
A.     Background

1. Such self-evaluations are a normal practice 
among the Evaluation Cooperation Group 
(ECG) members. They periodically assess their 
effectiveness and independence through 
independent self or peer reviews using the ECG 
framework for the functions of the evaluation 
office. 

2. IED leadership engaged a consultant with 
considerable experience in evaluation at the 
Independent Evaluation Group of the World 
Bank. The consultant received inputs from IED 
leadership and from IED staff especially through 
two IED retreats held in the second half of 2011, 
after the appointment of the new Director 
General. However, the consultant retained a 
large amount of discretion on the scope and 
methodology of the report.

3. This Brief also drew on the perception survey 
undertaken in 2011 which had shown that clients 
consider IED to be trust-worthy and important 
for ADB operations, and valued its independence. 
However, they expect IED to provide “clear, 
evidence-based recommendations” to influence 
the development and implementation of ADB 
projects, and expressed concerns that the 
recommendations were often too general. 
Clients also want products of better quality, 
wider scope and on time to have greater impact 
and to become more effective. The survey also 

suggested that IED improve its understanding of 
ADB operations and collaborate more with the 
operational and knowledge departments. 

B.     The Consultant Report 

4. The consultant report assessed progress in 
IED since the implementation of the 2008 
evaluation policy in 2009. The report used the 
ECG’s good practice standards for independence 
and therefore included an assessment of 
how the 2008 Policy stacks up against these 
standards. These standards comprising 26 
criteria encompass (i) evaluation’s mandate and 
responsibility, (ii) independence of the Director 
General, (iii) evaluation staff, (iv) conflict of 
interest, (v) work program and budget, (vi) access 
to information, (vii) relations with evaluation 
stakeholders, and (viii) reporting and disclosure. 

5. The consultant, in looking at the above 
standards, concluded that IED complies fully 
with 20 of these 26 criteria, but partly with 6 
important ones (See attached table for areas of 
partial compliance). 

6. This Brief is not taking up those concerning the 
policy governing the functioning of independent 
evaluation at ADB, but leaves them for DEC and 
the Board to examine as part of a possible review 
of the 2008 evaluation policy. IED proposes to 
DEC and Board that this review be held five years 
after its approval, i.e., in 2013. 

This Brief gives the background for a self-evaluation process recently carried out at the Independent 
Evaluation Department (IED) and summarizes an action agenda that emerged as a result. Inputs in 
this process have included a consultant report (Final Report, June 2012), results of a perception survey 
(8 June 2011), feedback from Management on IED’s operational proposals (IED Memo dated 27 March 
2012), structured discussions with IED staff (latest on 23 May 2012) and an informal consultation with 
the Development Effectiveness Committee of the Board (28 May 2012). 
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Issue Timeframe
Scope and quality of IED reports

Devote more effort, on the margin, to higher level evaluations (thematic, 
CAPEs, SESs, and SAPEs) of value to ADB Board and Management as well 
as external stakeholders and the public, complementing project level 
evaluations.

Focus more on relevance and strategic positioning in IED project and 
country evaluations to connect better with development results and the 
country context for ADB operations.

Put in place stronger quality control mechanisms right from the stage of 
evaluation approach papers.  

Do external peer review of major evaluation studies and disclose reviewer 
comments along with study report.

 
 

Being implemented

 

Within 2012

Within 2012
 

Within 2012

Methods

Improve IED’s evaluation methods and their utilization in IED and ADB. 
Update IED evaluation guidelines and rating norms as needed. Base 
the guidelines on good practice standards and widen the scope for 
triangulations and judgment of evaluators. Make sure the guidelines also 
filter through to self-evaluations in ADB.

By end 2013

Timeliness

Seek Management and Board cooperation to improve timeliness of IED 
evaluations to ensure major policy changes are informed by evaluation 
findings. 

Discuss and agree with Management on how to coordinate staff and 
Management inputs and comments on IED work program and reports 
and evaluation approach papers.

