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I. INTRODUCTION 
  

1. The Development Effectiveness Committee (DEC) reports its assessment of Asian 
Development Bank (ADB) policies, strategies, and completed operations to the Board of 
Directors in accordance with its terms of reference (Appendix 1). This annual report is based on 
the DEC's review of key evaluation studies of the Independent Evaluation Department (IED) in 
2011, as well as reviews by Management.  

 
2. During the period covered by this report (1 January to 31 December 2011), the DEC 
members were Executive Directors Ashok Lahiri (chair) and Richard Edwards, and Alternate 
Directors Gaudencio Hernandez, Jacob Rooimans, Govinda Bahadur Thapa, and Yasuto 
Watanabe. In July 2011, Executive Director Eduard Westreicher and Alternate Directors Andrew 
Collins and Hideo Fukushima joined the DEC (replacing members Edwards, Hernandez and 
Watanabe). 
 
3. Following its work program (Appendix 2), DEC met 10 times in 2011 and reviewed IED's 
findings and recommendations on ADB's institutional effectiveness relative to its strategies, 
policies, and resources. As in previous years, IED assessed ADB operations at the country and 
sector levels, and also evaluated cross-cutting themes. To support greater development 
effectiveness, the DEC provided feedback on these assessments to IED and Management. The 
evaluation activities, including the DEC's assessment, will feed into the preparation of selected 
country partnership strategies and the succeeding design of projects and programs, with 
guidance from Strategy 2020.1 The DEC also reviewed the 2010 Annual Portfolio Performance 
Report2  prepared by the Central Operations Services Office (COSO) and the Development 
Effectiveness Review 20103 prepared by the Strategy and Policy Department (SPD). 

 
4. This annual report highlights the DEC's major findings and conclusions derived from its 
review of IED reports and discussions with IED and Management. This report also assesses 
ADB's evaluation activities based on reports completed by IED in 2011, and outlines the DEC's 
recommendations for future evaluations.  
 

II. KEY ISSUES AND FINDINGS FROM DEC'S REVIEW OF EVALUATION STUDIES 

 
5. DEC discussions brought out specific project and country issues as well as systemic 
factors affecting the development effectiveness of ADB operations. Paras. 6–25 highlight DEC's 
views, which were documented in the chair's summaries of each DEC discussion.  
 
A. Country Assistance Program Evaluations  
 
6. The DEC discussed country assistance program evaluations (CAPEs) by IED for 
Uzbekistan4 and the Maldives.5 In both countries, ADB has been an important development 
partner. In Uzbekistan, ADB has provided significant support for the railways, education, and 
urban water supply; in the Maldives, it has supported energy, transport, and education. The 
evaluations found that strong government commitment to institutional changes and policy 
reforms, together with adequate capacity of executing and implementing agencies, is essential 

                                                
1
 ADB. 2008. Strategy 2020: The Long-Term Strategic Framework of the Asian Development Bank, 2008–2020. 

Manila. 
2
 ADB. 2011. 2010 Annual Portfolio Performance Report. Manila 

3
 ADB. 2011. Development Effectiveness Review 2010 Report. Manila 

4
 ADB. 2011. Country Assistance Program Evaluation: Uzbekistan. Manila. 

5
  ADB.2011. Country Assistance Program Evaluation: Maldives. Manila. 
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to achieve better development outcomes. The DEC drew important insights and lessons that 
could inform ADB‘s approaches to country programming.  
 

1.  Uzbekistan 

 
7.  The CAPE rated ADB support to Uzbekistan successful. The DEC expressed 
satisfaction with IED‘s evaluation of ADB assistance in Uzbekistan. The country‘s gross 
domestic product and per capita income grew considerably from 2002 to 2009. ADB‘s previous 
involvement in Uzbekistan focused on social sectors (agriculture, education, and rural water), 
and the DEC agreed with IED‘s suggestion to revive support for private sector development in 
the country despite the challenges in this area. The approach by the Central and West Asia 
Department, which focuses on working with the government on major investments in natural gas 
and natural resources, and working with small businesses, was supported. The DEC noted the 
lessons learned from the canceled regional power transmission project. Given Uzbekistan‘s 
geography, staff need to continually engage the country in promoting regional cooperation 
through the Central Asia Regional Economic Cooperation program. Progress was made on 
power and road connectivity, which is in line with ADB‘s strategy.  
 

2.    Maldives 
 
8. The CAPE rated ADB support to the Maldives partly successful. The DEC welcomed the 

first CAPE for the Maldives and noted the country‘s progress in attaining middle-income status 
in 2011 along with improved economic, social, and health indicators. While ADB support to the 
Maldives was found satisfactory in several sectors, it was less successful in public sector 
management, tsunami emergency and multi-sector support, and support for industry and trade. 
DEC members noted that the government had initiated economic reforms in late 2009, seeking 
to improve public sector management, including broadening the tax base and reducing 
economic subsidies. The DEC expressed support for ADB‘s focus on key sectors, and on 
capacity development, noting the government‘s request for assistance in education and skills 
development to address the reliance on expatriate labor and the high incidence of youth 
unemployment. The DEC also noted the vulnerability of small island states such as the Maldives 
and their limited capacity to respond to disasters. Staff were encouraged to provide assistance 
for climate change mitigation and adaptation. 
 

3.  Constraints and Recommendations 

 
9. Uzbekistan and the Maldives both encountered challenges such as implementation 
delays, procurement rigidities, and lack of coordination among development partners. DEC 
members noted (i) Management‘s efforts to adopt project-readiness approaches to avoid 
implementation delays in Uzbekistan, and (ii) the recommendation to address the lack of in-
country presence in the Maldives by opening a liaison office in the Sri Lanka Resident Mission. 
Further, they noted that project outcomes could be improved for technical advisory projects. 
 
