. 
 
 

III. EFFECTIVENESS 

A. Results Chain 
 
9. Conducting evaluations is not a goal in and by itself – evaluations must be used to have 
benefits (including any impact from evaluation preparation and report discussions). The value 
from evaluations can be classified under Accountability through the use of evaluation findings by 
Board members and senior management, and under Learning from evaluations by operational 
staff and by external stakeholders. This is illustrated schematically in the figure on page 6, 
which shows a suggested results chain for IED from inputs through to final outcomes.  
 
10. As shown in the figure, there are currently three sources from which IED can get some 
measure of its effectiveness. These are listed in the following bullets and discussed later in this 
section:  
 

(i) The first “Perception Survey” provided the views of IED by ADB Board, 
Management, and staff. 

(ii) IED reports to the Board through DEC, and its major evaluation reports are all 
discussed at DEC. The views of this Committee are summarized in the DEC 
Annual Report. 

(iii) Management provides a response to all major evaluations, including whether or 
not it accepts the related recommendations, and the implementation of these is 
tracked in the Management Action Record System (MARS). 

 
11. Scope for Greater Impact. Overall, these sources give a positive picture of IED’s 
impact on ADB, but they also identify crucial areas of attention and action. This report shows 
that in a number of areas IED must aim for greater quality, scope and impact. Recently, IED has 
initiated significant changes in its work program and internally to strengthen its impact within 
ADB, with the Board and beyond, and such directions should include moving from being largely 
ADB-centric to having also a broader impact on development results in ADB member countries. 
The extent of such impact could depend on IED’s internal reforms and actions, as well as the 
mandate for IED and the availability of additional resources:11  
 

                                                 
11 The 2008 consultants concluded at that time that actions were warranted to reinforce the independence of IED, and 

that there was a potential for improving the effectiveness of evaluation and its contribution to ADB activities. They 
saw as most important in that regard for ADB Management to become more open to critical feedback and be more 
receptive to continuous questioning on how to do things better. The consultants also emphasized that the DEC and 
the entire Board of Directors needed to do considerably more to champion IED and the use of evaluation 
throughout ADB, and to ensure that the full potential of evaluation to contribute to policy planning and 
implementation would be realized. There was also a need for DEC and the Board to review urgently the adequacy 
of the resources provided to IED. 
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(i) Selective further broadening and deepening of higher-level evaluations, including 
stronger quality assurance through peer reviewers (should be standard for 
higher-level evaluations) and external panel reviews (selectively). 

(ii) Internally within ADB, more of a direct responsibility to review and comment on 
all aspects of ADB’s self-evaluation systems. 

(iii)  Efforts to eliminate backlogs for non-sovereign evaluations and for project 
validations. 

(iv) Stronger emphasis on connectivity with the international development community 
and in particular with authorities and entities in the DMCs, both during 
evaluations and for ex-post dissemination. 

(v) Efforts over some time for joint evaluations. 
(vi) Continuation of current encouraging initiatives for stronger dissemination and 

knowledge sharing, including the publishing of some reports. 
(vii) Work to review and modify the current IED methodological framework and to 

provide guidelines for more types of higher level evaluations. 
(viii)  Strengthening its staff through selective time-bound assignments from outside 

evaluation and sector experts – whether through longer consulting assignments 
or fixed-duration staff positions. 

 
12. Need for Additional Information Sources. The three identified sources can serve to 
get a sense of IED’s impact on ADB, but less so regarding development results on the ground. 
As illustrated in the figure, going forward, these available sources could be supplemented by:  
 

(i) For ADB Board, management and staff there could be periodic follow-ups to the 
original Perception Survey (perhaps every three or four years) carried out by 
independent consultants, inter alia to provide a reliable time series from the initial 
survey. There could also be separate structured interviews with Board members. 

(ii) For the impact on ADB the results from the MARS could be complemented by 
selected tracer studies on the impact on ADB from selected and potentially high 
impact IED evaluations. 

(iii) A missing link so far is IED’s impact, if any, on the direction of policies and 
development actions in DMCs. This could be obtained through perception 
surveys on selected DMCs and in sectors in which ADB is active and IED has 
produced evaluation reports, supplemented by specially designed interviews of 
policy makers.  

 
13. Results-Based Work Plan. IED prepared its first “Results-Based Work Plan” in 2011 
and subsequently updated this in 2012. The results-based plan was consistent with ADB-wide 
efforts to align the work priorities at all levels of the organization with the Strategy 2020 goals. 
Department-wide plans are routinely submitted to the respective Vice-Presidents and to the 
Managing Director General, copied to Budget, Personnel, and Management Systems 
Department (BPMSD) and Strategy and Policy Department (SPD). 
 
14. While it is appropriate for IED to prepare a results-based work plan and to share this for 
information with ADB Management, it does not seem appropriate for an independent evaluator 
to participate in such management-led planning exercises. As the year before, the 2012 results-
based work plan primarily served to provide directions for IED activities and to guide staff in 
their preparation of individual work plans for the year. Both plans, however, appear detailed and 
output-oriented and with little tracking throughout the year (although IED can collect updated 
numbers). IED would rather need more of a multi-year plan focused on objectives, strongly 
linked to the work program document and reflecting the results chain, that could present a 
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rolling results and measurement framework, to be tracked periodically throughout the year and 
updated (and improved) annually. 
 

 

Suggested Independent Evaluation Department Results Chain 

ADB budgetary resources (staff, consultants, etc.) 

 IED evaluations–Findings, lessons, and recommendations 
 Support for evaluation capacity development (knowledge, 

training, advice) 

 ADB surveys on 
evaluation quality 
satisfaction (“Perception 
Surveys”) 

Dissemination 
of IED products 

Accountability through use 
by Board and senior 
management 
 Use of evaluation findings 

by Board members to 
provide oversight function 

 Evaluation 
recommendations 
incorporated into Bank 
operations and policy 

Learning from evaluation by 
operational staff 
 Use of evaluation findings 

by Bank staff to improve 
policy advice to clients and 
program and project 
designs 

 Use of evaluation findings 
by external stakeholders to 
improve their programs 
and policies 

 References to IED in the 
media 

 Awareness of IED’s 
evaluations (external client 
surveys) 

 Management Action 
Record System (MARS) 

 DEC discussions of IED 
evaluation reports 
summarized in the DEC 
Annual Report 

 Surveys of Executive 
Directors and their 
advisors 

 Surveys of outside clients 
on use and influence of 
IED’s evaluations 

 Tracer studies on the 
impact of individual 
evaluations 

  References to IED’s 
evaluations in Project 
Appraisal Documents and 
sector strategies 

Bank effectiveness improved Government institutions, 
policies, programs made 

more effective

Final  
Outcomes 

Intermediate 
Outcomes 

Outputs 

Inputs 

 
 

 
 
 
             Possible Data Sourcesa 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

aOnly data sources underlined have been used for their first self-evaluation. 
 Source: Prepared by the consultant for this self-evaluation, drawing on a similar schematic used by IEG (World Bank     
Group) in its results monitoring. 
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B. Perception Survey 
 
15.  At the strong behest of the Board, ADB commissioned a “users’ perception 
survey” of IED, with the objective to “inform ADB of the perception of the respondents (ADB 
Management and staff and the Board) of the effectiveness and influence of IED in the context of 
IED’s mandate, roles and functions, and its characteristics of independent evaluation.” The 
survey was conducted in March 2011 by the consulting firm of Towers Watson, who also 
undertook individual interviews with a sample of ADB staff and members of the Board. The on-
line survey had a good response rate of about 50 percent. The results are summarized in some 
detail in Annex 3.  
 
16. Overall, the responses were positive for IED. By group of respondents, the Board was 
90 percent favorable (aggregating to a binary scale from the six-point rating scale); this is 
particularly noteworthy since the Board is IED’s primary client, to whom it reports directly.12 The 
favorable percentages were also high, although a bit lower, for ADB senior staff (72 percent) 
and international staff (68 percent). Of the survey respondents, 89 percent considered IED 
relevant in their work, nine out of ten respondents considered IED’s lesson-sharing and 
accountability function as very important to ADB, and the majority also agreed that IED plays a 
key role for developing member countries through such instruments as validations of completion 
reports, evaluation capacity development (ECD), country and sector program evaluations. The 
survey consultants concluded that the expectation for IED to perform its functions effectively 
and efficiently is “quite high,” and that the respondents considered IED to be independent, 
impartial and trustworthy. 
 
17. The survey consultants identified the three highest-scoring characteristics for IED as 
being independent, impartial and trustworthy, and the bottom three characteristics as being 
collaborative, providing solutions, and being innovative. (Participating IED staff also gave 
themselves relatively low marks for being innovative and providing solutions.)  
 
18. The most unfavorable scores were all still over 50 percent favorable. These related to 
degree of effectiveness of IED’s ECD work, promoting use of rigorous impact evaluations, 
impact on ongoing operations and on the design of new non-lending operations, contributions to 
improvements of design and monitoring frameworks of proposed projects, being innovative and 
providing solutions, fostering learning culture in ADB, developing self-evaluation capacity in 
ADB, and accessibility of evaluation lessons. Operations staff expect IED to provide “clear, 
evidence-based recommendations” to influence the development and implementation of ADB 
projects, and there was in this regard a concern with the quality of IED’s recommendations, 
which were found often to be too general.  
 
19. The Perception Survey provided positive feedback for IED while also illuminating areas 
where improvements must be sought, as addressed also in this report. The survey consultants 
had identified as priority areas where IED could improve (i) collaborating more closely with 
operations, (ii) providing timely and viable solutions in its evaluations, and (iii) sharing valuable 
lessons with ADB and its stakeholders. IED is addressing all of these three, but the scope for 
direct collaboration with operations is limited by IED’s independence and the nature of its 

                                                 
12 However, with the inevitably modest number of responses from the Board (22), the responses from this group (as 

well as other sub-groups) will be less robust than for the survey as a whole. 
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work.13 Evaluators need to have the necessary operational understanding14 and IED’s 
recommendations should take operational complexities into account, but its recommendations 
should be directional, on the basis of which operational departments should prepare their own 
action programs.  
 
20. A recurring feedback was for IED to “evaluate the effectiveness of its reports,” an issue 
that IED has started to address through an improved and more user-friendly reporting format, 
while adjustments to its internal quality assurance processes are under way. IED will also 
address how to make its recommendations more action-oriented (see discussion of the 
MARS).15 Possible adjustments to aspects of IED’s current evaluation methodology are 
discussed elsewhere in this report. One aspect raised of staff capability was the need for IED 
staff to improve its understanding and knowledge of ADB operations. This is an issue for staff 
being recruited from outside ADB.  
 

C. Annual Report of the Development Effectiveness Committee 
 
21. The Development Effectiveness Committee Annual Report summarizes the DEC 
discussions held in 2010 on IED evaluation reports. This concise report reflects a variety of 
issues that concerned the Committee during the year and includes points stressed by the 
Committee to Management. The report concluded that DEC welcomed “all the evaluation 
reports IED produced in 2010” and mentioned that DEC had made several recommendations for 
future evaluations, such as stressing the need for more impact evaluations because of their 
external benefits. The Committee also welcomed IED consulting with many stakeholders in 
preparing its reports and made a recommendation regarding the MARS.  
 

D. The Management Action Record System16 
 
22. The MARS was established in 2008, and as of end-2011 a total of 286 
recommendations addressed to ADB had been included, at a declining rate as IED was 
reducing the number of recommendations per report. Management had responded to most of 
the recommendations (there is often a time lag), and had agreed to implement on average 92 
percent of IED recommendations during 2008–2011. For all agreed recommendations there will 
be a management action plan and IED will validate the degree of implementation as reported by 
the implementing/coordinating department. So far the results indicate a considerable degree of 
implementation of IED’s recommendations, although it would be valuable to see if the numbers 
represent how meaningful the follow-up is.  
 
23. The IED 2012 Annual Evaluation Review analyzed the validated 2011 MARS results in 
considerable detail. It also identified that the potential benefits of MARS real-time accessibility 
had yet to be fully realized (although significant improvements were observed in entering the 
required data), and that action completion target dates could be overly optimistic. However, the 

                                                 
13 It is clear from the survey that many managers and staff would like very concrete and specific guidance, down to 

the level of individual operations, whereas the operational value of evaluation findings will normally be more at the 
higher level. 

14 Such understanding can be enhanced through learning from successes and failures in ADB and elsewhere, such 
as from findings from development evaluations.    

15 The survey showed concerns with the MARS.  
16 The updating of the MARS data is currently in process, so for this report the data as of early 2011 are used. These 

data were reported in IED’s 2011 Annual Evaluation Review. 
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system can probably be used more proactively by IED as a source of self-learning. Thus it 
would be important that the 2012 validation exercise, with the benefit of another year of 
operation of what is still quite a new system, assess any issues from the rapid growth of the 
system and the considerable number of recommendations. The exercise should also use the 
opportunity to establish a clear feedback-loop for IED, identifying the characteristics of 
recommendations and of implementation action plans that have a positive impact on the quality 
of ADB’s operations and on the possible development results in DMCs.  
 
 

IV. INDEPENDENT EVALUATION DEPARTMENT OPERATIONS 

A. Mandate 
 
24. IED’s mandate is set out in the 2008 Policy (footnote 4, paras. 42–43):  
 

“[IED] undertakes evaluation activities to help the Board of Directors, ADB Management, 
and decision makers in ADB DMCs who are responsible for planning, designing, and 
implementing projects and programs to understand whether resources have been well 
spent, and whether the planned outcomes have been achieved. Operations evaluation 
covers all aspects of ADB operations, including the policies, strategies, practices, and 
procedures that govern them. “...Towards this end, [IED] independently and 
systematically evaluates policies, strategies, country and sector assistance, modalities, 
public sector operations, nonsovereign operations, and TA operations, including their 
design, implementation, results, and associated business processes to determine their 
relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability, and impact.” 

 
25. The above formulation covers all aspects of IED’s evaluative work. In addition, the more 
detailed enumeration of activities in para. 44 of the Policy underpins the broad-based 
formulations in paras. 42 and 43. However: 
 

(i) Evaluation needs to assess both whether an institution does things right 
(implementation of programs and projects) and importantly also whether an 
institution does the right things (policy, program and project priorities and 
choices). Both aspects are clearly implied in the mandate, but this could be 
emphasized further by including selections and choices explicitly in the mandate. 

(ii) As part of the DGE’s responsibilities (footnote 4, para. 67) is mentioned that 
he/she should be “assisting ADB operations and DMC counterparts to develop 
their self-evaluation capacity.” This is appropriate, but the DGE should also have 
a more direct responsibility to review and comment on all aspects of ADB’s self-
evaluation systems and practices, and such a reference could have been added 
to paras. 43 and 44 of the Policy, which currently are silent on this aspect. 

(iii) Bullet (iv) of para. 44 states as one of the IED responsibilities “preparing an 
annual review [the Annual Evaluation Review] of major evaluation findings and 
conclusions based on evaluation studies completed during the preceding year.” 
This formulation gives a reasonable support for an appropriate annual report. 
However, if there should be a modification of the Policy, IED should consider 
broadening the expected scope, perhaps along the lines of “preparing an annual 
review of selected important development effectiveness issues, based inter alia 
on major recent evaluation findings and conclusions together with related 
relevant material.” This would also be more in line with previous practice for the 
IED Annual Evaluation Review, which has normally included a special topic. 
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(iv) Generally, the tabulation in para. 44 of the Policy gives emphasis for types of 
evaluation to project evaluations, impact evaluations, CAPEs and SAPEs, but 
there is no explicit mentioning of other higher level evaluations (sectoral, 
thematic, and corporate evaluations). These should be added when there is a 
revision of the Policy. 

(v) Bullet (v) of the same para. states as another responsibility “formulating, initiating 
and coordinating action programs to assist ADB DMCs in developing and 
strengthening their own evaluation capabilities in respect of projects and sectors 
financed by ADB.... Where appropriate and mutually beneficial, to participate in 
such efforts jointly with other international development finance institutions.” This 
formulation covers ADB’s ongoing evaluation capacity development (ECD) 
activities, but it would have been appropriate with a somewhat broader focus 
beyond ADB-related projects and sectors to DMC development evaluation 
capabilities in general. 

(vi) Bullet (ix) of para. 44 mentions the annual report on portfolio performance which 
has since appropriately been taken over by management. 

 

B. Evaluation Products  
 
26. Move to Higher Level Products. Evaluation in ADB originally consisted largely of post-
project completion assessments. However, for the last five years or so IED has been increasing 
its engagement in higher level evaluations, including CAPEs, SAPEs, and other sector, thematic 
and corporate evaluations grouped under the term “Special Evaluation Studies (SES)” – a 
bucket term that has probably outlived its usefulness. The 2008 consultants’ review (footnote 3) 
commented at the time that this movement to higher level evaluations reflected common 
practice among MDBs and other development organizations, and was also consistent with 
guidelines of ECG and the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development’s 
Development Assistance Committee (OECD/DAC). These consultants supported strongly the 
movement towards higher-level evaluations, and emphasized that this could and should include 
evaluations of policies and strategies as well as of corporate functions. 
 
