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Chair's Summary of the Committee Discussion on 6 April 2011 
 
I. 2010 Development Effectiveness Review (DOC.Sec.M17-11) 
 
Discussion Highlights 
 
1. Director General, SPD explained that this fourth development effectiveness review 
(DEfR) for 2010 includes three enhanced features: it uses (i) refined results framework 
approved by the Board in January 2011, (ii) improved rating system to capture the likelihood of 
attaining the targets, and (iii) upgraded methodology for rating projects under implementation. 
 
2. DG, SPD noted that the region’s overall progress of development outcomes was similar 
to what was reported in the 2009 review. While there has been good progress in reducing 
income poverty, progress on non-income poverty has been slow. Only a few developing 
member countries will achieve by and large the millennium development goal targets by 2015. 
ADB has performed well in many areas: ADB operations are increasingly converging around 
Strategy 2020 priorities; quality at entry improved for both country partnership strategies (CPS) 
and sovereign projects; and project processing and start-up time shortened. Overall cofinancing 
expanded although cofinancing for ADF operations remained a challenge. ADB’s operational 
support for gender mainstreaming remained off-track based on three-year averages; however, 
its annual progress since 2009 has been positive. To improve gender balance at ADB, ADB 
introduced a number of initiatives, such as spouse employment, and the share of women among 
new recruits rose sharply in 2010. ADB increased staff positions in operational departments with 
many allocated to resident missions. Staff engagement survey results were reasonably positive.  
 
3. DG, SPD explained that there are two possible explanations for the poor results in 
delivering outcomes: (i) poor quality at entry for projects processed several years back and now 
completed; or (ii) poor implementation of projects. However, further analysis is needed to 
determine more accurately the causes of the disconnect between outputs and outcomes.  
 
4. DEC members congratulated Management and SPD for the report. Some members 
noted that the report is influential with their capitals, and supported the changes made to 
improve the framework and tighten the rating methodology. They also appreciated that ADB is 
open about its weaknesses and working to improve on these. DEC members expressed 
concern about poor results in relation to outcomes, noting the particular weaknesses in water 
and finance sector operations. DEC members questioned how solid the evidence from PCRs is 
and whether sector outcomes pursued (such as full cost recovery in water supply) were realistic. 
Some members urged Management to pay particular attention to the rigor, quality and use 
made of assumptions in the DMFs, especially in earlier projects. Some members were 
concerned about gender mainstreaming through operations remaining off track. They noted that 
ADB has greatly increased the number of gender specialists and results are expected in this 
area. A DEC member indicated that streamlined business processes needed to be carefully 
reviewed to assess whether they may be hindering solid project design.  
  
5. It was noted that other institutions including the World Bank are developing their own 
corporate results frameworks. SPD explained that the World Bank’s results framework is similar 
to ADB’s four-level structure with similar types of indicators. The major difference is that ADB’s 
framework focuses on Strategy 2020 priorities, while the World Bank’s framework is all 
encompassing in the absence of a corporate-level strategy. Another difference is that the World 
Bank has decided not to rate level 1 indicators while ADB continues to do so. 
 
6. DEC noted that for sovereign projects, quality at entry of projects that were recently 
processed was good, but performance of completed projects that were approved many years 
ago was poor. The opposite was true with nonsovereign projects: quality at entry was poor while 
performance of completed projects was satisfactory. This suggests that, for nonsovereign 



operations, the problem lies with the quality of projects now being processed. For sovereign 
operations it suggests that the problem lies with project implementation. 
 
7. DEC asked staff how the varying progress on poverty reduction and human 
development indicators across different DMCs would be translated into ADB’s actions at country 
level. DG, SPD indicated that ADB’s country operations would be guided by individual countries’ 
CPSs, following different approaches depending on the specific country context, and in 
coordination with the development partners. 
 
8.  DEC noted that the 2010 DEfR reported good technical assistance (TA) project results 
for capacity development, governance and private sector development themes, although the 
overall success rate of TAs remained low. One DEC member asked whether the average 
success rates were calculated using the amount or number of completed projects. SPD clarified 
that its calculation is based on the number since small projects for small countries are as 
important as large projects for large countries. SPD pointed to footnote 70, that weighs success 
rates by amount approved and disbursed. 
 
9. DG, SPD noted that the report is a useful and important management tool. He noted that 
last year, major findings of the report included weaknesses in gender mainstreaming, 
cofinancing and education projects. Following these findings, Management introduced an 
incentive scheme by which departments achieving targets for these three areas can receive 
higher level of resource allocation. The 2010 data show that many departments are making 
visible progress in all of these areas. The causes for poor performance in outcomes noted in the 
2010 report are not yet fully examined. To define concrete actions, Management requested 
regional departments to scrutinize the problems and develop an action plan by June. DG, SPD 
emphasized that the report serves not only as a scorecard to measure ADB’s performance but 
as a tool to drive actions to tackle weaknesses identified in the report. He noted that these 
actions will be incorporated in ADB’s Work Program and Budget Framework. 
 
Conclusion 
 
10. DEC welcomed the fourth DEfR and noted the improvements achieved through the 
refined results framework, DEfR rating and portfolio performance review systems. DEC 
complimented ADB for taking the bold and introspective approach in assessing its performance 
while continuing to be successful in contributing to poverty alleviation and development of the 
region. DEC noted the disconnect between outputs and outcomes, and stressed the importance 
of continuing to improve project quality at entry, decrease the number of projects at risk, and 
improve implementation. DEC urged Management to expedite the preparation of the new 
finance sector operational plan and the new water sector operational framework.  
 
11. DEC members noted the varying degree of success in poverty alleviation among the 
different regions of Asia and the Pacific, and urged staff to focus more sharply on the regions 
where poverty was not declining rapidly. Members continued to be concerned about the poor 
performance of TA projects, noting that the TA projects rated successful had declined further 
from the previous period for ADB operations. Members also urged staff and Management to pay 
continued attention to inclusion of gender action plans with targets in the RRP documentation 
and fully utilize the potential for gender mainstreaming in as many projects as possible. 
 
II. Any Other Business 
 
12. The DEC thanked outgoing Director General, IED (S. Rao) for his work and contributions 
to the work of DEC for the last three years. 
 
 
Ashok K. Lahiri 
Chair, DEC 
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