B. Country Strategy and Program Validation for Indonesia 

 
10. In the absence of a CAPE for Indonesia, IED conducted a final review validation of the 
country strategy and program (CSP) for 2006–2009. While the overall program was rated 
satisfactory, IED disagreed with the satisfactory rating of the CSP final review for strategic 

positioning and development impact. DEC members noted the considerable shift toward 
program lending in Indonesia, which was in contrast with the initial CSP focus. While 
recognizing the need for flexibility and appreciating that a CSP should not be a static document, 
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concern was expressed about shifting targets midstream. DEC members supported the 
emphasis on public financial management reform and capacity development, and sustained 
improvement in development partner coordination over the long term. The DEC recognized that 
Indonesia had experienced political and economic challenges during the CSP period, and 
agreed with the recommendation that ADB should be selective in choosing the sectors to focus 
on and devote special attention to the capacity development of local authorities to support the 
ongoing decentralization process. 
 
C. Sector Assistance Program Evaluations 
 

11. The DEC discussed sector assistance program evaluations (SAPEs) for education in 
Uzbekistan and transport in Pacific developing member countries (DMCs).6 In its review of the 
SAPE for education in Uzbekistan, DEC members clarified their concerns regarding (i) the 
deterioration of higher education institutions, (ii) the lack of a sector road map, (iii) lagging 
targets for training and model schools, (iv) the sustainability of information and communication 
technology (ICT) education in rural schools, and (v) weak technical assistance (TA) in the 
education sector. The DEC was informed that higher education and ICT training were not 
priority areas for the Government of Uzbekistan, and a lack of modernized skills and capacity 
could be cited as constraints on private sector development. ADB is making regional 
assessments of the labor market, technical and vocational education training, higher education, 
and ICT training. Moreover, staff reported that regional TA on ICT, higher education, and 
vocational and technical education for six transition economies, including Uzbekistan, was being 
implemented.  
 
12. The SAPE for the transport sector in Pacific DMCs rated road projects partly successful; 
maritime, aviation, and emergency transport projects were rated successful. Evaluation findings 
in six countries, which had 95% of the portfolio, showed that DMCs‘ technical capacity in the 
transport sector is low and not sustained over time. No clear midterm capacity development 
plan was found. DEC members raised the issue of limited human resources and capacity 
shortages, and the need for incentives to retain qualified people. They also emphasized the 
importance of addressing land-related issues for smooth implementation and avoiding time 
overruns. While capacity development and coordination among development partners remain 
concerns, the DEC noted that ADB has established development coordination offices in four 
more countries, and encouraged staff to consider the Pacific Regional Infrastructure Facility.7 
While common problems affect Pacific DMCs, the DEC noted that the situation with regard to 
transport varied considerably between countries. The DEC also emphasized the need for (i) 
disaster preparedness; (ii) better data collection; and (iii) a nuanced approach to regional 
integration.  
 
D.  Impact Evaluation  

 
13. An impact evaluation study of low-income housing finance in Sri Lanka found that only 
1% of loan beneficiaries were from the lowest 10% of the income distribution because 
conventional loan procedures and standards made the project inaccessible to the poor.8 The 
study found that housing finance had positive impacts on education and health in project areas, 
but they were limited to specific social groups. The project improved women‘s access to finance 

                                                
6
 ADB.2010. Sector Assistance Program Evaluation: Education Sector in Uzbekistan. Manila; and ADB. 2010. Sector 

Assistance Program Evaluation: Transport Sector in Pacific Developing Member Countries. Manila. 
7
 The Pacific Regional Infrastructure Facility is a multi-partner infrastructure coordination and financing mechanism 

that supports infrastructure services in the Pacific.  
8
 ADB. 2011. Asian Development Bank’s Assistance for Low-Income Housing in Sri Lanka. Manila. 



4 
 

 
 

and labor force participation in beneficiary households. However, some DEC members felt that 
the welfare impact could be improved through better targeting and longer loan terms with a 
lighter repayment burden. The overall effect of housing loans on poverty reduction was limited, 
because the households that could borrow money from banks were not as poor and tended to 
have some savings and jobs. Thus, the estimated welfare impact of the housing loans on 
employment, education, and health was limited and indirect. The DEC encouraged staff to 
monitor loan interest rates levied by participating financial institutions and to devise terms that 
would benefit the poor. 
 
E. Special Evaluation Studies  

 
1. Financing Partnerships 

 

14. The DEC welcomed the special evaluation study (SES) on the financing partnership 
facilities (FPFs) for water, regional cooperation and integration, and clean energy,9 as well as its 
recommendations. Overall, the FPFs were rated successful. The importance of the FPF has 
grown as an operational platform for strategic long-term and multi-partner cooperation with 
development partners. The size of ADB-managed trust funds increased from about $370 million 
to more than $2.2 billion during 2000–2010, and service fees increased from less than $4 million 
in 2004 to more than $16 million in 2010. The DEC recognized that FPFs brought in scarce 
resources in the form of grants from donors and provided ADB with an opportunity to carry out 
pilot schemes to promote innovation. However, the DEC also expressed concerns about (i) the 
less efficient use of resources compared with ADB‘s TA and grants, (ii) implementation delays, 
(iii) administrative and transaction costs, and (iv) additional conditionality. The current minimum 
size associated with FPFs should be assessed carefully to ensure optimum use of scarce staff 
resources for delivering development effectiveness and generating innovation. The DEC noted 
IED‘s recommendation to develop a more structured and coordinated approach to secure new 
FPF financing partners and for FPF replenishments. In addition, the DEC welcomed 
Management‘s decision to set up a steering committee to develop an internally coordinated 
approach and strategy to prioritize, mobilize, and manage funds and to report on them. 
 