27. The consultants had at the time found strong support in ADB for this upstream 
movement, with thematic, sector, country and special evaluation studies considered particularly 
relevant and useful. Nevertheless, the consultants had also found some resistance in some 
parts of ADB Management, in particular to the evaluation of corporate functions and activities. 
The revised IED Policy clearly includes such corporate evaluations within its general formulation 
of the mandate, although corporate evaluations are not mentioned explicitly in the detailed 
listing of IED deliverables and activities. IED has lately not found any resistance to corporate 
evaluations, nor were there any expressions of such resistance in the Perception Survey. The 
recently approved 2012–2014 work program with its stronger emphasis on higher-level 
evaluations was prepared and discussed with Management and the Board without any mandate 
issues, and there are also examples of requests to IED from management for corporate 
evaluations. 
 
28. Redefined Menu of Evaluation Products. In 2011, IED’s bucket of evaluations reports 
featured a large number of products including several dissemination initiatives, some of which 
has become inactive. A recent tabulation (i.e., work in progress with updating of the IED 
website) suggests a somewhat shorter and more convenient list of product categories. Annex 4 
shows a list of IED’s active evaluation products. While much clearer, the list still needs to give 
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considerably more visibility to higher level evaluations like sector, thematic, corporate, and 
process evaluations. 
 
29. A More Visible Annual Evaluation Review. The IED Annual Evaluation Review has 
reported on evaluation findings and in most years included a special topic. IED should consider 
broadening the scope of this report, which could be an important flagship report for the 
evaluation function. For greater visibility and impact, it would be appropriate for this report to be 
presented to and discussed by the Board in addition to DEC, as has been done for the 2012 
Review, and subsequently published with suitable external dissemination.17 
 
30. The Project Validation Report Process. Full coverage of project completion reports 
(PCRs) and extended annual review reports (XARRs) validations by IED has in principle several 
advantages, including to ensure that the ADB self-evaluations are of acceptable quality and 
consistency, and to maintain the reliability and consistency of project validation data across 
sectors and over time. It is also useful for higher level evaluations to have project evaluation 
data and related analyses available as inputs for country and sector evaluations, with the 
possibility for appropriate portfolio, country and sector breakdowns.18 Accordingly, IED has 
since 2008 been seeking to validate all PCRs and XARRs, but has been completing the 
validations of only around 60% each year, due to the significant difficulties encountered in 
internal quality controls and in working arrangements with operational departments. Thus, a 
significant backlog has developed.  
 
31. Under current arrangements with ADB, IED needs to issue each completed PCR/XARR 
validation report (PVR) to the Board and Management. IED has now prepared reforms to its 
internal processing for stronger organized management of process and resources, and is 
considering to streamline the PVR processing by reverting to a sample based selection of PCRs 
and XARRs for validation, perhaps 75% while discontinuing the circulation of individual PVRs to 
the Board and Management. These would however continue to be disclosed on the IED website 
as non-Board information papers soon after their completion.  
 
32. To make up for the loss in coverage and to increase the visibility and utility of the 
validation process, IED would issue an annual validation synthesis report with the main findings 
from the validations done over a year. If this process works as now intended it should be able to 
make better use of IED’s resources, but it is however not yet clear whether these changes 
would by themselves also help eliminate over some time the current backlog or whether a crash 
program would be needed to that end.19 
 
33. Evaluation Capacity Development. Consistent with its mandate, IED is also engaged 
to some extent in the evaluation capacity development of Asian DMCs. This is financed by a 
separate budget allocation from ADB (CDTA – Capacity Development Technical Assistance), 
currently around $400,000 per year based on a three year average. 
 

                                                 
17 As also suggested by DEC, this annual review should not duplicate the analyses provided in ADB’s Development 

Effectiveness Review. 
18 At the same time recognizing—as also emphasized by the 2008 consultants—that the evaluation of individual 

projects by themselves may not provide guidance for future directions. 
19 IED is also rightly seeking to streamline its current commenting on both the concept paper and the draft Report and 

Recommendation of the President (RRP) for planned new ADB operations – comments done selectively and only 
on specific elements should be sufficient. Such selective comments should as appropriate address design and 
implementation issues with respect to strategy and impact, as well as key issues around monitoring and evaluation 
aspects. 
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C. Knowledge Management  
 
34. IED established a Knowledge Management function in 2006. The 2008 consultants 
found that IED had since then undertaken some impressive work in this area, and the 
knowledge management functions have recently developed further, partly in light of the 
initiatives taken by the new DGE.  
 
35. Disclosure, knowledge sharing, dissemination and learning from evaluation lessons are 
integral elements of knowledge management. Proper packaging and dissemination, and 
adequate resources will further strengthen knowledge management and sharing. At present IED 
reports are disclosed at the time they are sent to DEC, whereas it would seem more 
convenient—and fully within common concepts of evaluative independence—for the DGE to 
disclose his/her reports at a convenient time following DEC and (if it takes place) Board 
discussion. Also, some IED reports should each year be published externally for greater visibility 
and reach. Through its knowledge management and ECD work IED could aim to become a 
leader in Asia for development evaluation.  
 
36. An entity like IED should cover out of its own budget all of its dissemination costs. At 
present, a large part of costs associated with dissemination, such as for outside events, can be 
met under existing line items for the hiring and travel of experts. There are however exceptions, 
such as direct venue related costs (such costs are generally met from TA to save the 
administrative budget). Dissemination costs for printing and information technology are—given 
ADB’s absence of full dollar budgeting—at present covered by ADB budgets. This has the 
potential disadvantage (at least in theory) that it gives the appearance of ADB (or parts thereof) 
having control  over aspects of IED dissemination. 
 
37. One important aspect of dissemination is for reports that are reader-friendly and can 
impart the key messages in ways that busy readers can grasp and understand. IED reports 
have followed the established norms for documents to the Board, have been factual and correct, 
but often dense and filled with details.20 In principle the format for IED reports should be for the 
DGE to decide, but within ADB there have been very constraining rules for the formats of all 
documents that go to the Board. It is therefore very promising that IED has now agreed with the 
Office of the Secretary on a new and more up-to-date format for IED reports. It is also 
appropriate that starting from 1 January 2012, IED’s reports will be clearly cited as coming from 
IED rather than from ADB.21  
 

D. Quality Assurance Processes 
 
38. The 2008 consultants found that IED had a number of internal mechanisms to help 
provide quality control for the individual evaluations that were generally appropriate. However, 
this report raises the following questions (some also touched on elsewhere in the report): 
 

(i) The project cycle has become very much tied to the fiscal year, on the 
expectation that work on a report would begin and end in the same year. This 
has a number of negative aspects, including a bunching of deliverables in the 

                                                 
20 The 2008 consultants found that IED reports technically appeared to be of acceptable quality. The major problem 

that they found was that the reports tended to be overly long and technical. As a result they were not attractive to 
others to read and it was not always easy for the key points to stand out. This limited their usefulness.  

21 When first mentioned (as one example): Independent Evaluation Department. 2006. Impact Evaluation Study: 
When Do Rural Roads Benefit the Poor and How? Manila: ADB.  
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second half of the year. A more even flow of work and deliverables over the year 
would be highly preferable and should become the norm, with many evaluations 
starting in one fiscal year and finishing in the next.22 

(ii) IED has been producing an impressive number of reports and other deliverables 
in relation to a modestly sized staff, and with a number of important products 
produced very quickly. However, such efficiency comes at a cost – possibilities 
for greater depth may have to be discarded, work quality and work-life balances 
may suffer, as can staff motivation to learn and retool. The 2012 work program 
provides for more emphasis on higher impact evaluations and more team work, 
but the delicate balance between workload, quality, and staff motivation needs to 
be constantly watched.  

(iii) Each higher-level evaluation is a product in its own right. However, it is likely that 
there is considerable further scope for strengthening the work that goes into 
major evaluations, including with more demanding sets of evaluative questions, 
more use of external expertise and more in-country consultations and 
disseminations. There could be budgetary implications of such a desirable move 
towards greater quality, reach and impact. 

(iv) Unlike the final products, approach papers of major evaluations currently do not 
receive a coordinated Management response. IED requests comments on drafts 
from those departments it deems concerned with the topic and receives 
individual responses, and uses these comments as inputs to finalize the 
approach paper. However, these responses can be disparate and the advice of 
one department’s respondent may be at variance with that of another. It would be 
useful if ADB could assign a central point for the coordination of a Management 
response also to the approach papers, in order to address any issues of 
methodology at an early stage.  

(v) There is IED staff sentiment that there may be too many steps to follow even for 
minor products. IED should review its current approval and quality assurance 
processes, to differentiate clearly between major and minor deliverables, and 
seeking ways to simplify processes where possible. Recent steps to reduce the 
requirements for CAPE approach papers are useful in this regard. IED could 
consider (and may already have started to implement) a one-stop model that 
would flatten the internal review process while giving an equal chance or stake at 
commenting across IED.  

(vi) The problem has been raised of a lack of qualified quality reviewers to improve 
the substance and depths of some studies. It would be useful for IED to apply as 
a regular feature for main evaluations a system of peer reviewers.23 The relative 
isolation of IED in Manila need not be a bottleneck since reviewers can often 
undertake their work and provide comments electronically. IED should build up a 
stable of qualified external reviewers to this end. For major evaluations IED could 
also try and use external panel reviewers whose comments would be made 
available to DEC with the evaluation reports. 

(vii) Being timely is extremely valuable for evaluations. Evaluations that do not appear 
in time for major decisions will lose much of their potential usefulness for 
decision-makers. It is important that IED in its work programming look far enough 

                                                 
22 This would also require modifications to IED’s tables reporting on planned and actual deliverables to account for 

cross-overs (and also for slippages). 
23 Generally, there could be three such reviewers per major evaluation, chosen for their individual experience: One 

from inside IED (the use of such internal peer reviewers has been normal practice for some time), one from inside 
ADB (but not of course a direct evaluee) and one external reviewer. They should provide comments, preferably in 
writing, at the stage of the approach paper and for the draft final report. 
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ahead and to start work on its particular evaluations in time, and to this end 
information be available from management sufficiently early on such matters as 
planned revisions of policies or country programs.  

 

E. Links to Countries and the Evaluation Community 
 
39. IED is an active participant within the ECG and is engaged with the Regional Centers for 
Learning on Evaluation Results (CLEAR) Initiative and the Shanghai International Program for 
Development Evaluation Training (SHIPDET), but otherwise it would need to build stronger 
bridges with the evaluation community inside and also outside the official aid agencies. Such 
contacts should focus on developing capacity for self evaluation in member countries both 
inside and outside of governments. IED is also developing evaluation capacity in DMCs through 
its on-the-job training program, which provides opportunities for government officials from DMCs 
to participate in IED activities for up to five months. There is also scope for more 
cooperative/joint evaluative work; this can have an important learning dimension and can 
reduce the burden on DMC governments and institutions, but experience shows that joint 
evaluations often add to the needed time and costs. There is also a need to build stronger 
contacts with and dissemination towards relevant DMC governments and donor communities in 
the DMCs; while no surveys are available of the knowledge in DMCs of IED’s work, such 
knowledge is probably at this stage quite limited.  
 

F. The Evolving Work Programs and Budgets  
 
40. Work Program Process. The DGE prepares annually a draft work program with an 
opportunity for input by Bank Management and staff, before submitting it to DEC for comments 
and submission to the full Board for approval on a no objection basis. The 2008 consultants saw 
this process as reasonable, but made several suggestions that have since been largely acted 
upon: 
  

(i) Internal Consultations: While recognizing that the DGE is responsible for the 
work program, he/she should engage in more extensive discussions within ADB 
during the preparation of the work program. Such discussions currently take 
place. 

(ii) Sufficient Budget: A budget sufficient to properly carry out the work program 
should be submitted and approved as part of the same process (as at other 
MDBs) – the consultants noted in this regard that a work program will have 
limited meaning without the necessary resources. 

(iii) Multi-Year Work Plan: There should be a multi-year evaluation work plan, 
describing evaluations according to a defined timetable. This should take into 
account the reality that most complex evaluations span one or more years, and 
would also permit a longer term, more strategic perspective. IED does prepare a 
three-year work program, which necessarily is more tentative for the outer years. 
Recently, IED has started to shift the planned timing of its main products with a 
view to a more even work flow throughout the year, recognizing that this will 
necessitate that a significant number of the evaluations, particularly the higher 
level evaluations, will be worked at across fiscal years. The reporting formats will 
need to be modified to take account of cross-year activities (as well as possible 
slippages from one year to the next). 



15 
 

(iv) Human Resource Plan: The DGE should develop a three-year long-term human 
resource plan for the department, identifying resources/skills required to address 
anticipated future needs for evaluation. The thinking behind this suggestion is 
well taken, but at the same time IED’s most pressing human resource planning 
need is the possibility to adapt quickly to new – at times more temporary – 
human resource requirements, i.e., to be able to hire a specialist in a given topic 
for a period of a year. There are at present ADB institutional limitations to such 
flexibility, as the ADB-wide personnel guidelines are applied also to IED.   

 
41. Work Program Composition. Annex 5 shows IED’s actual and planned outputs 2007 – 
2014. It shows significant slippages in 2011 from planned to actuals; these one-time changes 
were the result of large staff shortages during much of the year (positions are now being filled) 
together with a management gap at both the DGE and the Director level (these positions have 
now been filled as well). More generally, there is a shift in the number of major evaluations per 
annum as a result of a decision by the new DGE to focus more time and resources on a fewer 
number of major products, selected carefully for potential impact on ADB policies and 
operations (and also on DMCs). This is a highly appropriate shift in focus and work program 
composition. 
 
42. IED’s Budget Resources. As background, the 2008 consultants observed that IED’s 
budget expressed as a percentage of the overall ADB budget had declined some 13 percent 
from 2005 to 2007. For that period, the consultants observed that IED’s workload had been 
increasing, with a greater number of more complex evaluations, but without a corresponding 
increase in budget or in personnel, representing a substantial decline in budget in real terms. In 
their view, this presented challenges with respect to the deployment of staff and other resource 
requirements, as well as raising questions of quantity vs. quality – issues that IED staff 
themselves had brought up. The consultants thought that budgetary constraints apparently had 
not posed a problem up to that time, but that it was appropriate to review the situation, and in 
this regard to identify priorities for evaluation.  
 
43. Annex 6 shows IED’s sources of funds 2007–2012. Given ADB’s way of working, there 
are several such sources: 
 

(i) IED’s regular budget as approved separately by the Board: For 2012 this budget 
is for $9.88 million, equivalent to 1.8 percent ADB’s internal administrative 
expenses (IAE) budget. This is a reasonable percentage in light of the size of 
ADB’s operations and the breadth of IED’s work program; it has come down from 
2.1 percent in 2007. As one comparator, the similar percentage for IEG for the 
World Bank is 1.4 percent—IED as a smaller entity will have somewhat higher 
relative costs due to less scope for economies of scale.  

(ii) However, this report identifies a number of areas where IED could productively 
utilize greater resources for stronger quality and improved impact within ADB and 
in DMCs.24 

(iii) In addition to its regular budget, IED also receives two allocations annually (each 
can be utilized over a multi-year period): Research and Development Technical 
Assistance (RDTA) and Capacity Development Technical Assistance (CDTA). 
Both of these allocations come out of ADB’s Technical Assistance Special Fund 

                                                 
24 Such as doing some evaluations in greater depth (para. 38), devote more resources to knowledge management 

and dissemination (paras. 35–36), making the annual report more of a flagship document (para. 29), and to 
address the backlog in project validation reports (para. 30). 
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(TASF) which is distinct funding source from ADB’s IAE budget and is funded 
separately including from external contributions.  

(iv) RDTA (estimated at $1.4 million for 2012) can be used to fund consultants 
working on IED’s evaluations. 

(v) CDTA (estimated at $0.5 million for 2012) can be used to fund IED’s ECD and 
knowledge management work. 

(vi) Finally, IED also receives a small annual allocation for staff development 
($80,000 for 2012), and for retreat-related activities ($5,400 for 2012) from a 
central budget managed by ADB’s Staff Development and Benefits Division 
(BPDB). 

