
 
 
 
Chair’s Summary of the Development Effectiveness Committee  

 
18 June 2014 
 
2014 Annual Evaluation Review (Sec.M11-14) 
 
1. The Development Effectiveness Committee (DEC) discussed the 2014 Annual Evaluation Review (AER) 
which focused on (i) ADB’s project performance on both shorter and longer timeframes, (ii) the follow up to 
evaluation recommendations, (iii) the sustainability of ADB’s energy operations, and (iv) tradeoffs between 
inclusive and environmentally sustainable growth. The discussion centered on the methodology for validating 
project success rates, the deadline for project completion report (PCR) submission, country program 
performance, the lack of supervisory staff continuity affecting project performance, the Management Action 
Record System, environmental sustainability and the role of subsidies, and the interpretation of inclusive and 
environmentally sustainable growth.  
 
2. The Director General, Independent Evaluation Department (IED) mentioned that IED will be making a few 
factual corrections, particularly in the chapter on the sustainability of energy operations before issuing the report 
publicly.  
 
Project success rates and methodology 
 
3. Like last year, DEC observed a large difference in project success rates as reflected in the AER and the 
Development Effectiveness Review (DEfR) respectively, noting that the methodology, scope and adjustment rates 
used make it difficult to get a clear message regarding ADB’s performance. One DEC member put forward that 
the time period 2007-2010 (with a recorded success rate of 57%) seems to be the only period for which IED has 
done a sufficiently large number of validations to reach conclusions on ADB’s performance with a proper degree 
of confidence. He emphasized the importance of clarifying and unifying the methodology for greater consistency, 
raising questions on: (i) the percentage of PCRs that should be validated; (ii) whether and how unvalidated PCRs 
should be adjusted in terms of their success rate; and (iii) why in the past, the DEfR applied an adjustment only to 
75% of unvalidated PCRs, and not 100%. The DEC Chair echoed the concerns, stating that the differing 
methodologies and data sets are reasons why some DEC and other Board members had suggested a 
consolidation of the AER, DEfR and the Annual Portfolio Performance Review.  
 
4. IED cited two issues that need to be corrected in moving forward with the two reports: (i) the practice of 
mixing self-evaluation and validated success rates, and (ii) applying the adjustment to only 75% of unvalidated 
PCRs for years in which IED has not done validations yet. IED proposed that the adjustment applies to all PCRs 
insofar as the DEfR is concerned, while the AER will only discuss the success rates based on validated PCRs 
and project performance evaluation reports. SPD explained that there could still be differences in success rates 
presented by IED and ADB, given that DEfR presents rates exclusively by PCR year, while IED also presents the 
rates for batches of projects selected on the basis of their approval year. The complication arose from having 
some success rates based on a mix of self-evaluations and evaluations, and another exclusively based on 
evaluations. SPD is open to working with IED to arrive at a more suitable approach while cautioning that 
comparability with past reports may become an issue if the suggestion on adjustments is accepted. A DEC 
member underscored that it would be helpful if both staff and IED could reconcile methodologies for better 
comparability, and agreed it would be unwise to mix ratings for unadjusted, adjusted and validated PCRs. Staff 
indicated that the question of validation would be addressed soon, in consultation with IED, in preparation for next 
year’s report.  

 
Coverage of validations and deadline of PCR submission 

 
5. A DEC member inquired whether 70% could be a sufficient level of coverage when validating PCRs. 
Director, IED mentioned that this depends on the number of PCRs, but also that extent of coverage is a judgment 
call for various organizations. The World Bank for instance, aims for 100% coverage. IED staff explained that in 
order to arrive at statistically reliable evaluation findings which can serve as a sound basis for suggestions or 
recommendations on thematic areas, 75%-85% coverage of PCRs leads to more robust findings. DEC members 
also asked staff whether the August deadline for PCR completion (proposed by IED to allow validation of PCRs of 
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a year in the same year, thus eliminating possible differences between AER and DEfR), would be feasible. Staff 
mentioned that although fewer PCRs are completed in the fourth quarter over the last three years, August may 
not be a realistic target as some bunching of PCRs toward the end of the year could not be avoided. A DEC 
member expressed concern about IED having sufficient budget to clear its backlog and start with a clean slate 
next year. Another DEC member expressed reservations on clearing the backlog of PCR validations if this will 
require additional staff and IED resources. He also suggested that staff and IED consult further about the 
feasibility of the August deadline. IED responded positively, and also suggested the budget needed for more 
validation could be taken from the budget for project performance evaluation reports (PPER), by reducing the 
number of PPER targets. 
 
Country program performance  
 
6. DEC welcomed IED’s focus on country success rates but requested more analysis on why some 
countries have higher success rates compared to others. One DEC member inquired about the reasons behind 
the dropping success rates for Mongolia and Cambodia despite their relatively better economic situation. IED 
explained that it had only signaled this, and that it was based on the table which compared the success rates of 
completed operations approved in the 1990s versus those in the 2000s. Changing sizes of certain sector 
programs may influence the drop or rise in ratings. IED mentioned that it will complete a validation of a country 
partnership strategy final review for Cambodia soon. This could give more information on reasons for the drop. 
One DEC member wanted more study regarding the generally lower performance of portfolios in the Pacific, and 
viewed that these countries may need more field-based staff to manage these portfolios.  
 