2.  ADB’s Support for Gender and Development  

 
15. The DEC appreciated IED‘s establishment of a 51% success rate in ADB‘s Support for 
Gender and Development (Phase II),10 while noting the scope for improvement upon completion 
of some of the ongoing projects. DEC members encouraged (i) gender mainstreaming in 
upcoming sector operational plans on water and finance, and (ii) integration of country gender 
assessments into country partnership strategies and sector priorities. Realization of gender 
outcomes depends substantially on both the quality of project design at entry and efficient 
project implementation. In this context, the DEC noted the important role of executing 
agencies—in particular their capacity—and ADB‘s role in monitoring, evaluating, and assessing 
gender-related outcomes. The DEC also supported (i) gender mainstreaming where possible in 
nonsovereign projects, and (ii) the reclassification of a project during midterm review to reflect 
gender outcomes and strengthen gender results tracking in ADB project performance 
monitoring systems.  
 
  

                                                
9
 ADB. 2010. Special Evaluation Study: Financing Partnership Facilities. Manila. 

10
 ADB. 2010. Special Evaluation Study: Asian Development Bank’s Support for Gender and Development (Phase 
II)—Results from Country Case Studies. Manila. 
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3.  ADB’s Response to the Global Economic Crisis  

 
16. IED‘s real-time evaluation of ADB‘s response to the global economic crisis in 2011 found 
that ADB was much better prepared institutionally than it had been for the Asian financial crisis 
1997–1998. 11 ADB‘s assistance was relevant and satisfactory overall. The DEC noted IED‘s 
findings that (i) ADB was unable to provide assistance until the second half of 2009, at which 
point the crisis had been averted and DMCs were recovering; (ii) the countries most affected by 
the crisis received less ADB assistance than the moderately affected and least-affected 
countries; (iii) smaller DMCs most affected by the crisis paid more back to ADB than they 
received in 2009; and (iv) the repayment period for the loans was short. The need to refine the 
selection criteria to improve the identification of countries requiring assistance was emphasized.  
 
17. Noting the trade-off between ADB‘s regular lending operations and its ability to assist 
DMCs in times of crisis, the DEC urged Management  to examine the three options available to 
remain prepared for a crisis: (i) set aside buffer capital in preparation for an imminent crisis 
within 4, 8, and 12 years; (ii) rearrange current programs to address a crisis as it occurs; and (iii) 
approach shareholders to identify what resources can be made available if a crisis is imminent. 
Management indicated that it favored resource mobilization and/or financial engineering as the 
crisis occurs, as was the case in 2009. ADB also needs to develop in-house capacity for 
macroeconomic and finance sector surveillance, while bolstering parallel initiatives by other 
regional organizations such as the Association of Southeast Asian Nations. Noting the 
evaluation study‘s observations on the importance of social protection measures in times of 
crisis, and stressing that the poor suffer the most in such times, DEC members encouraged 
Management to find ways for ADB to support DMCs in deepening social protection measures. A 
general agreement was reached that crisis response is aligned with ADB‘s development 
objectives since economic crises undermine the welfare of the poor. The DEC also noted that 
the performance-based allocation system created difficulties in augmenting grant assistance in 
times of a crisis to countries that only have access to the Asian Development Fund (ADF).  
 

4. Managing for Development Results 

 
18. The DEC appreciated the managing for development results (MfDR) evaluation process, 
which focused on institutional changes rather than on actual results, as MfDR mainstreaming 
activities are ongoing. The evaluation12 found that the MfDR agenda progressed well compared 
with other multilateral development banks, and noted that the Development Effectiveness 
Review has evolved into a valued tool for reporting corporate results. ADB‘s role as a pioneer in 
preparing and publicly presenting its Development Effectiveness Review was recognized. The 

evaluation also noted the need to prepare another action plan to address the areas needing 
further attention. It recommended strengthening the links between outputs and outcomes, which 
can stem from some nonphysical outputs not being achieved or the absence of complementary 
activities that are essential for outcomes to emerge.  
 
19. DEC members stressed that Management and staff should strive to monitor and report 
outcomes and outputs diligently, while recognizing the inherent trade-offs between delivering 
activities and monitoring outcomes. They highlighted the importance of results reporting, not 
only as a public accountability tool, but as a planning tool to assist organizational learning and 
capacity development. The members also raised concerns about the paucity of baseline data, 

                                                
11

  ADB. 2011. Special Evaluation Study: Real-Time Evaluation of Asian Development Bank’s Response to the Global 
Economic Crisis, 2008–2009. Manila. 

12
 ADB. 2011. Special Evaluation Study: Managing for Development Results. Manila. 
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particularly in sectors that demanded immediate and critical support, and endorsed the 
recommendation to emphasize the measurement of outcomes and impacts. On monitoring 
sustainability, they noted that this was best addressed by DMCs. DEC members discussed 
IED‘s recommendation to enhance DMC capacity for MfDR through strategic, phased 
engagement. In addition, they expressed concern about the lack of clarity in ADB‘s approach to 
capacity development in general, and acknowledged the need for long-term engagement with 
particular institutions. Because of IED‘s concerns regarding overlapping project classification, 
which allows a project to be reported in four thematic areas without apportioning, DEC members 
agreed that it is best addressed through proper disclosure and explanation of ADB‘s 
methodology for classifying projects. 
 

5. Asian Development Fund Operations  
 
20. The DEC endorsed IED's main recommendation that ADB should seek more funding for 
ADF operations,13 particularly for ADF-only countries, to reduce income and non-income poverty 
and to enable them to cope better with vulnerabilities. It noted that the ADF has improved its 
operations, particularly from 2001 to 2010. The DEC appreciated the improvement in ratings of 
projects approved during ADF IX, when more than two-thirds of the case study projects are 
expected to be successful or highly successful. Nevertheless, while ADB has done well in terms 
of relevance and efficiency, the DEC saw considerable room for improvement in effectiveness 
and sustainability. The lack of progress on the non-income Millennium Development Goals 
(MDGs) underscored the need to focus on inclusive growth. Given the declining reflows 
because of the move from ADF loans to ADF grants, the DEC expressed concern about the 
availability of extra resources under the ADF. DEC members encouraged ADB staff to make 
more progress on governance issues as they believed that this was essential to achieving the 
MDGs. Members noted that ADB in 1995 became the first multilateral development bank to 
adopt a special policy on governance, followed by the Anticorruption Policy in 1998 and the 
Governance and Anticorruption Action Plan in 2006. The DEC also saw a need to strengthen 
ADF operations through adequate allocation of TA resources to improve project design and 
country institutional capacity. 
 