 
44. The overall IED budget for 2012 (aggregating the regular budget, RDTA and CDTA) is 
about $11.78 million (equivalent to 2.2 percent of the ADB IAE).25 IED’s use of RDTA and CDTA 
funds is fully in line with ADB’s administrative and budgetary practices, and serves in practice to 
augment the internal administrative expense budget to meet the funding needs of IED’s work 
programs. However, to access these funds IED has to submit every year an application to ADB 
as part of an ADB-wide TA planning process: IED indicates every year its requirements to SPD 
and receives an allocation based on an ADB-wide review of departmental requirements. (The 
level of TA allocations over time will be subject to fund availability.) IED also has to report to 
ADB on the utilization of the funds, although no problems have been reported in this regard. The 
budget funded through TA pays for consulting services, seminars and workshops, capacity 
development and knowledge management activities. As the resources are drawn from a distinct 
funding source, they are not fungible with IED's regular administrative budget.26 It would be 
preferable for IED to receive also the RDTA/CDTA fundings (or equivalent resources) from the 
Board through its regular budget. Until such time, IED should discuss the utilization of its 
RDTA/CDTA resources in its work program and budget document.  
 

G. Budget Utilization Issues 
 
45. ADB does not have a full dollar budgeting, and a number of services are provided by 
central ADB departments. Some other budget-related matters questions also limit IED’s 
independence on (within the budgetary ceiling set by the annual Board approval): 
 

(i) The part of the annual process that involves submission to Budget and 
Management Services Division (BPBM) could be adjusted, since the 2008 Policy 
requires IED to consult with management but not to submit its budget to them. 

(ii) IED’s budget could need a specific line item for training and development, since 
its regular training budget is included in the ADB-wide training and development 
budget being managed by BPDB.  

(iii) The DGE can reallocate resources between budget lines, but the question can 
arise what happens when there is no applicable budget line. One possibility could 
be a “miscellaneous” line at the DGE’s discretion. 

(iv) IED does not have a capital budget. 

                                                 
25 Other MDB evaluation entities such as the Independent Evaluation Group of the World Bank may not have such 

resources, but they will often have access to some trust fund resources directly from donors that will be additional 
to their budgeted resources. 

26 There are also differences between the treatments of consulting contracts under the two funding sources. 
Consulting contracts funded under the internal administrative IED budget (i.e. staff consultants) may be more 
restrictive and can easier become subject to the need for approvals from ADB senior management (i.e., days 
worked, budget accrual). 
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46. The lack of budgetary autonomy can at times crop up in very small matters. For 
example, IED needed to have a Blackberry for the DGE’s executive assistant. Currently IED 
budget only covers the operational expenses budget, while the other administrative expenses 
(such as rental, communications, utilities, support services, and etc.) are covered under the 
Bank budget and managed centrally. Therefore there is no communications budget item under 
IED budget, to which the cost associated with this request could be charged directly. And the 
people in charge of the IT budget did not want to support the request, as it might “set a 
precedent to provide regular mobile phone facility to other executive assistants” – they then 
elaborated further that this could in turn set a precedent for national staff and thus could cause 
them problems in managing the provision of communication facilities ADB-wide.  
 
47. Constraints such as mentioned above can be cumbersome, but also need to be seen in 
their broader framework – as limitations caused by the overall ADB budgetary framework. This 
report therefore recommends that IED would normally need to adapt to this framework.  

 
 

V. INDEPENDENT EVALUATION DEPARTMENT HUMAN RESOURCES 
 
48. As the 2008 consultants had pointed out, full authority for all personnel decisions, 
including hiring and dismissal, promotions, and decisions on training and professional 
development, should rest with the DGE, consistent with ADB human resource policies and 
guidelines, with the advice and support of BPMSD. This principle was accepted in the Policy, 
where para. 55 states that the DGE “will be responsible for the final selection of [IED] personnel, 
in accordance with ADB personnel guidelines.”  
 
49. However, the ADB human resource policies and practices still impose some practical 
limitations on the DGE in these matters, including: 
 

(i) A meeting of the Vice-Presidents must approve appointments at the Director 
level. 

(ii) Within the IED budget, it would be appropriate for the DGE to decide on the 
staff/consultant composition and also staff composition between grades. 
However, ADB practices staff complement control and there is limited fungibility 
between staff and consultants (ADB’s Human Resources Division [BPHR] 
apparently imposes time limits on the filling of staff positions after which the 
positions are taken away).27 

(iii) There are problems of promoting in place – because of complement control IED 
must have a corresponding staff position available at the higher grade.28 

(iv) There are limitations on IED’s longer-term use of staff consultants (paid out of the 
regular budget). 

(v) The rules for hiring consultants can also be cumbersome for assignments of 
short duration, but IED has now arrived at an agreement with COSO on a 
simplified method to recruit resource persons.  

(vi) IED has recently rightly emphasized the importance of its learning agenda – that 
staff need to devote 7–10 days per year for learning and this should be taken as 

                                                 
27 There can also be issues with the short-listing policies/criteria of BPHR. 
28 Reportedly, this also means at times that staff from elsewhere in ADB apply for positions not because of an interest 

in IED work, but as a way of getting a promotion. If hired, such staff may leave after as little as one year if they find 
a position somewhere else in the organization at their now higher grade. 
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part their work. IED intends to provide adequate budget resources for staff to 
participate in relevant training, conferences, and seminars which contribute to 
self-learning. IED should be allowed to determine who is in need of training most, 
and the best timing of the training of the individual. 

(vii) Finally, it had previously been observed that IED could generally benefit from 
having a greater flexibility in the hiring of staff for fixed periods, fixation of their 
salary, and in adjusting over time the composition of staff to staff consulting.  
Such flexibility would be particularly important in areas where there could be 
potential shortages of particular skills.  (In some such skills areas Manila’s lack of 
proximity to centers of excellence can be a weakness that could better be 
overcome through flexible approaches.)29 However, ADB has recently 
(Administrative Order 2.01 of 9 March 2012) introduced several new categories 
of temporary staff that should go a long way in addressing this issue.30 

 
50. The 2008 consultants suggested and IED concurred for IED to get the balance right 
between internally and externally recruited staff, and to focus in recruitment inter alia on 
evaluation experience. A split 50-50 between these two backgrounds was discussed as 
reasonable. There has been progress in these areas. IED international staff represent a variety 
of professional backgrounds and sector experience in operations, research and evaluation.  
They have been coming to IED from both inside and outside ADB. As of end 2011 15 of the staff 
had come to IED from ADB and 10 from the outside, while a majority (six out of ten) of the 
recruitments during 2011 were external. Some of the IED staff members have had evaluation 
experience before joining the department, including four of the 10 staff recruited in 2011. IED 
might continue to aim for about 50 percent of recruitments coming from outside of ADB. 
   
51. IED staff members (with the exception of the DGE) are free to take other positions within 
ADB. This self-evaluation concurs with the 2008 consultants that there is no conflict or 
compromise to independence for rotation of staff to and from other areas within ADB. Also, the 
existing conflict of interest guidelines are generally sufficient, but there can still be an issue of 
how to handle staff going to ADB in relation to their ongoing/recent assignments, as mentioned 
elsewhere in this report. This needs to be clarified. 
 
52. The 2008 consultants also thought that consideration should be given to creating a 
career path within IED to aid in attracting and in keeping highly qualified evaluation specialists. 
There has not been progress in this regard, although more teamwork and more work on higher 
level evaluations should in themselves be of interest to motivated staff. The prospects seem 
limited for IED to create at present a clear career path given its small size and the limitations 
imposed by various ADB institutional policies and practices. 
 
53. The 2008 consultants had commented that training and professional development 
opportunities for IED staff seemed to be limited, whereas there appeared to be a major need for 
more training, both to assist new and existing employees without evaluation background, and to 
allow for continuing professional development and upgrading even of highly experienced staff.31  

                                                 
29 The demand for higher level, forward looking and strategic evaluations is increasing both in ADB and developing 

member countries. Such evaluations need a focus on innovation, relevance, responsiveness to needs, and quality. 
This requires constant retooling of skills in IED. 

30 The categories include fixed term non-renewable, special fixed term (usually coterminous with a project or program 
for a duration exceeding one year), and short term (for special tasks for periods not exceeding one year). 

31 IED receives annually about $80,000 from ADB’s training budget that is used for the upgrading of staff skills. If and 
when there would be additional lines to the IED budget, training should be a high priority, and this could also be 
used to send staff to conferences and seminars at the authority of the DGE without interference from BPMSD. 
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54. IED has lately been giving active priority to staff development. However, requests for 
training or development still need to be submitted for approval and funding to ADB (BPMSD), 
which does not have the expertise to ascertain what forms of training and development would 
be appropriate for an independent evaluation department. Without the authority to support in full 
the development of its staff, IED’s independence and its ability to be effective can be 
threatened.  
 
55. IED has traditionally made quite limited use of consultants. Roughly, 20 percent in terms 
of its person-year requirements are supplied by consultants, whereas for IEG a similar 
percentage is 25–30 percent. A majority of IED’s engaged consultants are financed through the 
separate RDTA rather than through the core budget. The limited (prior) evaluation experience of 
IED staff and the need for a variety of skills implicit in a move to more higher-level evaluations 
suggests that IED could profitably increase its use of consultants.  

 
 

VI. EVALUATION METHODOLOGY32 

A. General  
 
56. IED’s website contains a total of 11 guidelines including updates. However, in terms of 
current guidelines for the production of IED’s evaluation products there are only four:33  
 

(i) December 2010: Revised Guidelines for the Preparation of Country Assistance 
Program Evaluations (CAPEs). 

(ii) March 2008: Guidelines for the Validation of Project Completion Reports (PCRs) 
and Extended Annual Review Reports (XARRs). 

(iii) February 2007: Guidelines for Preparing Performance Evaluation Reports on 
Nonsovereign Operations. 

(iv) February 2006: Guidelines for Preparing Performance Evaluation Reports for 
Public Sector Operations. 

 
57. The existing evaluation guidelines do not have an overall statement of core IED 
principles and approaches—a Statement of Evaluation Principles (or evaluation policy), 
although aspects can be found embedded in the Guidelines – particularly in the CAPE 
Guidelines.   IED should prepare such a Statement as a matter of some priority, to serve as the 
basis for other methodological statements and guidelines. 
 
58.  Three of the four Guidelines deal with evaluations at the project level, and none deal 
directly with the types of higher level evaluations of broad sectors, themes and issues that 
increasingly will determine IED’s impact, although the CAPE Guidelines do show in various 
footnotes how they can be applied at the sectoral, thematic and regional levels. Once there is a 
Statement of Evaluation Policy, IED should prepare a program of new and/or updated 
evaluation guidelines, reflecting and building on the Statement. Such a program should: 
 

                                                 
32 The purpose of this section is to present an overview of IED’s evaluation methodology based on available material, 

and not to undertake a detailed new review of all methodological aspects. 
33 A fifth guideline for the validation of Country Partnership Strategy Final Review has been pilot-tested.  
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(i) Build clearly on the core evaluation principles in the proposed Statement. 
(ii) Focus on the gaps in the existing menu of guidelines – first and foremost on the 

missing guidelines for higher-level sector, thematic and corporate evaluations.34 
(iii) Recognize and build on the results of the ECG benchmarking and stocktaking 

exercises (below), which show a high degree of conformity for IED with ECG 
public sector GPS, while there is some more work to be done regarding the GPS 
for the evaluation of nonsovereign operations. 

(iv) Seek also to reflect as appropriate the issues discussed below. 
 

B. Evaluation of Sovereign Operations  
 
59. High degree of consistency with GPS. Annex 7 presents the results of ECG bench-
markings and stocktakings of IED’s sovereign and nonsovereign evaluations against the 
respective ECG GPS. The report for public sector evaluations did not grade individual 
evaluation entities for public sector evaluations, but overall it found for IED a very high degree of 
consistency with the GPS. Thus in the annexes to the stocktaking report a total of 71 individual 
GPS categories were assessed, of which it found full IED consistency for 59, and non-
consistency for only seven categories of which three related to self-evaluation (and are thus not 
under direct IED control). IED’s public sector evaluations are thus clearly conforming to the ECG 
GPS. 
 
60. Within the framework of the GPS members may employ a variety of methodological 
approaches—there is no one ECG evaluation framework. This also means that even with IED’s 
very high degree of consistency, there may still be methodological preferences, questions and 
possible adjustments for IED to consider. Some such questions are raised below.  
 
61. The absence of an overall statement of principles. As mentioned above, current 
individual Guidelines are written largely in a form that focuses much attention on processing and 
presentational issues, and can on some such matters go into very considerable detail. Thus the 
PPER Guidelines for public sector operations discuss at some length the format of the PPER 
report, key aspects of report preparation and processing, and the techniques for rating projects 
and project components, but without a clearly expressed up-front conceptual framework. In the 
absence also of a Statement of Policy the underlying principles may not always be easy to 
discern. 
 
62. Focusing on whether ADB has done things right is often appropriate when doing 
evaluations at the project level. However, especially for higher-level evaluations an increasingly 
important question must be how to broaden the understanding of quality equally on evaluating 
whether ADB is doing the right things – matters of strategic options and policy selections. This 
would require more attention to assessing strategic positioning than is currently the case. 
  
63. In the case of CAPEs, the focus would need to be strengthened on evaluating 
against objectives of the CPS. The CAPE Guidelines are discussed in some more detail in 
Annex 8. 
 
64. The current guidelines can be unduly deterministic. As one example, the current 
CAPE Guidelines stipulate six evaluation criteria that are given fixed pre-determined weights.35 

                                                 
34 Higher-level evaluations can vary very considerably in purpose, subject matter and scope. Accordingly, guidelines 

for such evaluations may focus on core principles and approaches supplemented by examples of good practice. 
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Such an approach can have both advantages and disadvantages, but one question would be 
whether the use of pre-determined weights could unduly limit the importance of evaluators’ 
judgment in light of circumstances (such as specific country and sector conditions).  
 
65. There is an undue emphasis on ratings. Ratings are useful for evaluations, including 
to focus attention on key issues. However, too many ratings may obscure rather than 
enlighten.36 Thus an illustrative example in Appendix 3 to the PPER guidelines shows a total of 
forty ratings (including aggregated ratings). This does not include the sub-criteria that should 
also be given scale values. (According to an illustrative checklist (para. 40 of the Guideline) 
there could be six such sub-criteria with a possible total of 22 sub-sub-criteria.) It is not likely 
that evaluators can adequately give sufficient attention to such a large number of ratings, nor 
that they can be assessed adequately by peer reviewers or reviewing managers.37 
  
66. The Guidelines could be more reader-friendly. IED’s available Guidelines can go into 
very considerable detail (the CAPE Guidelines are 69 pages including annexes), and the 
approaches can be quite descriptive – may in part be considered as instructions more than 
guidelines. There is scope for improving the overall readability of these Guidelines. The 
proposed Statement would help readers to understand the reasons behind the methodological 
instructions. New/updated Guidelines could be shorter, more focused on key issues, and more 
attentive to readers’ requirements. 
 

C. Evaluation of Nonsovereign Operations 
 
67. Annex 7 also discusses the results of the ECG's work on GPS for nonsovereign 
operations, which has demonstrated important differences between those institutions for whom 
such operations are a modest part of overall activities (like ADB) and those for whom they are a 
major or the only activity. It has taken ECG significant effort to arrive at GPS that reconcile the 
requirements for all its members with nonsovereign activities. However, with the recent fourth 
version of the GPS - with which IED has agreed - these differences have been addressed. 
 
68. The earlier bench-markings showed some modest improvements for IED compliance, 
although the overall rate was quite low. IED expects for its compliance rate to improve 
significantly under future bench-markings, due in part to the improvement in the GPS. However, 
a couple of standards will continue to be hard to meet. Thus Investment Profitability may be 
difficult to determine also under the new GPS.38 Another issue relates to limitations of IED's 
general conflict of interest policy for its staff, as well as their career development, which would 
need to be clarified in way that will facilitate career progression and exchange expertise 
between ADB operations and IED. IED also has reservations regarding the practicality and 
usefulness of the GPS requirement for determining the economic sustainability for certain types 
of capital market transactions.  

                                                                                                                                                          
35 Strategic Positioning (10% weight), Program Relevance (10%), Efficiency (20%), Effectiveness (20%), 

Sustainability (20%), and Development Impacts (20%).  
36 The 2008 consultants also suggested that IED use caution in its use of ratings and that it highlight appropriate 

caveats when it does provide ratings. 
37 In practice the ratings at the project level may be considerably fewer, so there may be a discrepancy between 

practice and aspects of the written guidelines. 
38 Using the preferable net profit contribution method is possible only if ADB adopts cost-accounting systems that 

reflect administrative costs for investments. Moreover, calculation of ADB’s investment profitability is complicated 
by the absence of ADB benchmarks for minimum targeted risk adjusted returns on capital employed for 
guarantees, loans and equity investments.  
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69. At the same time, IED is taking steps to strengthen (i) some areas of its nonsovereign 
guidelines, which date from 2007, by tightening language on environmental/social performance 
and ADB additionality, (ii) its annual reporting for nonsovereign operations, and (iii) its capacity 
to cope with expected increases in the evaluations and validations of such operations.39  
 
70. Finally, at present nonsovereign operations are evaluated mostly in isolation from 
sovereign programs and projects, and do not seem to systematically figure in CAPEs. IED 
should develop modes for closer integration of nonsovereign operations into its higher-level 
evaluative work. 
 