Staff continuity in project administration 
 
7. Noting the AER’s observations on this, DEC members expressed concern that average staff tenure on 
projects is less than two years and declining, while the average duration of project implementation is six years or 
longer. DEC members agreed that frequent staff changes are seen as important challenges in ADB-client 
relations; that staff should stay on projects longer; and, that the current Midterm Review action plan should pick 
up the issue of staff continuity. Staff shared that the ongoing action plan discussions had touched on the need for 
team leaders to stay on with the project for at least three years, but this would be a challenge given the constant 
stream of projects coming in and limited staff resources. Staff also cited the vacancy-driven promotion system, 
which makes it difficult for divisional directors and department heads to retain staff seeking promotion 
opportunities. Other staff members present thought the situation had improved from some years ago where staff 
turnover in projects was almost every year. Another staff member was of the view that the situation is being 
managed better than before through greater collaborative work across teams.  
 
Management Action Record System (MARS) 
  
8. DEC members noted the weaknesses reported by the AER on actions recorded in the MARS. Noting that 
the system is now being migrated to eOps from Lotus Notes, a DEC member inquired whether there is scope to 
integrate MARS information in other aspects of project management (e.g. quality at entry reviews, etc.). DEC 
members also picked up on some suggestions in the AER such as, public reporting of MARS actions, and the 
suggestion that Management should consult with IED when formulating action plans. One DEC member was not 
in favor of public reporting of MARS actions due to reputational risks associated with disagreeing views on the 
follow up to certain recommendations, and which could affect the constructive dialogue between IED and 
Management. The same DEC member opined that IED and management should closely consult with each other 
on agreed actions and that any deviations should be reported to DEC and Board members. Staff expressed that 
communication and coordination with IED had improved over the years starting with the evaluation approach 
paper. A draft of the report is then circulated for interdepartmental comments and a subsequent head of 
department meeting is held before the report would come to DEC and Board. Staff stressed that there are 
alternative ways to improve the quality of the action plan and its implementation other than making consultation 
with IED mandatory. The DEC Chair suggested that it may be prudent to inquire about current practice of other 
multilateral banks in this regard, while noting the importance of showing ADB’s commitment to performance and 
effectiveness publicly. DEC members appreciated the AER’s suggestion to make a better distinction between 
recommendations and lessons, the former needing to be actionable and short term, the latter being more long 
term.  

 
9. The DEC Chair inquired whether there is a coordinating system in place within the offices of the directors 
general to ensure that MARS actions are followed through. He also suggested including regular reporting on 
follow-up actions as part of DEC meetings starting in 2014, to fill the gap between the time of the 



recommendations and the time of the due date of the follow up actions. Staff from operational departments 
confirmed that a coordinating system is in place not only across regional departments but also among sector and 
thematic experts. The Office of the Managing Director General plays an active role in coordinating MARS actions 
and follow through, although the idea is to have a focal person in every department. IED suggested discussing 
follow-up actions in DEC and referred to last year’s positive experience with its follow-up meeting on the real-time 
evaluation of the multitranche financing facility. Staff suggested that if DEC introduces such reporting, DEC may 
find it more useful to do it on a case-by-case basis rather than across the board, focusing on such instances as 
where management and IED have differing views, or if DEC has serious concerns about how the matter is 
handled. The DEC Chair indicated he will discuss options with other DEC members and reach a decision in close 
consultation with SPD and the incoming managing director general. 
 
Environmental sustainability and the role of subsidies 
 
10. Addressing the views expressed by IED in its opening statements, staff reported that environmental 
sustainability considerations are very much part of project preparation through the environmental impact 
assessment process. ADB’s Economics and Research Department is in the process of updating its guidelines on 
the economic analysis of projects to account for environmental externalities and include illustrative approaches to 
capture them. A key issue in the update will be the social cost of carbon and how best to incorporate this in the 
cost benefit analysis. Staff explained that ADB does not usually take into account subsidies, given that there are 
producer and consumer subsidies. However, the revised economic analysis is expected to include ways to 
address this issue.  
 
Inclusive growth and private sector operations 
 
11. A DEC member encouraged IED to state ADB’s contribution to inclusive growth differently, stating that 
the indirect impact of infrastructure projects under pillar 1 (accelerating economic growth) is more important than 
recognized by IED; and that ADB’s support for pillars 2 and 3 interventions (those improving access to 
opportunities and providing social protection, respectively) was not ‘limited’ as the AER had stated, as it 
comprises 30%-40% of financing. He also viewed that inclusive growth should be evaluated at the country level 
and not at the individual project level or ADB portfolio level. The DEC member also stressed that IED should 
evaluate private sector operations performance on the basis of its demonstration effects, and whether they are 
replicable, instead of its direct and short term poverty reduction impact.  IED explained that the AER did not say 
that the support for pillars 2 and 3 was limited, but ‘more limited’ than the support for pillar 1. Furthermore, all 
three pillars have a key role to play in promoting inclusion.  
 
 