21. ADB Management accepted the recommendations of the SES. It agreed to seek more 
financing and offered to explore the possibility of establishing a crisis response facility to give 
the ADF more flexibility in responding to shocks, which is now available. ADB agreed to (i) 
increase operations in education, rural infrastructure, water, sanitation, and environment to help 
achieve related MDG targets, especially under ADF XI; (ii) strengthen capacity development on 
the basis of country- and sector-level strategies; and (iii) strengthen TA resources with one 
qualification: more study should be done on the relationship between project success and 
capacity development TA. ADB was developing a staff guidance note on integrating results-
based public sector management analysis into sector assessments. Management agreed with 
the recommendation to adopt a more holistic approach to addressing sustainability concerns in 
country strategies and programs, and sought IED support in improving the methodology for 
assessing sustainability and in upgrading the skills of ADB staff. The SES on ADF operations 
presented to ADF donors at the December 2011 meeting was well received and discussed at 
length. 
 
  

                                                
13

 ADB. 2011. Special Evaluation Study: The Asian Development Fund Operations—A Decade of Supporting Poverty 
Reduction in the Asia and Pacific Region. Manila. 
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6. Performance of the Asian Development Bank Institute  

 
22. An SES on the performance of the Asian Development Bank Institute (ADBI)14 was IED's 
first study on knowledge projects. The evaluation rated ADBI's overall performance successful, 

taking into account its performance in research, capacity building and training, and outreach and 
knowledge management. The evaluation suggested that ADBI improve the effectiveness of its 
knowledge products to enhance their impact on the development directions of the DMCs. The 
DEC endorsed the overall successful rating of ADBI‘s performance and recognized leadership 

as the crucial factor in ADBI‘s performance. DEC members noted ADBI‘s work in developing a 
results framework and welcomed enhanced cooperation between ADBI and ADB knowledge 
and regional departments. The DEC also noted that ADBI is adopting SES recommendations to 
strengthen (i) collaboration with ADB departments through annual consultation meetings with 
directors general at ADB headquarters, (ii) relationships with other think tanks and stakeholders 
through formal agreements, and (iii) outreach through social media and blogs. 
 

7. Promoting Good Governance in Pacific Developing Member Countries 
 

23. In 2011, an SES found that ADB's strategies, support, and interventions in the area of 
governance had been relevant to Pacific DMCs, but their efficiency, effectiveness, sustainability, 
and impact remained low.15 This was because of the ambitious objectives, an inability to fully 
take into account Pacific DMCs‘ cultural and political contexts in the designs, and weak 
government ownership. DEC members noted that the recruitment and fielding of consultants 
was delayed in a large proportion of projects, and they inquired about the observed changes in 
project scope and priorities after inception. Given the low performance rating, staff were asked if 
a shift in strategic focus was timely. Staff directed the DEC‘s attention to the success of recent 
program loans, which suggests the correctness of the current focus, although implementation 
challenges still needed to be addressed. The DEC welcomed the discussion on strengthening 
nontraditional partnerships as that could increase understanding of the political, economic, and 
sociocultural context and ensure effective support for good governance in the Pacific. The DEC 
also noted that the SES could provide useful input into the regional CAPE for the Pacific in 
2013. 
 
F. Other Evaluation Studies  
 

1. Independent Evaluation Department User Perception Survey 

 
24. In 2011, ADB Management commissioned Towers Watson to conduct a user perception 
survey of IED. The survey showed that clients consider IED trustworthy and important to ADB 
operations, and that they value its independence. ADB Board members particularly expressed 
high satisfaction. Comments from ADB managers and staff were also generally favorable. 
However, they also provided important clues about areas that IED could address to continue to 
meet the high expectations, including a desire for more directly operational and more clearly 
evidence-based recommendations. The DEC observed that IED scored highly favorable on (i) 
disclosure, (ii) improving the quality of project completion reports, (iii) accountability, (iv) 
relevance to ADB‘s work, and (v) organizational learning. However, members also stressed the 
importance of (i) improving the evaluation capacity of DMCs, (ii) conducting fewer but in-depth 

                                                
14

 ADB. 2011. Special Evaluation Study: Performance of the Asian Development Bank Institute—Research, Capacity 
Building and Training, and Outreach and Knowledge Management. Manila 

15
 ADB. 2011. Special Evaluation Study: Asian Development Bank’s Support for Promoting Good Governance in 
Pacific Developing Member Countries. Manila. 
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studies, and (iii) maintaining independence while improving collaboration with operations 
departments. 
 

2. ADB’s Energy Efficiency Interventions 
 

25. IED produced an evaluation knowledge brief on energy efficiency based on evaluative 
evidence from ADB, developing countries, and development partners.16 DEC members stressed 
that energy efficiency covers more than just electricity; it also includes fuel use in transportation, 
land use planning, and waste recycling (although members agreed that electricity is an 
important subsector that needs special attention). DEC members noted that time overruns need 
to be controlled in energy efficiency projects. They also noted that compact fluorescent lamp 
projects in the Philippines, Sri Lanka, and Pakistan faced constraints that raised questions 
about their effectiveness. While supply-side efforts to achieve energy efficiency were 
commended, DEC members recognized that there is room for selective interventions on the 
demand side, particularly in the textile and pulp and paper subsectors. The resources and effort 
required to prepare demand- and supply-side project interventions would need to be compared. 
The DEC noted that promoting clean energy as well as energy efficiency was important, and 
ADB staff should be encouraged to relate the costs and benefits of the two and strive for more 
analytical clarity when discussing them. An integrated approach, along with appropriate pricing 
and regulatory regimes, is essential to promoting energy efficiency effectively.  
 