D. Rating Scales  
 
71. Annex 9 shows the IED rating scales for different categories. IED uses systematically 
four-point scales and these are meant to be balanced around a mid-line – two ratings above and 
two below (this also makes possible to construct binary ratings which are useful for trend 
analyses). However, going forward IED might wish to consider for greater nuancing the 
selective use of six-point scales for any ratings considered to represent overall results, although 
this would in no way be essential. 
 
72. While the rating scales are supposed to be symmetrical around midlines, the language 
used to describe them can in several instances give a different impression. Thus for project 
evaluations: Relevance is rated as Highly Relevant, Relevant, Partly Relevant and Irrelevant, 
and Overall Assessment is rated Highly Successful, Successful, Partly Successful and 
Unsuccessful. In both cases these ratings could be read as if three of the four categories are 
above the midline and only one below. (For the latter rating it has now been decided to change 
the word “partly successful” to “less than successful”, which would be an improvement.) It would 
be appropriate for IED to review systematically all of its rating scales for full “semantic” 
symmetry around the midline.40  

 
 

VII. INDEPENDENCE 

A. Introduction 
 
73. The Development Committee Task Force on Multilateral Development Banks 
recommended in 1996 that “the heads of the five MDB evaluation units ....should....be allowed 
to issue final evaluation reports to the MDB President and Executive Directors without prior 
clearance by anyone outside the unit.”41 Implicit in this statement was the notion that the central 
evaluation departments of an international financial institution should exercise independence in 
conducting and reporting on its work. 
 
74. Since that time, the concept of evaluation independence has been articulated much 
further, as elaborated inter alia in the ECG Good Practice Standards (GPS) on Independence of 

                                                 
39 In addition, ADB (in particular the Private Sector Operations Department) will also have to increase resources to 

ensure timely self-evaluation in line with GPS requirements.  
40 As one illustrative example, the ratings for Relevance could be renamed either Highly Relevant, Relevant, 

Irrelevant, Highly Irrelevant, or Relevant, Moderately Relevant, Moderately Irrelevant, Irrelevant. 
41 Development Committee. Task Force on Multilateral Development Banks, Serving a Changing World: Report from 

the Task Force on Multilateral Development Banks, March 15, 1966. 
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International Financial Institutions’ Central Evaluation Departments.42 The introduction to these 
standards emphasizes the following: 
 

(i) The key function of a central evaluation department is to provide independent 
evaluation of the projects, programs, policies and activities of its parent 
international financial institution. 

(ii) Independence is essential for the financial institution to maximize the benefits 
from its evaluation system, but the raison d’être of independence is not for its 
own sake but to provide for impartial, credible evaluation as a means to help 
improve the performance of an organization. 

(iii) The rationale for independence in its various dimensions is to provide for, and 
protect, the impartiality of evaluations and to ensure that the ability of evaluators 
to provide credible reports and advice is not compromised. 

(iv) Independence does not mean isolation, as both operations and evaluation 
activities are enriched through cross-fertilization of knowledge and experience. 

(v) Independence does not imply any particular approach to evaluation, and it does 
not mean that evaluators should focus more on accountability than on learning. 

(vi) Independence does not mean lack of accountability and responsibility or 
exemption from normal norms of transparency, but the mechanisms used to 
ensure adequate levels of accountability for the evaluators may be different from, 
and independent from, the mechanisms for the parts of the respective 
organizations reporting to managements. 

 
75. In 2003 the ECG adopted a framework for assessing evaluation independence along 
four dimensions: organizational, behavioral, avoidance of conflict of interest, and protection from 
outside interference. This report has used this framework to assess IED’s independence as 
shown in Annex 10. 
 
76.  Overall, 20 out of the 26 criteria of the ECG standards have been adopted, while six 
important ones have been partly adopted.43 These six, discussed in the following paras., should 
be addressed. A summary assessment against the four overall ECG criteria is presented 
following the discussion of the partly adopted standards. It shows that under the 2008 IED 
Policy, IED meets the ECG standards for independence in important respects. Finally, the 
discussion concludes that placing the leadership of Independent Evaluation at par with the 
leadership of the Operations Group would strengthen the internal and external impact and 
visibility of the evaluation function. Giving independent evaluation parity vis-a-vis the position of 
Operations, the evaluee, would be an important signal for independence and usefulness, while 
also helpful in ensuring that IED is not left out of ADB-wide vice-presidential communications 
and actions.  

B. The Six Standards that have been Partly Adopted 
 
77. Standard 2. “The governance arrangements should be designed to ensure IED's 
independence, its relevance to ADB’s mission and the delivery of its corporate accountability 
and learning value-added. To ensure organizational independence, IED should not report to 
ADB Management, be located organizationally outside the line and staff management function 
                                                 
42 ECG. 2010. Good Practice Standards on Independence of International Financial Institutions’ Central Evaluation 

Departments. This document provides a framework for analyzing the independence of evaluation entities. It also 
provides much of the general material used to introduce the analysis in this chapter. 

43 A similar recent exercise for IEG (World Bank Group) found that 23 of the standards (88 percent) had been 
adopted. 
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and be independent of ADB’s operational, policy, and strategy departments and related 
decision- making. IED should operate with full autonomy but in close consultation with other 
departments to ensure, as far as possible (subject to the primacy of sound evaluative principles 
and practices), both (a) coherence of corporate standards among operations, portfolio and 
strategy analysis, and evaluation, and (b) good prospects for corporate ownership of the IED's 
findings and recommendations for improvement. IED's work should be overseen by the Board 
through a designated committee.” This standard is considered partly adopted. The 2008 
Policy ensures IED’s operational independence of Management in terms of its evaluative 
products. However, for a number of matters IED is dependent on the cooperation of ADB 
departments, in part because of IED’s positioning as a department and in part as a result of 
ADB’s lack of full dollar budgeting and human resource policies.  
 
78. Standard 11. “IED staff should be selected by the DGE or his/her designee, in 
accordance with overall ADB personnel policies.” This standard is considered partly 
adopted. Under the Policy, the DGE will be responsible for the final selection of IED personnel, 
in accordance with ADB personnel guidelines, with the administrative processes handled by 
BPMSD. However, for the Director positions (currently two) the DGE’s selection needs under 
ADB’s personnel policies to be approved by a meeting of the ADB Vice Presidents. While there 
has been no case of this meeting rejecting the DGE’s nominee, the practice is contrary to the 
spirit of the policy. (IED is also in practice governed by certain principles used by the personnel 
department for the short-listing of external candidates for advertised vacancies.) 
 
79. Standard 16. “IED should also have a policy regarding movement of evaluation staff into 
other ADB units to ensure that they are not subject to conflicts of interest while seeking or being 
sought for such positions.” This standard is considered partly adopted, since IED’s conflict of 
interest guideline (discussed elsewhere) is not particularly explicit on this point.  
 
80. Standard 19. “IED should be subject to ADB’s institutional auditing requirements. 
However, audits must be conducted by an auditor independent of management, and approved 
by the relevant governing body or bodies.” This standard is considered partly adopted. The 
Policy does not discuss matters of auditing, which could be added. As all parts of ADB, IED is 
subject to audits by ADB’s external auditors, who have never made any adverse comments on 
any aspects of IED’s accounts. IED can also be subject to assessments by the Office of the 
Auditor General (OAG) - ADB’s internal auditing department but this has not happened in recent 
memory. OAG is an internal department reporting to the President. It would therefore seem 
appropriate under the standard for any proposed assessment by OAG of IED to be endorsed by 
DEC, and for any reports to be submitted to DEC for its consideration. IED should however as 
everyone else be included as a matter of course in general assessments of matters such as 
accounting practices or expenditure controls.  
 
81. Standard 21. “IED’s major stakeholder is the Board to which it reports. The Board is 
responsible for ensuring the efficient use of resources and achieving results on the ground with 
sustainable development impact.” This standard is considered partly adopted. The Policy 
lists the Board first among its internal stakeholders, and IED views the Board as its primary (but 
not only) client. In practice IED reports most of the time only to DEC. This is appropriate and 
practical. However, given the Board’s overall responsibility and it being the primary client, more 
contacts between IED and the full Board would also be appropriate and useful, and there have 
been some recent steps in this regard. 
 
82. Standard 25. “Management has responsibility for implementing IED recommendations. 
However, IED is responsible for a system to monitor and report to the Board management's 
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record of adoption of and response to recommendations, including its success in remedying any 
problems found in evaluations.” This standard is considered partly adopted. The Policy 
makes clear that ADB Management is responsible for ensuring that evaluation 
recommendations are implemented “where feasible” and for periodically being tracked and 
reported to DEC, whereas under the standard the responsibility for monitoring and reporting to 
the Board should be with IED. In practice, under the MARS the tracking of progress is handled 
by Management under an IED-managed system, and IED reports to the Board under its annual 
report.  
 

C. Summary of Independence 
 
83. Organizational Independence. Organizational independence is designed to ensure that 
the evaluation unit is beyond the control of the decision makers whose activities are being 
evaluated, that the scope of evaluation covers all relevant aspects of the organization, and that 
the evaluation unit and its staff have access to all necessary information. IED has such 
independence. Under its Board-approved Policy it reports directly to the Board through DEC, 
the DGE is appointed directly by the Board, the Board approves IED’s annual work program and 
budget, and IED’s scope of responsibility extends to all determinants of ADB’s operational 
results.  
 
84. The DGE is appointed by the Board, and not considered a regular staff of ADB, but 
he/she would still be subject to and covered by all other rules and regulations (except for those 
specified in the policy paper on tenure and performance assessment) applicable to other ADB 
staff appointed by the President. This is normal, but Section 3 of ADB’s staff instructions 
pertaining to public speaking and publications could potentially impinge on DGE’s 
independence. It would be appropriate under any revision of the Policy to address this limitation.  
 
85. Behavioral Independence. Behavioral independence relates to the ability and 
willingness of IED to issue candid reports, the absence of management – imposed restrictions 
that limit transparency in the disclosure of evaluation findings, and the absence of management- 
constraints (including both budget and human resources) in undertaking evaluations. IED has 
such independence. Its work programs and budgets are approved by the Board, the IED 
budget is separate from that of management, and all IED reports and other documents (such as 
approach papers) are disclosed to the public. IED’s reports also indicate that its management 
and staff are prepared to present findings, conclusions and recommendations with which ADB 
Management or parts thereof may disagree, although they are at times couched in careful 
language and the way the reports have been written can at times have served for key messages 
not to stand out.44 Ongoing presentational reforms should help address this tendency, while it is 
for the DGE to ensure that the willingness to take unpopular positions will continue or be 
enhanced further. 
 
86. The 2008 IED Policy states that IED “will continue its current practice of ensuring that 
upon completion all evaluation reports are disclosed to the public and widely disseminated in 
accordance with ADB's PCP [Public Communications Policy]." The treatment of IED disclosures 
is virtually the same in the 2005 (PCP) and in the new 2011 PCP that takes effect April 2, 2012. 
Thus the latter policy states (paras. 66–68) that (i) ADB shall post a list of planned IED 
evaluations on its website; (ii) ADB shall post all IED reports on its website upon circulation to 

                                                 
44 The discussion last fall of IED’s report on the operations of the Asian Development Fund (ADF) VIII–X (first two 

years) showed several senior Bank managers expressing strong disagreement with aspects of the IED report.  
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Management and the Board, except for IED annual evaluation reports that will be posted on the 
ADB website upon discussion by DEC; and (iii) for evaluation reports discussed by DEC, ADB 
shall post the Chair’s summary on its website upon its circulation to the Board, as well as 
Management responses to the independent evaluations and any IED comments to these 
evaluations. Accordingly: 
 

(i) IED does not have its own disclosure policy as the ADB disclosure policy also 
covers IED.  

(ii) There is no conflict between the 2008 IED Policy and the PCP on the principle of 
full disclosure, but there is a conflict as to responsibility (under the 2008 Policy 
“IED will” ensure the disclosure upon completion, and under the PCP “ADB shall 
post …on its website”). 

(iii) The insistence under the PCP of publication upon distribution to the Board is in 
practice is a bit rigid concerning the timing of IED disclosures of its reports. This 
safeguards IED’s independence, but at the same time it can create issues of 
practicality such as when a discussion at DEC reveals mistakes or matters that 
require clarification. 

(iv) While the PCP makes an exception for annual reports (to be disclosed upon 
discussion by DEC) there is no reference to the possibility that any IED reports 
might also be discussed by the full Board. 

(v) The PCP (para. 65) makes clear that completion reports will be disclosed, but 
there is no reference to IED validation reports.45 

 
87. Accordingly, while retaining the principle of full disclosure it would be preferable for IED 
to have its own disclosure policy, perhaps within the overall IED Policy, in line with the policy of 
ADB but placing the disclosure responsibility for IED products clearly on IED and for these 
products to be disclosed on the IED website. Such an IED disclosure policy should also leave to 
the DGE to decide on the exact timing and manner of disclosure.46 
 
88. Avoidance of Conflicts of Interest. Avoidance of conflicts of interest means that 
provisions are in place to ensure that past, current or immediate future employment and 
financial considerations, or prior professional or personal relationships or considerations, do not 
interfere with the objectivity or perceived objectivity of evaluators. IED has such 
independence. The Guidelines in this regard are discussed in Annex 11. Overall, the current 
Guidelines are well thought out, sufficiently stringent and fully appropriate. It would be useful to 
update them more formally. As part of such an updating it would be useful in light of experience 
to consider whether some more attention needs to be given in respect of staff members 
planning to move elsewhere in ADB, and about the declaration of conflict of interest if deemed 
unavoidable.  
 
89. Protection from Outside Interference. Protection from outside interference ensures 
that the evaluation unit has the ability to decide on the design, conduct and content of 
evaluations without interference, that the content and recommendations of the evaluations 
cannot be changed by an outside authority, there are adequate resources to carry out the 
mandated activities, the head of evaluation is not threatened by real or perceived management 
interference including regarding his/her appointment, compensation or annual performance 
                                                 
45 Both for completion reports and evaluations of nonsovereign operations, the PCP makes clear that the disclosed 

versions will be in abbreviated/redacted form, excluding commercially sensitive and confidential business 
information.  

46 This would in case be in line with the long-standing practice at IEG (World Bank Group) where disclosure takes 
place at a time of the DGE’s choosing after the discussion at the Board or Board committee.  
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evaluation, and that the head of the evaluation entity has final authority over personnel matters 
subject to the overall principles and human resource policies in the organization.  
 
90. Independent Evaluation Department has this independence, which is grounded in 
the IED Policy and the independence of the DGE. The DGE is appointed by the Board for a five-
year non-renewable term, upon the recommendation of DEC in consultation with the President. 
During his/her term, the DGE can only be removed by the Board on the grounds of inefficiency 
or misconduct. IED’s work program and budget are prepared independently of ADB 
Management, endorsed by DEC and approved by the Board separately from ADB’s overall 
administrative budget. Under the Policy, the DGE will be exempt from the formal annual 
performance review process. However, the Chair of DEC, in consultation with other DEC 
members, will provide written annual feedback on the DGE’s performance. Also under the 
Policy, the DGE will be responsible for the final selection of IED personnel, in accordance with 
ADB personnel guidelines, with the administrative processes handled by BPMSD. However, for 
the Director positions (currently two) the DGE’s selection needs under ADB’s personnel policies 
to be approved by a meeting of the Vice Presidents. (There is a similar practice for the hiring of 
international staff – a meeting comprising the DGE, the Director General BPMSD, a sector 
specialist and an independent panelist.) This practice is contrary to the spirit of the policy, 
although understandable from ADB’s perspective, as nothing prevents the directors from 
applying for managerial positions in ADB at a later stage.  
 
91. The DGE position is at the Director-General level, one grade below Vice President. 
There would be advantages in raising the position to equivalent of that of Vice President, since 
several ADB systems and processes assume a Vice President in charge – such as for staff 
performance ratings, the annual staff merit budget, rewards and recognitions and gender 
agreements. Placing the head of IED at this rank would also strengthen further the internal and 
external visibility of the position and thus of the evaluation function. (This would also place IED 
on par with practice in the World Bank Group’s IEG.)  
 