Begin with 2013-2015 work 
program cycle 

 

Within 2012

8. The issues identified in the Action Agenda below 
relate to the interpretation and application 
of the evaluation policy, and have a crucial 
bearing on the effectiveness of IED work. They 
are vital aspects of the enabling environment 

for evaluation to become more effective. The 
action agenda addresses these issues within an 
indicated timeframe. IED is engaging with ADB 
Management on several of the proposed actions. 

C.     Action Agenda



Issue Timeframe
Communication

Produce reader-friendly evaluation reports in a modern format that 
communicate key messages clearly and candidly. 

Ensure effective dissemination of evaluation findings. 

Enhance the quality and profile of the Annual Evaluation Review to make 
it a vehicle for communicating evaluation findings and the thinking on a 
selected special topic. Have a Board discussion of the report.

Within 2012

 
Mid 2013

 Within 2012

Budget and independence

Propose to DEC and the Board IED’s TA resource requirements during IED 
work program and budget discussions.

Review the need for Director General, IED to seek management approvals 
on IED’s operational matters. 

Indicate to DEC the desirability of the Board seeking the review of 
2008 policy on independent evaluation in ADB after five years into its 
implementation in 2013.

In 2013 TA allocation

 

Within 2012

 

Raise this as an issue in IED  
2013-2015 Work-Program 

documentation

Human resource issues

Discuss with BPHR and Management to address the constraints on 
human resource recruitment pointed out as in partial compliance with 
ECG’s good practice standards. 

Manage potential conflict of interest from movement of staff from IED to 
operations and vice versa without adversely affecting career progression 
and exchange of expertise. Make the rules and norms governing the 
movement of IED staff to operations and operations staff to IED explicit.

Improve the protocol for recusal of IED staff from certain activities.

Take IED’s learning agenda seriously. Make training part of work program 
and provide adequate resources. Strive for staff buy in to develop the 
learning culture. 

By end 2013

By end 2012

Within 2012

 
Continuous,  beginning in  2012

BPHR = Human Resources Division, CAPE = Country Assistance Program Evaluation, DEC = Development Effectiveness Committee, 
ECG = Evaluation Cooperation Group, SES = Special Evaluation Study, SAPE = Sector Assistance Program Evaluation,  TA = technical 
assistance



Areas of partial compliance with ECG’s good practice standards on independence

Area Reasons for partial compliance

In matters of 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. 

While the 2008 Policy ensures IED’s operational 
independence of Management in terms of its evaluative 
products, the department needs to seek management 
permission on several operational matters which could 
amount to an undue limitation of its independence. 

Selection of IED staff

Involvement of ADB’s Vice Presidents in the selection of IED 
Directors

Restrictions in the selection of other staff

Lack of flexibility in making appointments

Inflexibility in choosing the ratio between staff- consulting 
and staffing

Policy on staff movement from IED to 
operations 

No clear policy on transfers to ADB except for ensuring 
that there are no obvious conflicts of interest in such 
movements

Auditing  of IED by auditors independent of 
Management

The evaluation policy does not discuss the issue of 
auditing.

Currently IED expenditures are audited by external auditors 
who audit ADB books. 

Though the Office of Auditor General could look at IED 
accounts – it has not been done so far – any such internal 
audit must be done under DEC supervision.

Reporting to the major stakeholder
IED currently reports mainly to DEC and BRC of the Board. 
The Board being the major stakeholder, more contacts 
between IED and full Board would be desirable. 

Reporting on implementation of 
recommendations

The Policy makes clear that ADB Management is 
responsible for ensuring that evaluation recommendations 
are implemented “where feasible” and periodically tracked 
and reported to DEC.

This is not done currently – only IED provides its report.

ADB = Asian Development Bank, BRC = Budget Review Committee, DEC = Development Effectiveness Committee, ECG = Evaluation 
Cooperation Group, IED = Independent Evaluation Department 