    III.   KEY ISSUES AND FINDINGS FROM DEC'S REVIEW OF ANNUAL REPORTS 
 
A. 2011 Annual Evaluation Review 

 
26. The DEC expressed concern about the declining success rate of projects and noted that 
efforts were needed to meet the target of an 80% success rate by 2012. This concern was 

heightened by the portfolio restructuring undertaken in very difficult contexts in some countries. 
The declining success rate in education and regional cooperation needs particular attention. 
The DEC noted that the poor performance of a conflict-affected country might reflect poor 
project design, and should not be blamed necessarily on the conflict. Operations staff should be 
sensitive to country circumstances and should factor this consideration into project designs. 
Further, operations staff should take careful note of the sentiments of member countries to 
achieve progress in regional cooperation and integration. From the evaluations of nonsovereign 
operations, the DEC noted that the greatest proportion and number of unsatisfactory and partly 
satisfactory ratings were on investment profitability and asked why.17  
 
27. Staff indicated that it would be difficult to draw conclusions for the overall portfolio on the 
basis of two equity funds. They stressed that while investment profitability was an important 
criterion in evaluating the transactions, they must also take into account two other criteria: 
development impact and bankability, with the latter criterion being essential to replicating 
success. Staff assured the DEC that the Private Sector Operations Department was a profit 
center, generating $175 million in profit on its investments in 2010.  
 
28.   With regard to the management action review system, which was performing 
satisfactorily, the DEC encouraged Management and staff to improve it further by enabling real-
time updates in the system by capturing appropriate data. The degree of disagreement between 
Management and IED on recommended actions (an average of 9% during 2008–2010) was 

                                                
16

 ADB. 2011. Evaluation Knowledge Brief: Review of Energy Efficiency Interventions. Manila. 
17

 ADB. 2011. 2011 Annual Evaluation Review. Manila. 
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deemed reasonable and acceptable. The actions taken on the recommendations were usually 
output-related, and it did not automatically imply that the outcome would occur once the action 
is taken. The DEC expressed its preference that IED not be too specific or prescriptive in its 
recommendations and not infringe on Management‘s role to decide the corrective course of 
action. IED assured that it would make a distinction between operational and substantive 
recommendations. 

 
B. 2010 Development Effectiveness Review  
 
29 The DEC noted the improvements achieved by the Development Effectiveness Review 
2010 through the refined results framework, and enhanced rating and portfolio performance 

review systems. 18  DEC members noted the different performance 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. The DEC urged 
Management to expedite the preparation of the new operational plans for finance and water. 
Further, the DEC encouraged staff to focus more on the regions where poverty was not 
declining rapidly. Members also urged Management to pay continued attention to the inclusion 
of gender action plans with targets in the documentation of reports and recommendations of the 
President to ensure gender mainstreaming.  
 
C. Annual Report on 2010 Portfolio Performance 
 
30. The 2010 Annual Portfolio Performance Report19 was prepared by Management (COSO), 

unlike in previous years when it had been prepared by IED. DEC members expressed 
satisfaction that ADB was considerably more active in portfolio terms in 2010 compared with 
2006 and the intervening years, and noted that the sovereign portfolio had risen by 35% in value 
since 2006. Members noted that the structure of the portfolio had also changed with the share of 
finance decreasing while infrastructure increased. In terms of products, loans decreased while 
cofinancing, equity investments, and guarantees increased.  
 

IV. IED’S EVALUATION ACTIVITIES: ASSESSMENT AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
31.  The DEC expressed satisfaction with IED‘s performance in 2011, which was a year of 
transition in its leadership. In April 2011, the Board appointed Vinod Thomas as the new director 
general of IED, effective 15 August 2011. Despite significant staff turnover and shortages, as 
well as the vacancy in the director general position for several months, IED substantially 
completed its work program and achieved a notable impact on ADB policy and operations. 
ADB‘s new program lending policy and the design of the Counter Cyclical Support Facility took 
note of the recommendations and lessons from the real-time evaluation of ADB‘s response to 
the global economic crisis. ADB used the findings of the evaluation of the development 
effectiveness of ADF operations as important inputs for its proposal for ADF replenishment. At 
their second ADF XI replenishment meeting held in Dhaka, Bangladesh, ADF donors 
considered the evaluation findings candid and the recommendations practical and useful.  
 
32.   IED evaluations have provided crucial inputs and lessons for designing country strategies 
for Indonesia, Kazakhstan, the Maldives, Solomon Islands, Sri Lanka, Timor-Leste, and 
Uzbekistan. IED has been rated well by its peers. Evaluations by the Department for 
International Development of the United Kingdom and the Development Assistance Committee 

                                                
18

 ADB. 2011. Development Effectiveness Review 2010 Report. Manila. 
19

 ADB. 2011. 2010 Annual Portfolio Performance Report. Manila. 
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of the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development showed that IED was rigorous 
and well-balanced among the multilateral development banks‘ Evaluation Cooperation Group. 
Subjectivity in IED evaluations was minimized by its independence and adherence to the good 
practice standards prescribed by the Evaluation Cooperation Group and the Development 
Assistance Committee.  
 