D. Interactions with ADB Management 
 
92. Independence should not mean isolation. As emphasized by the 2008 Policy document, 
appropriate interactions with ADB Management and staff are beneficial for both parties and thus 
for helping to raise the standards of ADB’s operations as a whole. Overall, such interactions 
take place already, but could be strengthened further in a few respects: 
 

(i) It is one of IED’s functions to evaluate ADB policies, and such evaluations will 
often have most value if they can be timed with processes to revise such policies. 
Early information on such possible policy changes is therefore important since 
evaluation takes time. There is a concern within IED that there is no robust 
system currently in place for IED to receive such timely information. 

(ii) The Perception Survey showed that ADB staff and Management expect IED staff 
to show greater awareness about operational realities. To meet these 
expectations IED will have to have a right mix of staff/consultants with 
operational experience on its evaluation teams, while also recognizing and 
making clear that evaluation cannot be a provider of cook-book recipes. 

(iii) ADB does not apply full dollar budgeting – rather, a number of services are 
provided by service departments that are part of management. IED thus has to 
coordinate (and follow ADB-wide rules) with various departments in order to 
operate: Central Operations Services Office—consultant recruitment; Office of 
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Administrative Services—equipment, office supplies, buildings, janitorial services, 
mission travels and other services; Department of External Relations—
dissemination and publications; Office of Information Systems and Technology—
computers and information technology related matters; BPMSD—staff 
recruitment, budget (what IED can charge and what not), learning and 
development; Controller’s Department and Treasury Department—money 
matters. 

(iv) There are some constraints on the recruitment of consultants (very short term 
and longer term) that could be waived for IED.47  

 
 

 

                                                 
47 The user unit consults Project Administration Instruction (PAI) 2.01 and submits a memo to obtain endorsement or 

approval for the following types of staff consulting assignments: The Director, Budget and Management Services 
Division (BPBM) approves assignments longer than 66 working days but not long-term. When requesting 
endorsement, the user unit attaches the cost estimates to its memo. The head of the user department or office, 
Principal Director, Central Operations Services Office, and the Director General, BPMSD approve long-term 
assignments. Long-term assignments without specific time-bound outputs are rarely approved. The 
recommendation memorandum must detail justification of the rationale and purpose, establishing that the 
circumstances are among those described in Section L of PAI 2.01, and that an existing staff member cannot 
perform the work. When requesting endorsement, the user unit attaches to its memorandum the terms of reference 
(TOR), cost estimates, and the selected or first-ranked candidate’s curriculum vitae (CV). Long-term assignments 
are defined as follows: The total initial assignment and extension is equal to or more than 12 person months if the 
contract defines inputs by person month, or 264 working days if the contract defines inputs by working day; for 
calculation, a person month is defined as 22 working days; and assignments through reengagements that bring the 
total amount of inputs by the same consultant up to or more than the threshold as defined above during any 24-
months.  
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THE 2008 EXTERNAL REVIEW 
 
 
1. In 2008, two experienced international consultants (C. Scott Clark and Burt Perrin) were 
contracted to deliver a review of the independence and effectiveness of the then Operations 
Evaluation Department (OED). The purpose of that review was to examine existing 
arrangements for IED, taking into account the experience over the previous five years and 
practices in other MDBs, and to make recommendations that would enhance independence and 
maximize the effectiveness of IED’s operations. They submitted their final report in September 
2008, and this report became a main input to the IED Policy Paper of later that year.1  
 
2. The report commented that over the previous several years, independent evaluation had 
taken on an increasingly important role in all MDBs, including the ADB. The consultants 
concluded that the “relevance and use” of IED’s independent evaluation studies had steadily 
improved, although, as was the case in all MDBs, the quality of individual evaluations was 
viewed as variable.  
 
3. However, the consultants also concluded that actions were warranted to reinforce the 
independence of IED, and there was a potential for improving the effectiveness of evaluation 
and its contribution to ADB activities. They saw as most important in that regard that ADB 
Management must become more open to critical feedback, and more receptive to continuous 
questioning on how to do things better. The consultants urged that ADB Management needed to 
embrace evaluation as a management tool to improve the effectiveness of ADB’s programs and 
policies, and that it needed to do more to adopt a learning- oriented culture that could be used 
as a positive force in pursuing its goals.  
 
4. The consultants emphasized that DEC and the entire Board of Directors needed to do 
considerably more to champion IED and the use of evaluation throughout the Bank, and to 
ensure that the full potential of evaluation to contribute to policy planning and implementation 
would be realized. There was also a need for DEC and the Board to review urgently the 
adequacy of the resources provide to IED. 
 
5. The consultants thought that IED itself could take some steps to maximize effectiveness. 
In particular, there needed to be greater attention paid to multi-year human resource planning, 
to ensure the necessary skills, the right balance between external and internal employees, and 
an appropriate use of expert consultants. IED has taken steps in these regards, as discussed 
later in this report. 
 
6. Based on their analysis the consultants presented 22 recommendations, most of which 
were taken up in the subsequent Policy paper. The core recommendations regarding 
independence have all been implemented.  
 
 
 
 

                                                 
1 C. Scott Clark and Burt Perrin. 2008. Review of the Independence and Effectiveness of the Asian Development 

Bank’s Operations Evaluation Department (OED). Final Report, submitted to the Working Group of the ADB’s 
Board of Directors. September 4. 
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OUTSIDE OBSERVATIONS ON INDEPENDENT EVALUATION DEPARTMENT 
 
A. Global Accountability Assessment 
 
1. The One World Trust, a UK-based think tank, promotes education and research into 
changes required in global governance to achieve the eradication of poverty, injustice, 
environmental degradation and war. It develops recommendations on practical ways to make 
powerful organizations more accountable to the people they affect now and in the future, and 
how the rule of law can be applied to all. The Trust educates political leaders, decision makers 
and opinion-formers about the findings of its research. Established in 1951, the trust continues 
to have a close relationship with the UK Parliament.  
 
2. As part of its work, the Trust published Global Accountability Reports (GARs) in the 
years 2006–2008, each covering about 30 global organizations including international 
government organizations such as MDBs, international NGOs, and transnational corporations. 
The 2007 report,1 which included ADB, rated accountability capabilities by four dimensions: 
Transparency, participation, evaluation, and complaint and response mechanisms. Overall ADB 
was given a score of 81 percent, the second highest after United Nations Development 
Programme (UNDP) among the intergovernmental organizations (IGOs).  
 
3. For the evaluation dimension the rating for ADB was high at 85 percent, but still 
modestly below those for IDB, UNDP, the WFP and IsDB. The exact methodology is not quite 
clear from the GAR, but the report stated that the assessed findings were in relation to the 
capabilities of the assessed organizations’ capabilities for fostering high quality evaluations that 
generate learning and strengthen accountability. The report did so by analyzing (i) whether 
organizations made a commitment to evaluate and had in place written document(s), 
underpinned by good practice principles, which guided evaluation practice at both policy and 
operational levels; and (ii) whether organizations had in place systems to ensure both 
compliance with these policies and the dissemination of lessons learnt.  
 
4. The report noted that evaluation was the dimension in which IGOs had the most 
developed capabilities. This suggested that principles of evaluation were both accepted and 
embedded within many IGO polices and systems. Of the ten assessed IGOs six (including ADB) 
had policies guiding evaluation practice at operational and policy levels. The GAR found that the 
quality of the evaluation policies was very high, with a number of the IGOs including ADB 
meeting at least three out of four GAR good practice principles – more detailed breakdowns 
were not given.2  
 
B. The Multilateral Organisation Performance Assessment Network  
 
5. This is a network of 16 donor countries that seeks to assess the organizational 
effectiveness of multilateral organizations – Finland provides its current secretariat. It prepared 

                                                 
1 One World Trust: 2007 Global Accountability Report, by Robert Lloyd, Jeffrey Oatham and Michael Hammer. 
2 The report also thought that the registered gap between MDBs and UN programs on the one hand versus the rest 

of the assessed entities on the other suggested that the former had felt pressures to develop evaluation policies 
and systems that the other IGOs had not. Thus within the MDBs the pressures to provide evidence of impact and to 
develop robust evaluation capabilities had been intense. Civil society, parliamentarians, and donors had been 
instrumental in pushing the MDBs to strengthen their evaluation capabilities and to establish evaluation offices 
independent of management in order to provide an independent voice on the organizations’ effectiveness. 
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in 2010 an extensive report3 on ADB based significantly on surveys of ADB clients and 
Multilateral Organisation Performance Assessment Network (MOPAN) donors (both at 
headquarters and in-country representatives in four countries (Afghanistan, Indonesia, Sri 
Lanka and Viet Nam)). Overall, the MOPAN report found that over the preceding four years 
ADB had been implementing a number of reform efforts designed to improve its effectiveness. 
The findings of the MOPAN review suggested that these reforms “are providing the foundations 
for key organizational systems and practices that favour ADB’s organisational effectiveness, in 
particular in those areas relating to making transparent and predictable aid allocation decisions, 
presenting information on performance, and in monitoring external results.” 
 
6. The report was not meant to address IED as such. However, it made several positive 
comments regarding IED and ADB’s evaluation function: 
 

(i) On a question about independent evaluations, 90 percent of donor 
representatives at their headquarters (the only group asked this question) 
provided ratings of adequate or above. 

(ii) ADB was rated strongly on its monitoring of external results, with the MOPAN 
comment that “ADB’s strong ratings in this area were gained primarily on the 
strength of its Independent Evaluation Department (IED), but also for its 
evaluation coverage.”  

(iii) The majority of donor respondents at their headquarters had agreed that ADB 
acted on evaluation recommendations reported to Executive Committee/Board, 
and the report found evidence of a “systematic process for follow-up on the 
evaluation of the recommendations accepted by ADB Management.” 

(iv) While not directly on evaluations, many survey respondents had however seen 
as ADB’s greatest area for improvement at the time to strengthen its results-
based monitoring and reporting, particularly on its contributions to outcomes for 
the recipient countries. 

(v) There is a reference to the CAPEs, and that “There is evidence from 
management responses to these evaluations that adjustments were made to 
programming based on the recommendations.” 

 
 

                                                 
3 MOPAN: MOPAN Common Approach: Asian Development Bank (ADB) 2010. January 2011. 
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PERCEPTION SURVEY 
 
1. Introduction: At the strong behest of the Board, ADB commissioned in early 2011 a 
“users’ perception survey” of IED. The objective was to “inform ADB of the perception of the 
respondents (ADB Managers and staff and the Board) of the effectiveness and influence of IED 
in the context of IED’s mandate, roles and functions, and its characteristics of independent 
evaluation.” The survey was conducted in March 2011 by the firm of Towers Watson, who also 
undertook individual interviews with a sample of ADB staff and members of the Board. The 
consultants were contracted by ADB Management in order to make sure that it would be 
independent of IED. The final report is dated 8 June 2011.1 Paras. 2–6 below provide aspects of 
the survey and survey results highlighted by the consultants in their cover write-up, while some 
supplementary comments are in paras. 7–10. 
 
2. About the survey: 

 
(i) The on-line survey was issued to a total of 1,115 individuals, of whom 50 percent 

answered (554 responses) – this is a good response rate for such surveys.  
(ii) Of the respondents, 33 were from IED and 521 non-IED ADB staff including from 

the Board. 
(iii) Of non-IED respondents, 68 percent were “very familiar” (17 percent) or 

“somewhat familiar” (51 percent) with IED evaluations. The 37 (seven percent) 
individuals who answered “not at all familiar” were not asked to proceed with the 
entire survey questionnaire.  

(iv) However, this means that the 129 individuals (25 percent) who had answered 
“not too familiar” proceeded to complete the survey.  

(v) Otherwise, the 484 who completed the survey consisted of 22 from the Board, 57 
from senior staff, 253 from other international staff, and 152 from national staff.  

(vi) Operational staff (more likely to know about IED) represented 77 percent and 
operations support staff 23 percent. 

(vii) In terms of familiarity with IED products, 77 percent mentioned project 
evaluations, 57 percent sector/thematic, 48 percent country level, but only 18 
percent corporate evaluations – a striking difference.2 (More than one answer 
was possible for this question). 

 
3. The report from the consultants highlights inter alia the following: 
 

(i) Of the survey respondents, 89 percent considered IED relevant in their work 
(applying the binary scale from the six-point rating scale). 

(ii) Nine out of ten respondents considered IED’s lesson-sharing and accountability 
function as very important to ADB. 

(iii) The majority also agreed that IED plays a key role for developing member 
countries through such instruments as validations of completion reports, ECD, 
country and sector program evaluations. 

(iv) On this basis the consultants concluded that the expectation for IED to perform 
its functions effectively and efficiently is “quite high”, and that the respondents 
consider IED to be independent, impartial and trustworthy. 

 

                                                 
1  Towers Watson 2011 ADB: Perception Survey. The Independent Evaluation Department – Final Report. 

2 One possible reason for this apparent discrepancy could be that operational evaluations can much more easily be 
of direct use to the concerned operational staff.  
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4. Some responses were more critical:  
 

(i) The consultants also found that based on the survey data and the interviews, 
IED has achieved “mixed results.”  

(ii) Most members of the Board had a “generally favorable” opinion of IED, while 
staff from operations (particularly senior staff and international staff) was the 
most critical. 

(iii) Operations staff expects IED to provide “clear, evidence-based 
recommendations” to influence the development and implementation of ADB 
projects. 

(iv) The consultants commented that IED staff have – naturally enough – a more 
favorable view of their activities and output than non-IED ADB staff.  

 
5. The interviews: 
 

(i) There were in-depth interviews with 15 interviewees including four from the 
Board and four from senior ADB Management.  

(ii) The consultants found that the findings of the survey and the interviews were 
“similar and consistent.” 

(iii) A recurring feedback is for IED to “evaluate the effectiveness of its reports” – and 
some interviewees questioned the content, methodology and/or 
recommendations developed by IED.  

(iv) Specific areas mentioned were impact evaluations, ECD and country or sector 
evaluations. 

(v) Others mentioned the lack of consistent high quality and attributed this to staffing 
constraints. 

(vi) In terms of how for ED to improve, areas that were most consistent “focused on 
staff capability, partnership with operations, quality and timeliness of reports, and 
lesson learning/sharing.”  

(vii) One aspect raised of staff capability was the need for IED staff to improve its 
understanding and knowledge of ADB operations. 

(viii) The consultants thus thought that IED “should consider developing ways to relate 
and work with operations in a collaborative and/or consultative manner without 
compromising its independence and integrity.” 

 
6. The consultants concluded:3 
 

(i) It would be useful for IED to review areas of particularly large gaps in perceptions 
between IED and non-IED staff, including the degree of IED staff being 
“collaborative.” 

(ii) IED must improve the quality of its analysis, insights and recommendations. 
(iii) The priority areas where IED can improve are (a) collaborating more closely with 

operations, (b) providing timely and viable solutions in its evaluations, and (c) 
sharing valuable lessons with ADB and its stakeholders. 

(iv) IED - rather than beginning to craft solutions - should begin by “confirming its 
purpose, role and objectives” within ADB and with its various stakeholders. To 
this end, IED may need to review and clarify its mandate, examine whether it is 
organized in the most effective and efficient way, and evaluate how well its 
current talent pool matches requirements and explore ways to strengthen its 

                                                 
3 The consultants in effect introduced conclusions throughout the various sections of their write-up. 
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skills base. One question mentioned in this regard is “Who is accountable for 
ensuring [that] IED recommendations are implemented.”  

 
7. Some other comments about the survey results: 
 

(i) The six most favorable scores (binary scale)4 were questions pertaining to 
disclosure, IED having an important role to play, independence, importance of 
IED for ADB’s accountability, relevance of IED’s evaluations for respondents’ 
work, and importance of IED’s learning function. 

(ii) The ten most unfavorable scores (binary scale) were all still over 50 percent 
favorable. They related to degree of effectiveness of IED’s ECD work, promoting 
use of rigorous impact evaluations, impact on ongoing operations and on the 
design of new non-lending operations, contributions to improvements of Design 
and Monitoring Framework of proposed projects, being innovative and providing 
solutions, fostering learning culture in ADB, developing self-evaluation capacity in 
ADB, and accessibility of evaluation lessons. 

(iii) The consultants identified the three highest-scoring characteristics as being 
independent, impartial and trustworthy, and the bottom three characteristics as 
being collaborative, providing solutions, and being innovative. 

(iv) By group of respondents, the Board was 90 percent favorable, whereas senior 
staff 72 percent and international staff at 68 percent. 

(v) On the six-point scale, most questions elicited answers grouped in the middle – 
for a majority of the questions the equivalent of moderately satisfactory 
represented the largest group. 