33. Results of the IED perception survey suggest that IED needs to pay particular attention 
to the quality and relevance of its reports and recommendations. It should improve collaboration 
with operations departments, while maintaining its independence. IED‘s capacity to evaluate 
private sector and nonsovereign operations should grow in tandem with the magnitude and 
complexity of ADB‘s support for private sector development. IED should continue to build 
capacity in DMCs, including by continuing its program to allow officials to participate in its on-
the-job training. Evaluation methods could be refined further to focus on the rigor and reliability 
of results. IED could focus more on applying impact evaluation techniques for which its advice 
would be needed from the beginning of the project to establish the control group. IED could also 
strengthen its own capacity—as well that of ADB and its DMCs—to do impact evaluations. Joint 
evaluations with DMCs could also be considered.  
 

V. DEVELOPMENT EFFECTIVENESS COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 
 
34. The DEC recommends that the Board approve the public disclosure of this annual report 
after its consideration. 
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TERMS OF REFERENCE OF THE  
DEVELOPMENT EFFECTIVENESS COMMITTEE OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

 

1.  The Development Effectiveness Committee (the Committee) will assist the Board of 
Directors to carry out its responsibility of ensuring that the programs and activities of the Asian 
Development Bank (ADB) achieve development effectiveness. Such development effectiveness 
is assessed through ADB‘s operations evaluation. To ensure the independence of ADB‘s 
operations evaluation, the Independent Evaluation Department (IED) reports directly to the 
Board through the Committee. For the purpose of the Committee‘s work, ―development 
effectiveness‖ is the measure of (i) whether ADB‘s programs and activities in furtherance of its 
policy goals and objectives have resulted in the desired outcomes, and (ii) whether these 
programs and activities have made efficient use of ADB‘s available resources. 
 
A.  Composition 

 
2.  The Committee will consist of not more than six members of the Board of Directors. The 
President will appoint the members of the Committee, in consultation with the Board, and will 
designate one of them as the chairperson of the Committee. 
 
3.  The members of the Committee will be appointed for a term starting on 1 July of the 
appointment year and ending on 30 June two years later. If a member of the Committee ceases 
to be a member of the Board, the President, in consultation with the Board, will appoint a 
replacement for the remaining term of the Committee. 
 
B.  Responsibilities 

 
4.  The Committee will be expected to satisfy itself that ADB‘s operations evaluation 
activities are adequate and efficient. In this regard, the specific responsibilities that the 
Committee will carry out on behalf of the Board are as follows: 
 

(i)  recommend to the Board, jointly with the President, the person to be considered 
by the Board for appointment as Director General of IED, subject to the terms 
and conditions approved by the Board; 

(ii)  advise IED in the preparation of an annual IED work program that the Committee 
can endorse to the Board for approval; 

(iii)  advise IED in the preparation of an annual budget proposal that the Committee 
can endorse for review by the Budget Review Committee; 

(iv)  review all IED reports and discuss selected major reports, as well as 
Management responses to any report; 

(v)  monitor and evaluate the actions taken by ADB on the recommendations in the 
IED reports accepted by Management and endorsed by the Committee to the 
Board; 

(vi)  report to the Board on selected development effectiveness issues that have a 
significant bearing towards the achievement of ADB‘s overarching goal of poverty 
reduction, and make recommendations on such issues to the Board; 

(vii)  monitor and report to the Board on the implementation of its decisions; 
(viii)  review the Annual Report on Evaluation Activities; and 
(ix)  review the Annual Report on Loan and Technical Assistance Portfolio 

Performance. 
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5.  The Committee will make reports and submit recommendations to the Board of Directors 
through the President in his capacity as the Chairman of the Board. 
 
6.  The Committee will make reports as it considers necessary, but at least once a year. 
 
C.  Meetings 
 
7.  The Committee will meet as often as it considers necessary. 
 
8.  Committee meetings will be held at ADB headquarters in Manila. 
 
9.  The quorum for a meeting will be three members of the Committee. If the Chairperson is 
not present in person, the Committee will select one of the members present to preside over 
that meeting. 
 
10.  All other Board members may attend meetings of the Committee. Directors‘ Advisors 
may attend the meetings of the Committee except as otherwise advised by the Chairperson of 
the Committee. 
 
D.  Information and Communication 

 
11.  IED will furnish to the Committee any pertinent information as is considered necessary 
by the Committee to discharge its responsibilities. The Committee may, with the concurrence of 
the President, seek briefings from staff members concerned on relevant operations evaluation 
matters and request their participation at meetings. 
 
12.  If a document or information requested by the Committee is not provided, the request 
may be referred by the Chairperson of the Committee to the President, in the President‘s 
capacity as Chairman of the Board of Directors, for a final decision. 
 
13.  All communication between the Committee and ADB staff, other than IED staff, will be 
conducted through The Secretary of ADB. The Office of The Secretary (OSEC) will be informed 
of all direct communication between the Committee and IED. 
 
E.  Administrative Arrangements 

 
14.  OSEC will provide support services to the Committee. 
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DEVELOPMENT EFFECTIVENESS COMMITTEE 
2011 Work Program 

 

Meeting 
No. 

2011 Date  Agenda 

1.  6 April 
 

2010 Development Effectiveness Review (DOC.Sec.M17-11) 

2.  13 May (i) Special Evaluation Study on Financing Partnership Facility 
(IN.395-10) 

(ii) Special Evaluation Study on The Asian Development Bank's 
Support to Gender and Development, Phase 2: Results from 
Country Case Studies (IN.411-10) 

3.  15 June 
 

2011 Annual Evaluation Review (IN.76-11) 

4.  6 July 
 

Special Evaluation Study on Real-Time Evaluation of ADB‘s Support 
to Developing Member Countries in Their Response to the Global 
Economic Crisis (IN.84-11) 

5.  24 August (i) Country Assistance Program Evaluation on Uzbekistan (IN.143-11) 
(ii) Sector Assistance Program Evaluation for Education, Uzbekistan 

(IN.220-10) 

6.  29  September (i) Special Evaluation Study on Rigorous Impact Evaluation of Low-
Income Housing Finance in Sri Lanka (IN.26-12) 

(ii) User Perception Survey of IED 
(iii) IED Work Program 2012–2014 and Proposed IED Budget for 2012 

(R221-11) 

7.  25 October (i) Special Evaluation Study on Managing for Development Results 
(IN.221.11)  

(ii) Special Evaluation Study on Asian Development Fund Operations: 
A Decade of Supporting Poverty Reduction in the Asia and Pacific 
Region. (IN.286-11) 

8.  17 November (i) 2010 Annual Portfolio Performance Report (IN.352-11) 
(ii) Country Assistance Program Evaluation for Maldives (IN.199-11) 
(iii) Validation Report: Indonesia: Country Strategy and Program, 

2006-2009. Final Review Validation (IN.93-11) 

9.  23 November (i) Evaluation Knowledge Brief on Review of Energy Efficiency 
Interventions (IN.50-12) 

(ii) Sector Assistance Program Evaluation for the Transport Sector in 
Pacific Developing Member Countries (IN.262-11) 

10.  14 December (i) Special Evaluation Study on Performance of the Asian 
Development Bank Institute: Research, Capacity Building and 
Training, and Outreach and Knowledge Management (IN.124-11) 

(ii) Special Evaluation Study on Asian Development Bank‘s Support 
for Promoting Good Governance in Pacific Developing Member 
Countries. (IN.289-11) 
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HIGHLIGHTS OF ADB’S INDEPENDENT EVALUATION DEPARTMENT ACTIVITIES IN 2011 
 
A. Achieving Work Program Targets 

 
1. The Independent Evaluation Department (IED) contributes to the oversight of the 
effectiveness and accountability of Asian Development Bank (ADB) operations through the use 
of evaluations by ADB Management and the Development Effectiveness Committee (DEC) of 
the Board of Directors. IED monitors ADB Management actions on agreed evaluation 
recommendations and provides real-time feedback on ADB operations. To optimize the learning 
from evaluations, efforts have been stepped up to package evaluation findings, lessons, and 
recommendations to improve usage and influence of IED products on the design of ADB 
strategy, policy, and programs. In addition, knowledge solutions are shared with developing 
member countries (DMCs) through support for evaluation capacity development activities and 
strengthened self-evaluation by ADB and DMCs. IED also strengthens partnerships for 
evaluation within ADB and through international networks. 
 
2. In 2011, IED assessed development results in DMCs and for the region through 76 
evaluation reports, falling short of the target of 103 reports because of staff turnover (20% 
shortage in international staff time compared with the sanctioned allocation) and a transition in 
leadership (vacancy in department and division). The department prioritized the completion of 
evaluations to support ADB‘s future country partnership strategies (CPSs) and country 
operations business plans. IED completed 2 country assistance program evaluations (CAPEs), 
1 regional sector assistance program evaluation, and 8 project or program performance 
evaluation reports for sovereign operations and 5 for nonsovereign operations. IED also 
delivered 8 higher-level evaluations comprising 5 special evaluation studies, 1 annual evaluation 
review, 1 knowledge brief, and 1 impact evaluation. In addition, IED completed validations of 45 
project or program completion reports, 2 extended annual review reports, and 5 CPS final 
review reports. 
 
B.  Providing Credible, Strategic, and Timely Higher-Level Evaluations 

 
3. IED‘s impact on ADB policies and operational decisions is demonstrated by the adoption 
of many of its recommendations and lessons. One highlight was the 2011 real-time evaluation 
of ADB‘s response to the global economic crisis: ADB‘s new program lending policy 
incorporates many of its recommendations and lessons. The study suggested widening ADB‘s 
surveillance to more countries, improving the timeliness of its support, creating a separate 
concessional crisis support window, making a crisis support facility a permanent instrument on 
stand-by, and making eligibility assessments more rigorous. 
 
4. Another highlight was IED‘s evaluation of the development effectiveness of Asian 
Development Fund (ADF) operations: ADB‘s proposal for ADF replenishment was based on its 
findings. This evaluation showed that the ADF operations can become more effective by (i) 
focusing more on efficiency and sustainability issues during implementation, (ii) strengthening 
the capacity of DMC institutions in key sectors, (iii) adopting a more holistic approach to project 
design with a sharper focus on inclusive growth, (iv) introducing new approaches to address 
environmental challenges, (v) strengthening regional cooperation and integration, and (vi) 
countering the effects of the global economic and financial crisis with more flexibility. At the 
second ADF XI replenishment meeting in Dhaka, Bangladesh, ADF donors considered the 
findings from this evaluation to be candid and its recommendations practical, and they urged 
ADB to implement them.  
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5. To provide inputs to the forthcoming CPSs, IED completed two CAPEs and validated 
five final reviews of CPSs by operations departments. The CAPE for Uzbekistan rated ADB 
support successful, while the CAPE for the Maldives rated ADB support partly successful. In 

both countries, ADB has been an important development partner. In Uzbekistan, ADB has 
provided significant support for the railways, education, and urban water supply sectors; in the 
Maldives, ADB has provided assistance in the energy, transport and education sectors. The 
evaluations found that strong government commitment to institutional changes and policy 
reforms, together with adequate capacity of executing and implementing agencies, is essential 
to achieve better development outcomes.  
 
6. The validations of the CPS final reviews confirmed the assessments that ADB support 
has been successful in Indonesia, Solomon Islands, and Sri Lanka; and less than successful in 
Kazakhstan and Timor-Leste. Successful performances were attributed to (i) the 
appropriateness and relevance of sector choices (e.g., transport projects have increased 
connectivity in rural areas in Sri Lanka and basic infrastructure destroyed by civil unrest in 
Solomon Islands has been rebuilt); (ii) sound technical design and innovative approaches; (iii) 
strong government commitment; and (iv) good coordination with development partners. ADB‘s 
support to Kazakhstan was less than successful because of weak government ownership of the 
ADB country strategy and programs and policy reforms, changing country circumstances, and 
international coordination problems. ADB support was also less than successful in Timor-Leste, 
because operational complexities were underestimated in a country experiencing a political, 
social, and security crisis.  
 