(vi) If comparing the two top ratings versus the two bottom ratings for each question, 
for most questions the top were larger than the bottom, and often by a very 
substantial margin. Questions where the bottom two had a larger share than the 
top two included the degree to which IED findings influenced the design of new 
non-lending operations, same question re modifications of ongoing operations, 
visits to IED website, development of evaluation capacity in developing member 
countries, promotion of the use of impact evaluations, and innovation and 
providing solutions.  

 
8. For the interviews, in addition to comments given above: 
 

(i) IED should be taken more seriously by the Bank (a view from the Board), 
(ii) Concern with the MARS,  
(iii) Concern with the quality of recommendations – often too general – too sweeping, 
(iv) Reports found to be of varying quality, 
(v) Importance of sector expertise and re private sector, and 
(vi) Too much concern with quantity over quality. 

 
9. Conclusions: 
 

(i) Overall, IED has reason to be quite pleased with the results – showing significant 
support while also pointing to areas of possible improvement. 

(ii) The survey represents a good basis for an internal IED enhancement process – 
focusing on what can be done better, and the strategic choices in that regard. 

                                                 
4 Binary scale means that the answers on the six-point scale have been aggregated into two parts. 
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(iii) Not all negative comments can necessarily be addressed, given the inevitable 
limitations from IED’s independence and its place within the ADB system. Also, it 
is clear from the survey that many managers and staff would like very concrete 
and specific guidance, down to the level of individual operations, whereas the 
operational value of evaluation findings will normally be more at the higher level. 
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PRODUCTS1 
 
1. Annual Reports. Provide a summary of evaluation, findings and actions taken on evaluation 
recommendations.  
 
2. Country Assistance Program Evaluation Reports. Evaluate all ADB support to a country, 
covering ADB’s country partnership strategy, policy dialogue, completed and ongoing projects. 
 
3. Special Evaluation Studies. Focus on thematic issues across sectors or countries, or 
evaluate an ADB policy or business process.  
 
4. Sector Assistance Program Evaluations. Evaluate the performance of ADB’s support to a 
given sector in a country, including its strategy, policy dialogue, completed and ongoing 
projects. 
 
5. Impact Evaluation Studies. Use quasi-experimental designs and emphasize validity and 
reliability of evaluation results. These are based on the identification of comparison groups, 
surveys of beneficiaries, and the application of quantitative and qualitative methods.  
 
6. Project and Program Performance Evaluation Reports. Evaluate the design, 
implementation, and performance of projects and programs. They are prepared about 3 years 
after project completion. 
 
7. Validation of Project/Program/Country Partnership Strategy Completion Reports. 
Validate project and program completion reports and country partnership strategy final reviews 
 
8. Technical Assistance Performance Evaluation Reports. Evaluate the design, 
implementation, and performance of technical assistance projects, typically covering several 
projects in the same report.  
 
9. Evaluation (Knowledge/Information) Briefs. Offer forward looking insights and prospective 
application of lessons on major cross-cutting themes. 
 
10. Learning Curves. Synthesis of evaluation findings, lessons and recommendations 
designed to feed to broader range of clients. 
 
11. Learning Lessons. Synthesis of key lessons drawn from evaluations, completion reports 
and literature reviews. 

                                                 
1 The Independent Evaluation Department’s website will be modified to follow  these broader product categories. 
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OUTPUTS FOR 2007–2014 
(number of completed reports) 

2007 2008 2009 2010 2012 a 2013 2014

Program Actual

Major 24 16 16 14 20 10 10 12 10

Knowledge Program 17 10 8 8 14 6 b 7 6 6

Impact Evaluation 0 0 1 1 2 1 c 1 1 1

Annual Reports 3 3 3 3 2 1 d 1 1 1

Country/Regional Program Evaluations 4 3 4 2 2 2 e 1 4 2

Intermediate 28 50 70 65 80 66 73 72 78

   Sector Assessments 3 9 12 3 4 1 e 7 4 4

   Validation Reports 11 29 48 51 61 49 50 51 57

      Country Partnership Strategy Final Review Validations 1 0 0 1 6 5 5 1 2

      PCR Validations (Sovereign/Non-sovereign Operations) 10 29 48 50 55 44 45 50 55

   Project/Program/TA Evaluations 14 12 10 11 15 13 16 17 17

     PPERs (Sovereign/Non-sovereign Operations) 13 12 10 9 13 13 15 15 15

     TPERs 1 0 0 2 2 0 f 1 2 2

Others g 4 1 1 2 3 h

Total 56 67 87 81 103 76 83 84 88

CPS=country partnership strategy,  PPER=project/program performance evaluation report, TPER=technical assistance evaluation report
a  This excludes around 12 evaluations to be carried over from 2011 work program as explained below.
b Five special evaluation studies and two evaluations briefs slipped/deferred for completion in 2012.
c The impact evaluation on technical vocational education in Viet Nam was dropped due to data issues. Subsequently, IED decided to include only 

   one impact evaluation study per year to its work program.
d This reflects the consolidation of two annual reports (i.e., Acting on Recommendations and Annual Evaluation Review) and the transfer of the 

   Annual Report on Portfolio Performance to COSO in 2011.
e  CAPE Kyrgyz and its associated sector assessments are still in progress.
f   TPER on social security reforms in PRC slipped/deferred to 2012. A second TPER was not identified assigned with departure of Director, IED1.
g Two planned evaluation guidelines and a synthesis of studies on effectiveness of TA support for environmental management were deferred. 
h Others include synthesis of evaluation findings, joint evaluations, guidelines/methodology, sector summations etc.

Sources: IED annual evaluation reports of 2008, 2009, 2010, 2011; IED work program 2012-2014 and IED 2011 work program list of completed reports

Last update as of 21 February 2012

A c t u a l P l a n n e d

2011
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SOURCES OF FUNDS FOR IED EVALUATION ACTIVITIES, 2007–2012 
($ thousand) 

 

Item TA Budget Actual Budget

No. 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2011 2012 2007-2009 2008-2010 2009-2011 2010-2012

Financed from Internal Administrative Budget  (annual expense basis)

Staff Salaries 3,181       3,220       3,685       4,146       4,745     3,806     5,224       3,362       3,684       3,879       4,392       

   % Increase/(Decrease) 1.2          14.4         12.5         (8.2)       9.6          5.3          13.2         

Benefits 2,081       2,240       2,071       2,512       2,662     2,864     2,940       2,131       2,274       2,482       2,772       

   % Increase/(Decrease) 7.6          (7.5)         21.3         14.0      6.7          9.1          11.7         

Business Travel 277          408          355          422          511        463        654         347          395          413          513          

   % Increase/(Decrease) 47.3         (13.0)        18.9         9.7        13.9         4.6          24.1         

Staff Consultants 1,184       759          1,393       1,083       1,030     1,389     1,060       1,112       1,078       1,288       1,177       

   % Increase/(Decrease) (35.9)        83.5         (22.3)        28.3      (3.0)         19.5         (8.6)         

Representation 2              3              3              -           2           2           2             3              2              2              1              

Relocation 106          27            76            57            -        -          (25.0)        (16.7)        (20.0)        

 Total IED Budget from IAE 6,831       6,657       7,583       8,220       8,950     8,524     9,880       7,024       7,487       8,109       8,875       

   % Increase/(Decrease) (2.5)         13.9         8.4          3.7        6.6          8.3          9.4          

Financed from TA (based on approved amount)

RDTA 1,485       1,493       1,969       1,852       1,300     1,300     1,400       1,649       1,771       1,707       1,517       

CDTA 500          -           500          225          400        400        500         333          242          375          375          

Total IED Budget from TA Source 1,985       1,493       2,469       2,077       1,700     1,700     1,900       1,982       2,013       2,082       1,892       

   % Increase/(Decrease) (24.8)        65.4         (15.9)        (18.2)     1.5          3.4          (9.1)         

Total Funds Available to IED 8,816       8,150       10,052      10,297      10,650   10,224   11,780     9,006       9,500       10,306      10,738      

   % Increase/(Decrease) (7.6)         23.3         2.4          (0.7)       5.5          8.5          4.2          

Note:

Total IED IAE 6,831       6,657       7,583       8,220       8,950     8,524     9,880       7,024       7,487       8,109       8,875       

Total ADB IAE 325,495    347,681    379,003    430,571    496,352 496,299 544,797   350,726    385,752    435,291    490,556    

IED as % of Total ADB IAE 2.1           1.9           2.0           1.9           1.8        1.7        1.8          2.0           1.9           1.9           1.8           

CDTA=capacity development technical assistance, IAE=internal administrative expenses; RDTA = research and development technical assistance

Notes:

1. Excludes BPDB-managed internal administrative budget allocations for IED's (i) staff development training (e.g., IPDET, SHIPDET etc.) and (ii) staff retreats. For the period

2011-2012, IED allocation for staff development training was $80,000 per year while budget provided for retreat-related activities averaged $5,350 per year.

2. From 2011, the cost of relocation and severance pay are to be treated as overhead and centralized in ADB budget.

3. Staff consultant costs are used mainly for PPER and PCR validation preparation. Subject to budget availability and immediate need, the budget are also used for broader

evaluations. These relate mostly to evaluation approach paper preparations.

4. RDTA finances broader evaluations, dissemination of evaluation findings, and international networking.

5. CDTA  finances evaluation capacity development and training activities for DMCs.

6. Total ADB Net IAE excludes carry over budget

Three-Year AverageActual
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EVALUATION METHODOLOGIES—RESULTS FROM EVALUATION COOPERATION 
GROUP BENCHMARKING AND STOCKTAKING EXERCISES 

 
A. Introduction  
 
1. In 1998, a Development Committee Task Force called for the harmonization of 
evaluation methodologies, performance indicators and rating criteria by the Multilateral 
Development Banks (MDBs). Pursuant to this mandate, the Evaluation Cooperation Group 
(ECG)1 has established a number of Good Practice Standards (GPS) and carried out 
benchmarking or stocktaking exercises for its members against these GPS. This annex 
discusses the relevant results of these exercises for the Independent Evaluation Department 
(IED) on public sector and private sector evaluations, respectively. 
 
B. Public Sector Evaluations 
 
2. Evaluation Cooperation Group Stocktaking Exercise. The ECG completed in 2011 a 
stocktaking of member evaluations for consistency against its public sector GPS.2 The report did 
not grade individual evaluation entities, but overall, it clearly found for IED a very high degree of 
consistency with the GPS. Thus in the annexes to the stocktaking report a total of 71 individual 
GPS categories were assessed, of which it found full IED consistency for 59, and non-
consistency for only seven categories of which three related to self-evaluation (and are thus not 
under IED control). In some more detail: 
 

(i) Independence: IED was found in full consistency for all 12 categories. 
(ii) Self-Evaluation: IED (meaning in this case ADB since self-evaluation is the 

responsibility of management): Full consistency in nine out of 13 categories; 
partial consistency for one and not consistent for three categories.3  

(iii) Evaluation Entity Role in Self Evaluation: IED was found in full consistency for 
five out of six categories, and in partial consistency on whether IED reports 
annually to management and the Board on “acting on recommendations” by 
Operations departments. 

(iv) Evaluation Scope and Timing: IED was found in full consistency for all five 
categories. 

(v) Evaluation Coverage and Selection: IED was found in full consistency for five out 
of eight categories. One category (regarding random sampling) was considered 
not applicable. In two categories there was not consistency: Whether selection of 
performance evaluation reports would be verified during completion report 
reviews, and whether the ratio of performance evaluation reports to completed 
projects, as reflected by completion reports, is set down in the IED annual work 
program. 

(vi) Evaluation Criteria and Ratings: IED was found in full consistency for eight out of 
11 categories, while two categories should be considered not applicable (they 
assumed that sustainability would not be treated as a separate criterion as is 

                                                 
1 Evaluation Cooperation Group, consisting of the independent evaluation entities of the MDBs and some related 

evaluation entities.  
2 Multilateral Development Bank Practices in Public Sector Evaluations. Final Report, Revised March 3, 2011. This 

document assessed the evaluation practices against the 2002 Good Practice Standards – these have recently 
been replaced by updated standards. 

3 Such as whether completion reports are submitted for management review in order to encourage timely feedback 
into Operations. 
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done in IED). The one non- consistency related to whether rating scales are 
symmetrical in nature. 

(vii) Performance Evaluation Report (PER) Preparation and Review: IED was found 
in full consistency for all seven categories. It was mentioned that IED had 
increased the number of impact evaluations from one to two per year.  

(viii) Recommendations and Management Response: IED was found in full 
consistency for all four categories, with three comments: (a) That IED prepared 
two annual reviews addressed to management and the Board – the Annual 
Evaluation Review and the Annual Review of Portfolio Performance. (The latter 
of these two has now been taken over by Management through its Annual 
Development Effectiveness Review, and IED is seeking to revamp its Annual 
Evaluation Review for greater relevance and impact.) (b) IED has a tracking 
system that follows up on the uptake of recommendations (the Management 
Action Record System (MARS), but the system was criticized by both IED and 
Management for being too onerous. (c) IED was trying to reduce the number of 
recommendations in the tracking system to be more manageable. (As discussed 
elsewhere, IED has sought to reduce the number of recommendations over the 
past few years, and for a number of CAPEs and other large reports now often 
recommends four to five key actions.  

(ix) Dissemination and Disclosure: IED was found in full consistency for four of the 
five categories, but not regarding whether IED in its annual reporting reviewed 
and reported to management and the Board on the quality of responsiveness to 
the prompts on its website and other evidence of lesson application. 

 
3. It is stated in the stocktaking report that the GPS do not clearly state that evaluations 
should be purely objectives-based, i.e., that achievements are to be assessed against the 
intended outcomes as contained in a project’s statement of objectives. The GPS leave open the 
question of how corporate-level priorities should be addressed in project evaluations when they 
are not explicitly included in project objectives. 
 
4. Of the three types of public sector operations (investment projects, policy-based loans 
(PBLs), and TA activities), the report focused mainly on the evaluation of investment projects. 
However, three of the four benchmarked MDBs that also offer PBLs, including IED, had 
separate guidelines for the evaluation of PBLs in the form of annexes to the guidelines for 
evaluating investment projects, but the differences between the investment and PBL guidelines 
were usually minor. According to the GPS “it is preferable to rate PBLs by aggregating over six 
criteria [Relevance, Efficacy, Efficiency, Sustainability, Institutional Development, and Impact]” 
rather than the four core criteria identified in the GPS for public sector operations. This standard 
was at the time of the benchmarking only followed by IED. This was also the case for another 
criterion, that rating systems should specify minimum performance thresholds for the core 
criteria in order for a PBL to be rated partly or fully satisfactory.  
 
5. Apart from defining self-evaluation policies, some evaluation departments had increased 
or were considering increasing their upstream involvement in self-evaluation. In the 2008 review 
of IED (discussed elsewhere), one of the recommendations had been to increase interactions 
between IED staff and Operations staff in order to extend the ownership of evaluation results 
and accelerate the application of lessons learned. IED’s 2009 Annual Evaluation Review had 
proposed specific actions to be taken by IED in response to this recommendation, including 
providing training and capacity building for ADB regional staff and establishing a “help desk” for 
Operations staff in IED’s front office. In response to this recommendation IED has (i) provided 
Project Completion Report/Technical Assistance Completion Report training workshops in 
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collaboration with Staff Development and Benefits Division (BPDB), to strengthen the self-
evaluation capacity of ADB operations staff, and (ii) provided a “help desk” for operations staff 
on a needs basis. IED’s services have been well received by clients, as indicated by (i) requests 
from BPDB to increase the number of workshops per annum, (ii) substantial numbers of 
operations staff enrolled in these workshops, (iii) requests from some RMs for workshops, and 
requests from some RMs to attend via video conferences. 
 
6. At the time of the benchmarking exercise, IED was placing increased emphasis on the 
validation of completion reports, where - in common with many other MDB evaluation entities - it 
was seeking full coverage of such validations, seen as an important accountability tool that 
allows for monitoring the portfolio on an ongoing basis as well as providing up-to-date reporting 
to the Board, and feeding into country evaluations and other higher-level evaluations. It was 
recognized, however, that these benefits need to be weighed against the associated resource 
costs. 
 
7. For purposes of comparing evaluation results across MDBs as well as to facilitate joint 
evaluations, one of the most important areas to harmonize is the criteria and rating systems 
used in evaluation. According to the GPS, Relevance, Efficacy, Efficiency, and Sustainability are 
core criteria, while other criteria may also be used. At the time of the exercise, IED and four 
other evaluation entities included the Relevance of Design in both their definition of Relevance 
and as a sub-criterion under Relevance.  
 