7. IED‘s evaluation of ADB‘s managing for development results (MfDR) agenda has 
confirmed the successful mainstreaming of ADB‘s results agenda and the progression of ADB‘s 
Development Effectiveness Review into a valued tool for reporting corporate results and driving 
the results agenda. However, the evaluation also noted that (i) improvements the quality of 
design and monitoring frameworks have been slow, and the lack of systematic data collection at 
the project level is hampering the pursuit of results both at the project and the strategic level; (ii) 
current reporting tools do not adequately stress the results chain links; and (iii) more strategic 
dialogue with governments can help inculcate the results agenda in DMCs. 
 
8. ADB‘s Board of Directors asked IED to conduct, on short notice, a performance 
evaluation of the Asian Development Bank Institute (ADBI). ADBI provides parallel support to 
DMCs through its research products, capacity building and training, and outreach and 
knowledge management programs. The evaluation rated ADBI's overall performance as 
successful, taking into account its performance in research, capacity building and training, and 

outreach and knowledge management. The evaluation suggested that ADBI facilitate 
institutional changes with the involvement of ADB knowledge and regional departments at 
headquarters to improve the effectiveness of ADBI‗s knowledge products, strengthen its links 
with ADB, and increase its impact on the development directions of DMCs. Some options 
include (i) developing a results framework for ADBI‗s core activities, (ii) taking greater 
advantage of ADBI‘s strategic location in Tokyo, (iii) monitoring utilization of the programs in 
research and capacity building and training, and (iv) increasing strategic and operational 
coordination between ADBI and ADB. 
 
9. Other evaluation studies provided lessons and approaches to enhance ADB‘s sector 
operations and increase its results orientation. IED found that noticeable improvements in 
energy efficiency can be achieved through rational energy pricing and regulations that address 
technology issues, build awareness, and mitigate other barriers—such as unreliable power 
supply and weak supply chains. Evaluations of sector performance in Pacific DMCs confirmed 
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the success of ADB operations in transport and a less than successful performance in 
supporting good governance. The success of ADB‘s transport programs was attributed to their 
appropriateness given the large investment gap, the emergence of suitable institutional models 
and regional funding facility, and effective regional coordination. However, ADB‘s support for 
developing governance and institutional capacity in the Pacific showed limited effectiveness 
because of ambitious objectives, an inability to fully take into account Pacific countries‘ cultural 
and political contexts in the designs, and weak government ownership. Regarding ADB‘s 
support for urban development, IED‘s impact evaluation study of low-income housing finance in 
Sri Lanka found that only 1% of loan beneficiaries were from the lowest 10% of the income 
distribution because conventional loan procedures and standards made the project inaccessible 
to the poor. Housing finance had positive impacts on education and health in project areas, but 
these were limited to specific social groups.  
 
C.  Enhancing Knowledge Sharing 
 

10. IED‘s dissemination activities include (i) external dissemination and outreach through 
social sites and information gateways, (ii) engagement with the media, (iii) hosting of knowledge 
sharing and learning events in ADB in collaboration with other institutions, and (iv) internal 
dissemination. In consultation with the Office of the Secretary‘s, IED developed more attractive 
and user-friendly formats for reporting evaluation findings to the Board. IED continues to update 
and enhance its website, and expects to move to a new platform consistent with the strategic 
direction of the Department of External Relations. IED also maintains the web-based evaluation 
information system and management action record system, which is being transitioned from 
Lotus Domino to the eOperations project processing platform.  
 
D.  Strengthening Evaluation Capacity Development 
 

11. IED introduced a new 5-month program to provide on-job-training to government officials 
in order to develop evaluation capacity in DMCs. In the first batch, three officials from the 
People‘s Republic of China, Indonesia, and the Philippines completed the program successfully. 
The program will for continue until 2014. This will be in addition to IED‘s continued support to (i) 
the Shanghai International Program for Development Evaluation Training in collaboration with 
the World Bank Independent Evaluation Group and the Government of the People‘s Republic of 
China; and (ii) the Regional Centers for Learning on Evaluation and Results Program, 
administered by the Independent Evaluation Group, where IED supports the development of 
monitoring and evaluation capacity in South Asia.  
 
E.  Monitoring Actions Taken or to Be Taken on Evaluation Recommendations 

 
12. In the 3 years since its launch in 2009, the management action record system has 
recorded 282 evaluation recommendations to ADB Management, covering 2008–2011. ADB 
Management agreed to implement 260 (92%) of these recommendations. By the end of 2011, 
ADB Management was expected to implement 140 recommendations. Based on Management‘s 
assessment of actions taken on the recommendations, 83% (116) were fully or largely adopted, 
15% (21) were partly adopted, and 2% (3) were not adopted. IED‘s validation of the 
Management‘s assessment found that 74% (101) were fully or largely adopted, 23% (32) were 
partly adopted, 2% (3) were not adopted, and 1% (1) were deferred.1  
 
F.  Participating in International Networks 

                                                
1
 Based on 137 of 140 recommendations that are implemented; 3 are being validated. 
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13. In 2011, IED chaired the Evaluation Cooperation Group and hosted the spring meeting 
in Manila and the fall meeting in Washington, DC. At these meetings, IED also disseminated the 
findings from several important evaluations: ADB‘s response to global economic crisis, energy 
efficiency in ADB operations, and coverage of gender issues in ADB operations. The Asian 
perspective on energy efficiency and the need to balance supply-side and demand-side 
management was presented at the 17th Conference of Parties to the United Nations Convention 
on Climate Change, in Durban, South Africa. 
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