8. On the other hand, the construction of summary ratings was noted as an area where 
MDBs differ, making it challenging to compare project performance across institutions. The GPS 
specifies that the Aggregate Project Performance indicator is a combination of the four “core” 
criteria (Relevance, Achievement of Objectives (Efficacy), Efficiency, and Sustainability). Only 
three ECG members do it this way, including IED.4  
 
9. Interviews with Operations managers in ADB (undertaken as part of the stocktaking 
exercise) indicated that the tracking system for recommendations (MARS) had become too 
onerous. In ADB’s Southeast Asia region, the system previously tracked Management’s 
responses to 62 completed recommendations, with a total of 113 actions; and continues to track 
Management’s responses to 41 not yet completed recommendations, with a total of 75 actions.5 
Regional management complained that it was time-consuming to implement and monitor so 
many actions, (many of which they believed would have been taken also in the absence of IED 
recommendations).6 They suggested that IED produce a more focused, specific set of 
recommendations that would be specific, measurable, accountable, reasonable, and time-
bound. The revised CAPE guidelines also suggested that recommendations should be few in 
number, specific (but not prescriptive), monitorable, achievable/actionable, results-oriented, and 
time-bound.7  
 
 

                                                 
4 The benchmarking report mentioned that incomplete harmonization on evaluation criteria and rating systems had 

made it difficult to conduct joint evaluations, and as one example that for one joint evaluation, EBRD and IED 
needed to construct a complicated matrix comparing their evaluation criteria.  

5 It should be noted that while the number of recommendations and subrecommendations, particularly for the 
Southeast Asia region, appear to be on the high side, these were all agreed to by Management.   

6 To some extent this may be unavoidable since one purpose of IED recommendations is to reinforce management 
actions. 

7 Also, IED had a searchable lessons-learned database that was seen as good practice by some other MDBs, but it 
might be having limited value because the lessons are not presented in context and are often very general.  



42 Annex 7  
 

 
C. Private Sector Evaluations 
 
10. The ECG Working Group on Private Sector Evaluation issued good practice standards 
for the evaluation of private sector investment operations (GPS) in 2001 and then twice revised 
these standards. The latest (third) benchmarking review was completed in 2010.8 The third 
benchmarking review found that nearly all the eight organizations covered had made significant 
progress towards harmonization. On average, their practices were materially consistent with 
69% of the good practice harmonization standards, well above the 59% for the good practice 
standards in 2004 and 39% in 2002. The earlier second benchmarking report - which had been 
circulated to the boards of directors of most members – had stimulated members to adopt more 
of the good practice standards, bring more of their practices into line with the standards, or 
both.9  
 
11. Generally, the third review found that in spite of the clear progress made, the members 
had not yet fully carried out the Development Committee's mandate (para. 1 of this annex). 
Moreover, even though most of the members used the GPS terminology to describe their rating 
categories, the benchmarking report commented that the content of these categories frequently 
differed. The members might use the same words for their rating dimensions and indicators, but 
the meaning of the words often differed from one institution to another. And despite the progress 
on benchmarks and methodological issues, the members had not yet achieved consensus on 
the experimental standards that were introduced in the third benchmarking to permit 
comparable assessments of contributions to business success and economic development, two 
of the four indicators for rating development outcomes.  
 
12. Generally, two factors were found to account for most of the shortfalls: 
 

(i) First, some member institutions or their evaluation departments disagreed with 
some standards - they had not accepted the decisions made by the working 
group when it approved the standards.  

(ii) Second, some had not adequately committed themselves to adoption of the 
standards. In this regard, the report stated that “Change requires time and effort. 
Some evaluation departments may have been unwilling to undertake the efforts 
needed to convince others within their institutions (possibly including their 
Boards) to adopt new standards, to insist on the need for using different 
standards for evaluating public and private sector operations, or to retrofit earlier 
evaluation ratings to permit internal comparability over time.”  

 
13. For its part, IED had disagreed with some of the standards given ADB’s mandate. In 
other cases, IED and Private Sector Operations Department had been lacking the resources to 
translate the GPS requirements into practice, and there had also been institutional issues such 
as the absence of minimum investment profitability benchmarks. 
 
14. For IED, the latest benchmarking showed an overall score (percent adoption and 
substantially full application) of 63 percent – with 65 percent for adoption of standards only. This 
rating was substantially below the best, but these tended to be organizations operating solely or 
primarily for the private sector, whereas private sector operations accounted (2008) for only 

                                                 
8 Third Benchmarking Review of ECG members’ Evaluation Practices for their Private Sector Investment Operations 

against Their Agreed Good Practice Standards. September 22, 2010 (corrected version). 
9 Going forward, it would be good practice for IED to circulate final ECG benchmarking reports with the Board. 
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18% of ADB's 2008 investments, and with only two organizations rated lower, within an overall 
span from 93 percent to 44 percent. 
 
15. For substantially unchanged standards (so comparing reasonably like with like) there 
had been a modest, gradual improvement for IED: 59 percent in 2010 compared to 56 percent 
in 2004. The benchmarking report found that IED’s shortfalls included standards relating to 
annual reporting, and steps needed to adopt the GPS, where its concern with consistency with 
the rest of ADB kept it from adopting the GPS standards. IED had noted at the time its intention 
to improve its performance, but had also noted that its ability to do so is limited because 
sovereign lending accounts for the bulk of ADB’s operations.  
 
16.  The benchmarking report found that IED's shortfalls included standards relating to annual 
reporting, evaluation population and sampling (due to the comparatively small scale of ADB's private 
sector operations), methodological constraints, and required extended annual review report (XARR) 
documentation. Other issues included: 
 

(i) Some “not consistent” ratings on account of delays in (self)evaluations caused in 
IED's views by resource constraints including on the part of the Private Sector 
Operations Department, which have led to a substantial backlog of evaluation 
reports.  

(ii) The IED standard for rating environmental and social performance is quite 
different for the GPS and rather convoluted. The wording will be tightened during 
the next revision of the IED guidelines.10 

(iii) Assessments of ADB's investment profitability are affected by the lack of a 
minimum targeted risk-adjusted return on ADB capital employed for guarantees, 
loans, and equity investments. IED therefore needs to resort to proxies such as 
hurdle rates determined at project approval. If such a rate was not determined at 
the time, current guidelines allow the use of comparator returns on similar 
investments, which reduces the comparability of evaluation ratings within ADB 
and among MDBs. IED will try to address this problem during the revision of the 
Guidelines. 

(iv) For rating additionality, IED used benchmarks that limited the comparability with 
the GPS. This will be changed in the planned revisions of its Guidelines based on 
the recently approved 4th GPS. 

 
17. These deviations from GPS are generally not material except for a few cases, i.e. annual 
reporting, which is being changed, and the lag in the completion of XARRs and related 
validation reports due to resource issues. Also, many of the above issues have been addressed 
through the recent revision of the GPS, which reflected the concerns of those MDB evaluation 
departments (like IED) whose parent organizations have smaller scale operations and also 
other mandates. IED is planning on updating its own standards accordingly]. Overall, IED 
considers that the relatively modest percentages so far are misleading for IED as the previous 
GPS were not fully applicable to IED given the nature, mandate and scale of ADB’s private 
sector operations, which have implications for the choice of evaluation approaches and 
practices. The revised GPS, which reflect many of IED’s comments during the revision process, 
recognize this. 
 

                                                 
10 IED is planning to revise its own Guidelines based on the recently approved fourth ECG GPS. 



44 Annex 8  
 

GUIDELINES—COUNTRY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM EVALUATIONS 
 
1. The Country Assistance Program Evaluations (CAPE) guidelines were updated in 2010 
to align more with the Good Practice Standard (GPS), and be consistent with ADB’s new 
country partnership strategy (CPS) business processes and with the project/program 
performance evaluation report (PPER) rating system. The revised guidelines are also largely 
applicable to sector assistance program evaluations (SAPEs) and regional CAPEs – but it would 
be preferable for such evaluation products to have their own guidelines. The rating system in 
the revised CAPE guidelines is consistent with that of the PPERs. 
 
2. Under the Guidelines, a CAPE is used for both accountability and learning purposes, to 
provide a credible assessment of the performance of ADB assistance in a country, to identify 
factors affecting this assistance, and to draw lessons and recommendations. The focus of 
analysis is not the performance of the government or a country, but the performance of ADB 
assistance under CPSs in contributing to progress toward achieving the MDGs and other 
objectives. 
 
3. The guidelines provide instructions for preparation and processing of the CAPEs. The 
guidelines are lengthy and in some parts quite dense.1 
 
4. Under the Guidelines a CAPE should apply six evaluation criteria: Program relevance, 
efficiency, effectiveness, sustainability, development impacts, and strategic positioning. These 
are reasonable and in accordance with the GPS,2 although it may in practice not always be easy 
to separate e.g. between effectiveness and development impacts (an effective program should 
have a developmental impact), or between program relevance and strategic positioning. 
However, these six are then given a fixed percentage weight each – apparently regardless of 
specific country and program circumstances.3 Additional criteria can also be used but should not 
be included in the rating system. 
 
5. A CAPE is then expected to apply all six criteria to assess the performance of ADB’s 
actual cumulative program, grouping these interventions by sector and then rating by sector for 
each criterion. Finally, the ratings should be aggregated to obtain an assessment at the country 
level. The Guidelines thus set out a step-by-step process of how to evaluate different levels of 
results in the results chain, starting off from the sector level.   The guidelines also give a long list 
of sub-criteria for each criterion. 
 
6. The end result, as illustrated in the illustrative tabulation in Appendix 6 to the Guidelines, 
is a massive series (six pages in that illustration) of ratings and ratings weights (such as 
different weights per sector and predetermined weights per rating criteria). This may give a 
sense of accuracy and attention to detail that may at times be more apparent than real, the 
attention to so many ratings numbers may detract attention from core evaluative judgments, and 
these numbers are likely to escape scrutiny during the quality assurance process. Since a 
                                                 
1 From para. 30: “…a CAPE is premised on the assumptions that a series of CPSs are formulated based on 

contextual diagnoses, with causal relationships that can be disaggregated into how the CPS sector and country 
strategies are positioned in relation to the country context, government development plans, ADB’s Strategy 2020, 
and other key DPs’ strategies; how the COBPs’ project/program/TA interventions are designed and implemented to 
achieve the CPS strategic priorities/objectives; and how ADB as an institution facilitates its assistance to achieve 
such objectives. These CPS and COBP elements and their expected performance in relation to the premised 
assumptions in terms of causal relationships form the basis of the CAPE evaluation framework.” 

2 ECG. 2008. Good Practice Standards for Country Strategy and Program Evaluations.  
3 Twenty percent each for effectiveness, sustainability, development impacts and efficiency, and ten percent each for 

program relevance and strategic positioning. 
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CAPE report needs to discuss each of the six criteria for all sectors, they will presentationally 
also almost unavoidably be subject to some repetition and duplication.  
 
7. Finally on this point, it now seems essential for a CAPE to be built on separate/prior 
country sector analyses (SAPEs) – it would be desirable if the IED evaluation teams could be 
more selective on this point – the performance of a country program should be seen as different 
from an aggregation of sector performances. 4 
 
8. The Guidelines represent a combination of what could be called bottom-up and top-
down approaches:  Addressing overall ADB strategies (one presented standard evaluation 
question is “At the strategic level, were the CPS strategic priorities/objectives designed to be 
relevant/valid in relation to the DMC’s development needs/challenges…”, while building up the 
evaluation from the sectoral level.”  Taken together, however, the current approach could be 
strengthened to focus more on the overall ADB program objectives – whether these were 
relevant (in targets and in design) and the extent to which each of the objectives may have been 
reached. The strong sectoral focus (rather than e.g. using objectives as the key organizing 
principle) may also make for a less clear evaluation – what exactly is being evaluated – and also 
a somewhat more cumbersome evaluation report as discussed above.5   
 
   
 

                                                 
4 One issue in this regard is whether a CAPE should be assessing an ADB country program or also the various 

components within such a program. Thus IED staff has mentioned that ADB operational departments are organized 
by sector divisions, who would like to see performance evaluations of their specific activities. A case was 
mentioned of an earlier CAPE [Mongolia 2002] that was organized by issues, to which sector divisions complained. 

5  The contrary view has also been presented - that the current approach is more rigorous than evaluating everything 
under the CPS pillars/objectives without first tracing the results chain through sector outcomes and impacts. 
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RATING SCALE BY EVALUATION CRITERION AND OVERALL 
 
 
PPER/TPER/ PCR VR CAPE/SAPE 
Criterion Rating Score Description Criterion Rating Score 

Description 
Relevance Highly relevant, Relevant,  

Less/Partly relevant, 
Irrelevant 

Program 
Relevance 

Highly relevant, Relevant, 
Less relevant, Irrelevant 

Effectiveness Highly effective, Effective, 
Less Effective, Ineffective 

Effectiveness Highly effective, Effective, 
Less Effective, Ineffective 

Efficiency Highly efficient, Efficient 
Less efficient, Inefficient 

Efficiency Highly efficient, Efficient 
Less efficient, Inefficient 

Sustainability Most likely, Likely 
Less Likely, Unlikely 

Sustainability Most likely, Likely 
Less Likely, Unlikely 

Impact Substantial, Significant 
Moderate, Negligible 

Development 
Impacts 

Highly satisfactory, 
Satisfactory, Partly 
Satisfactory, 
Unsatisfactory 

ADB and 
Borrower 
Performance 

Highly satisfactory, 
Satisfactory , Less 
Satisfactory, Unsatisfactory 

Strategic 
Positioning 

Highly satisfactory, 
Satisfactory, Partly 
Satisfactory, 
Unsatisfactory 

Overall Highly Successful, 
Successful, Less than 
successful ,a Unsuccessful 

Overall Highly Successful, 
Successful, Less than 
successful, a Unsuccessful

CAPE = country assistance program evaluation, PCR VR = project/program completion report validation report, PPER = 
project/program performance evaluation report, SAPE = sector assistance program evaluation, TPER = technical 
assistance performance evaluation report. 
a  Rating scales, weights, and cut off points are being reviewed. It is proposed that the rating of Partly Successful be 

changed to Less than Successful. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 
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COMPARISON OF IED WITH THE ECG GOOD PRACTICE STANDARDS1 
 
 
ECG GPS Criteria 

Degree of 
Adoption of the 

Standard 

 
Comments 

A. IED Mandate, Scope of 
Responsibility and Oversight 

  

1.  IED should operate according to a 
Board-approved policy that specifies 
its mission, scope of responsibilities, 
reporting structure and key 
operating principles. The evaluation 
policy should make specific 
provision for IED's organizational 
and behavioral independence and 
protect it from interference by 
Management. The policy should 
reflect IED's Board-approved 
Mandate. 

 

Adopted IED’s mandate is through the 2008 
Policy, which provides for IED’s 
independence of Management. 

2. The governance arrangements 
should be designed to ensure IED's 
independence, its relevance to 
ADB’s mission and the delivery of its 
corporate accountability and 
learning value-added. To ensure 
organizational independence, IED 
should not report to ADB 
Management, be located 
organizationally outside the line and 
staff management function and be 
independent of ADB’s operational, 
policy, and strategy departments 
and related decision- making. IED 
should operate with full autonomy 
but in close consultation with other 
departments to ensure, as far as 
possible (subject to the primacy of 
sound evaluative principles and 
practices), both (a) coherence of 
corporate standards among 
operations, portfolio and strategy 
analysis, and evaluation, and (b) 

Partly Adopted The 2008 Policy ensures IED’s 
operational independence of 
Management in terms of its 
evaluative products. However, for a 
number of smaller, often practical 
matters IED is dependent on the 
cooperation of ADB departments, 
and in the aggregate these matters 
could amount to an undue limitation 
of its independence. IED reports 
systematically to the Board through 
the Development Effectiveness 
Committee (DEC), and the Board 
approves the annual work program 
and budget, but IED’s connectivity 
to the full Board is otherwise weak. 

                                                 
1  Following the practice of the recent IEG self-evaluation, this assessment was done on a three-point scale: (i) Adopted 

– meaning Adopted with substantial full application (IED's guidelines and relevant practices are materially consistent 
with the substance of the Good Practice Standard (GPS)); (ii) Partly Adopted – meaning Partly adopted and the GPS 
is not fully applied (IED's guidelines and relevant practices are not materially consistent with the substance of the 
GPS); and (iii) Not relevant, which means that: (a) IED cannot follow the standard because of the nature of its 
operations (not its policies or practices) or its total reliance on evaluations carried out by the central evaluation 
department (rather than evaluations by the operational staff), or (b) IED meets an equivalent or relevant higher 
standard specified in the GPS. 
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good prospects for corporate 
ownership of the IED's findings and 
recommendations for improvement. 
IED's work should be overseen by 
the Board through a designated 
committee. 

 
3. IED's role is to ensure the 

relevance, quality and impartiality of 
evaluation products. IED's scope of 
responsibility should extend, without 
restriction, to all the determinants of 
the ADB’s operational results. 

Adopted IED’s work program and budget are 
prepared independently of ADB 
Management, endorsed by DEC 
and approved by the Board 
separately from ADB’s overall 
administrative budget. Under the 
Policy, operations evaluation covers 
all aspects of ADB’s operations, 
including the policies, strategies, 
practices and procedures that 
govern them. 
 

4. To help ensure that the independent 
evaluation work responds to ADB’s 
needs for information to guide policy 
and operational decisions, IED's 
annual work program, the principal 
determinant of IED's budget, should 
be widely discussed during 
preparation with the Board, 
managers and ADB. 

 

Adopted  

B. Director General, Evaluation 
(DGE) 

  

5. The DGE should be appointed by 
the Board or DEC, through Board-
approved procedures. These 
procedures may include a search 
committee on which management is 
represented, as well as the use of 
outside search firms or consultants, 
provided that the Board retains final 
decision-making authority. 

 

Adopted The DGE is appointed by the Board, 
upon the recommendation of DEC in 
consultation with the President. The 
search and selection process will be 
directed by DEC through the use of 
an executive search firm and 
extensive media advertising. 

6. Only the Board may terminate the 
DGE and any such termination 
should be for cause, based on 
performance or conduct grounds. A 
policy on termination should be in 
place. 

 

Adopted Under the Policy, during his/her 
term, the DGE can only be removed 
by the Board on the grounds of 
inefficiency or misconduct. 

7. The DGE's appointment normally is 
for a fixed term, but may include an 
option for renewal at the end of that 

Adopted Under the Policy, the DGE will have 
a five-year non-renewable term. 
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term. If renewal is allowed, the 
Board has the authority to extend 
such a renewal. 

 
8. To preserve independence, on 

termination of service, the DGE is 
not eligible for staff positions within 
ADB. 

Adopted Under the Policy, upon completion 
of the term or after removal, the 
DGE will be ineligible for any staff 
position within ADB. The question 
could however be raised whether 
this limitation should be tightened 
further to also include any other 
engagements with ADB for 
remuneration. 
 

9. The DGE holds a grade-rank equal 
at minimum to the level immediately 
below Vice President or equivalent, 
with commensurate compensation. 

Adopted The DGE position is at the Director-
General level, one grade below Vice 
President. However, there could be 
advantages in raising the position to 
equivalent of that of Vice President, 
along the lines of what has been 
done for the World Bank, to 
strengthen further the internal and 
external visibility of the position and 
thus of the evaluation function.  
 

10. The DGE's performance is assessed 
by the Board or DEC. To preserve 
independence, management, 
including the President, may provide 
inputs into this process by way of 
feedback, but is not the assessor. 

Adopted Under the Policy, the DGE will be 
exempt from the formal annual 
performance review process. 
However, the Chair of DEC, in 
consultation with other DEC 
members, will provide written annual 
feedback on the DGE’s 
performance.  
 

C. IED Staff   
11. IED staff should be selected by the 

DGE or his/her designee, in 
accordance with overall ADB 
personnel policies. 

Partially Adopted Under the Policy, the DGE will be 
responsible for the final selection of 
IED personnel, in accordance with 
ADB personnel guidelines, with the 
administrative processes handled by 
BPMSD. However, for the Director 
positions (currently two) the DGE’s 
selection needs under ADB’s 
personnel policies to be approved 
by a meeting of the Vice Presidents. 
While there has been no case of this 
meeting rejecting the DGE’s 
nominee, the practice is contrary to 
the spirit of the policy and should be 
amended. (There is a similar 
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practice for the hiring of international 
staff – a meeting comprising the 
DGE, the Director General BPMSD, 
a sector specialist and an 
independent panelist.)  
 

12. IED staff should have or be required 
to acquire specific evaluation skills; 
IED should provide training needed 
to meet these requirements. 

Adopted IED has an active training program 
with courses in Manila and sending 
staff regularly to IPDET and 
SHIPDET. ECD activities for staff 
also include experts being invited to 
conduct training workshops in 
Manila. 
 

13. IED staff may be permitted to rotate 
out of evaluation into other ADB 
units, subject to the conflict of 
interest limitations discussed below. 

 

Adopted IED staff may, and many have, 
rotate to other positions in ADB. 
IED’s conflict of interest rules apply. 

14. IED staff should not be 
disadvantaged because of the 
judgments and findings they report, 
and policies should be in place to 
ensure against such disadvantage. 
These should include policies that 
permit (but not necessarily require) 
the use of separate processes for 
assessing IED staff for changes in 
compensation, promotions, and job 
tenure, and for handling human 
resource issues. Such processes 
may be parallel to those for other 
ADB staff, but should protect IED 
staff from potential career limitations 
for findings and recommendations in 
their evaluations. 

 

Adopted IED staff are managed and 
evaluated by their managers, with – 
for the Directors [and front office 
staff?] the Chair of DEC being the 
second reviewer. 

D. Conflict of Interest 
 

  

15. IED should have policies and 
procedures to ensure against 
conflicts of interest involving IED 
staff. Staff should be prohibited from 
evaluating projects, programs, or 
other activities for which they 
previously held responsibility. 

 

Adopted IED has formal guidelines for 
avoiding conflicts of interest in 
independent evaluations, which 
specify conditions under which IED 
management, staff and consultants 
need to recuse themselves. 

16. IED should also have a policy 
regarding movement of evaluation 
staff into other ADB units to ensure 
that they are not subject to conflicts 

Partly Adopted  
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of interest while seeking or being 
sought for such positions. 

 
E. Work Program and Budget   
17. IED should develop its own work 

program, which may be endorsed by 
the Board. IED may consult with 
ADB staff and Management, as well 
as the Board and outside 
organizations or experts, in 
constructing its work program, but 
management does not exercise 
direct control over the work 
program. 

Adopted Under the Policy, the DGE is 
responsible for preparing a three-
year rolling work program, after 
consultations with DEC, 
management and other 
departments, taking into account 
issues of relevance to ADB’s 
developing member countries 
(DMCs) and the current institutional 
priorities. There are consultations 
with management but there is no 
management control over the work 
program. However, the annual work 
program is approved and not just 
endorsed by the Board. It would 
emphasize better the responsibility 
of the DGE over the work program if 
it would just be endorsed by the 
Board, but the practical differences 
would be minor. 
 

18. IED's budget should be approved by 
the Board, commensurate with the 
work program. Management does 
not have approval authority over 
IED's budget. However, IED may be 
required to follow ADB processes of 
general applicability in presenting its 
budget and in accounting for the use 
of budget resources. 

 

Adopted The DGE will under the Policy 
present the annual budget to the 
Board for approval, separately from 
ADB’s overall administrative budget. 

19. IED should be subject to ADB’s 
institutional auditing requirements. 
However, audits must be conducted 
by an auditor independent of 
management, and approved by the 
relevant governing body or bodies. 

Partly Adopted The Policy does not discuss matters 
of auditing, which could be added. 
As all parts of ADB, IED is subject to 
audits by ADB’s external auditors, 
who have never made any adverse 
comments on any aspects of IED’s 
accounts. IED can also be subject to 
assessments by ADB’s Office of the 
Auditor General (OAG), but this has 
not happened in recent memory. 
OAG is an internal department 
reporting to the President]. It would 
therefore seem appropriate under 
the standard for any proposed 
assessment by OAG of IED to be 
endorsed by DEC, and for any 
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reports to be submitted to DEC for 
its consideration. IED should 
however as everyone else be 
included as a matter of course in 
general assessments of matters 
such as accounting practices or 
expenditure controls.  
 

F. Access to Information   
20. IED should have unrestricted access 

to (a) ADB staff and records in the 
context of an actual evaluation, and 
(b) co- financiers and recipients of 
ADB loans, grants, and equity 
investments. IED should also have 
access to project, program, and 
activity sites, as well as other 
stakeholders. 

 

Adopted Under the Policy, IED will have full, 
unfettered access to ADB records 
and information related to evaluation 
work (except for personal 
information). IED is also free to 
consult with any individual or group 
inside or outside of ADB that it 
deems relevant.  

G. Evaluation Stakeholders   
21. IED's major stakeholder is the Board 

to which it reports. The Board is 
responsible for ensuring the efficient 
use of resources and achieving 
results on the ground with 
sustainable development impact. 

Partly Adopted The Policy lists the Board first 
among its internal stakeholders, and 
IED views the Board as its primary 
(but not only) client. The Board is 
stated as being responsible for 
ensuring the efficient use of 
resources and achieving results on 
the ground with sustainable 
development impact. In practice 
DEC reports most of the time only to 
DEC. This is appropriate and 
practical. However, given the 
Board’s overall responsibility and it 
being the primary client, more 
contacts between IED and the full 
Board would also be appropriate 
and useful. 
 

22. Major internal stakeholders may 
include, but are not limited to: 

 
• ADB Management, which is 

responsible for acting on and 
following up evaluations, and for 
how evaluation findings might 
influence the IFI's future 
directions; 

• Operations staff concerned with 
the feedback of evaluation lessons 
and findings, and how those might 
affect future operations; 

Adopted The Policy recognizes management, 
operations staff and other staff as 
internal evaluation stakeholders. 
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• Other ADB staff concerned with 
knowledge management, 
dissemination of evaluation 
findings, lessons and 
recommendations, and evaluation 
capacity development. 

 
23. Major external stakeholders may 

include, but are not limited to: 
 

• Governments, executing agencies, 
and institutions responsible for 
implementing ADB-supported 
projects in borrowing countries; 

• Beneficiaries and targeted 
populations directly affected by 
ADB support; 

• Co-financiers and other partner 
institutions, including NGOs, civil 
society organizations, 
development research centers, 
and evaluation networks that are 
engaged in ADB-financed 
operations, multilateral and 
bilateral institutions concerned 
with harmonizing evaluation 
methods and practices, and other 
development partners with whom 
IED may undertake joint 
evaluations of programs, projects, 
policies, and strategies, 
disseminate best practices, and 
organize evaluation seminars and 
workshops. 

 

Adopted The Policy recognizes all these 
external stakeholders. 

H. Reporting and Disclosure   
24. IED should transmit evaluation 

products to the Board, normally after 
review and comment by 
management, but without any 
management clearance or 
management-imposed restrictions 
on the scope and content of the 
products. 

Adopted The policy confirms the practice that 
all draft IED reports will be 
circulated to management for review 
and comments, but that IED has the 
sole responsibility for the drafting 
and final content of all of its reports 
(as well as press releases and other 
documents and public statements). 
All main reports are transmitted to 
the Board through DEC. 
 

25. Management has responsibility for 
implementing IED 
recommendations, However, IED is 

Partly Adopted The Policy makes clear that ADB 
Management is responsible for 
ensuring that evaluation 
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responsible for a system to monitor 
and report to the Board 
management's record of adoption of 
and response to recommendations, 
including its success in remedying 
any problems found in evaluations. 

 

recommendations are implemented 
“where feasible” and periodically 
tracked and reported to DEC. 

26. Disclosure of evaluation findings is 
an important component of ADB 
accountability to stakeholders, and 
of IED's behavioral independence. 
IED's written reports and other 
evaluation products should be 
disclosed in accordance with the 
Board-approved disclosure policy. 
Such a policy should be explicit, 
consistent with ADB’s general 
disclosure policy, and cover all 
evaluation products. Within the 
limitations of the applicable 
disclosure policy, DGE may 
determine the appropriate types and 
level of external activities to promote 
the dissemination of disclosed 
evaluation reports and other 
evaluation products, without 
management interference. 

Adopted Under the policy, IED will continue 
its practice of ensuring that “upon 
completion” all evaluation reports 
are disclosed to the public and 
widely disseminated in accordance 
with ADB’s Public Communications 
Policy (PCP). However, in 
accordance also with the PCP, 
“upon completion” has for some 
time been understood to mean 
when a report is distributed to DEC. 
This can be seen as reinforcing 
IED’s independent control over form 
and content of its documents. 
However, it also can create practical 
issues in relation to the disclosure of 
management response and 
summaries of DEC discussions, 
which will inevitably come later. 
Also, discussions at DEC can at 
times point to factual errors and/or 
formulations that need clarifications. 
On the whole, it would therefore be 
more practical for IED reports to be 
disclosed at a time of the DGE’s 
choosing but within a short period 
after the discussion at DEC. 
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GUIDELINES ON CONFLICT OF INTEREST 
 
1. The Independent Evaluation Department (IED) Guidelines to avoid conflict of interest 
date from 2005. These Guidelines are founded on the code of ethical conduct of the ADB as 
given in Administrative Order No. 2.02, Personnel Policy Statement and Duties, Rights and 
Responsibilities of Staff Members, which covers also all IED staff members. The Code requires 
staff members “to conduct themselves at all times in a manner befitting their status as 
employees of an international organization” and “to maintain a high degree of integrity and 
concern for ADB’s interests and to avoid situations and activities which may reflect adversely on 
the institution, compromise its operations, or lead to conflicts of interest.” However, the order 
does not provide guidelines on how to avoid conflicts of interest.  
 
2. The IED Guidelines also note that the Board in November 2004 approved revised fraud 
and corruption-related terms and definitions under the Anticorruption Policy, including an official 
definition of conflict of interest as “a situation in which a party has interests that could improperly 
influence that party’s performance of official duties or responsibilities, contractual obligations, or 
compliance with applicable laws and regulations.”1  
 
3. The Guidelines note that para. 12 of the earlier Board paper establishing the 
independence of IED2 stated that “Avoidance of conflicts of interest refers to the extent to which 
policies and procedures identify and ameliorate circumstances that may impair the objectivity 
and integrity of the evaluator. This means excluding staff from evaluating programs, activities, or 
entities that might lead to conflicts of interest and affording opportunity for a wider range of 
consultations with stakeholders to ensure against evaluator bias.”  
 
4. The IED’s Guidelines apply to all IED managers, staff and consultants and immediate 
family members. (IED is still referred to as OED in the Guidelines.) Evaluators will recuse 
themselves from evaluating (i) any project, program, or activity that they worked on or had line 
responsibility for the work on, including preparation, appraisal, administration, and completion 
reporting, or that they had a personal influence or financial stake in (either in ADB or prior to 
joining ADB); or (ii) an entity that they had a significant decision making, financial management 
or approval responsibility for or personal influence or financial stake in prior to joining ADB, or in 
which their future employment is a significant possibility.  
 
5. The onus is on IED evaluators to inform IED management of any such potential conflict 
of interest, or potential perception of conflict of interest, before evaluator assignments are 
finalized. In a case when the potential conflict of interest or perception of conflict of interest is 
identified after an evaluation has started, IED management will decide if the assigned evaluator 
should thereafter recuse himself/herself from the evaluation and, if so, whether the evaluation 
should be continued using the work undertaken to that point or restarted. 
 
6. IED management, the Directors and the Director General will recuse themselves from 
supervising any aspect of evaluation work on any project, program, activity or entity that they 
were associated with in a previous capacity or expect to be associated with in a future capacity, 
delegating such responsibilities to other members of the management team. The Guidelines 
further state that in such cases, the recusing member of IED management will not be involved in 
any aspect of the periodic performance assessment of the evaluators, including comments in 

                                                 
1 ADB. 2004. Anticorruption Policy - Proposed Clarifications and Related Changes to Consulting and Procurement 

Guidelines. Manila. (R185-04, 1 October 2004). 
2 ADB. 2003: Enhancing the Independence and Effectiveness of the Operations Evaluation Department. Manila 
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the annual staff performance evaluation report (PER), in relation to the specific evaluation work 
from which the member of IED management recused herself/himself.  
 
7. Under the Guidelines, any recusal by an IED evaluator or member of IED management 
shall be clearly noted in the Authors’ Box shown in the table of contents of the IED report 
concerned. In cases when the degree of involvement by an evaluator in a project, program, 
activity or entity is considered by OED management to be immaterial to a potential bias in the 
evaluation, this will be so noted in the report. (Comment: There are no problems with this 
formulation, but it is possible that some readers might see it as not fully commensurate with the 
quite emphatic strictures earlier in the Guidelines – as moving from “thou shall not” to “perhaps 
you may.”) Every IED report should include, in its Authors’ Box, an affirmation that to the 
knowledge of IED management the guidelines to avoid conflict of interest in independent 
evaluations have been followed. 
 
8. Under the Guidelines, IED management and evaluators are responsible for exercising 
sound professional ethics and personal good judgment in applying these guidelines to 
themselves. It is not possible to specify all-inclusive guidelines. But IED management and 
evaluators are responsible for conforming with the intent and spirit of the guidelines in all 
matters not specifically stated above.  
 
9. Conclusions: These Guidelines seem in general to be well thought out, sufficiently 
stringent and fully appropriate. It would be useful to update them more formally. As part of such 
an updating it would be useful in light of experience to consider whether some more attention 
needs to be given in respect of staff members planning to move elsewhere in ADB. 
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