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Management  Response to the 2016 Annual Evaluation Review 

 

 
On 4 April 2016, the Director General, Independent Evaluation Department, received 

the following response from the Managing Director General on behalf of the 

Management: 

 

1. The 2016 Annual Evaluation Review (AER) synthesizes the main findings of 

evaluation studies conducted by the Independent Evaluation Department (IED) in 2015. 

Management has earlier responded to the individual studies. In this response, 

Management focuses on the overall recommendations of the AER. The 

recommendations are broadly acceptable. 

 

 

2. Recommendation 1. Include efforts to address two vital links: (i) between 

climate and environmental challenges and infrastructure investment, and (ii) between 

economic growth and inclusion as key strategic pillars of Strategy 2030. Management 

agrees in principle. Strategy 2030 is under preparation, and it is premature to discuss 

specifically how interlinkages between climate change, environmental sustainability, 

and inclusive growth will be articulated. However, we will certainly explore these 

further under the upcoming strategy. Inclusive growth and environmentally sustainable 

growth are already Strategy 2020 agendas, and the midterm review of the strategy has 

reiterated support for both. Operational targets for education and health were included 

in the updated corporate results framework, and established targets for gender 

mainstreaming and social protection are regularly monitored.
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3. Recommendation 2. Strengthen synergy between sovereign and nonsovereign 

operations. Management agrees. Collaboration between regional departments and the 

Private Sector Operations Department has improved in recent years under the “One 

ADB” framework, through increased staff outposting, coordinated business 

development, and joint project processing. ADB's private sector work has a strong 

results agenda for development effectiveness, closely aligned with Strategy 2020. As 

ADB’s corporate strategy evolves, further efforts to intensify synergies and strengthen 

development effectiveness will continue. 

 

4. Recommendation 3. Continue strengthening the operational quality assurance 

system to deal with the increase in projects that cut across boundaries. Management 

agrees in principle. ADB has long recognized the importance of quality assurance. The 

recently-approved operational efficiency initiatives will further enhance quality 

assurance mechanisms. We recognize that adequate resources are required for 

upstream analysis and processing, as suggested by IED. ADB allocated over 40% of its 

operational expenses to project preparation in 2015. However, delivery of quality 

infrastructure will require more and better skills.  

                                                
1
 The updated ADB results framework was approved in January 2015. 



5. Recommendation 4. Management and IED to develop effective ways to capture 

the broader context of evaluation recommendations and ADB efforts to address them. 

Management agrees. At the same time, Management requests IED to improve the 

quality, implementability, and value addition of its recommendations. Management 

sometimes struggles with recommendations that are too general or that capture what 

ADB is already doing. One possible way forward could be for IED and Management to 

agree on the core problem and its causes in advance, and work out solutions 

consultatively. Management is ready to work closely with IED on this. 

 

6. Recommendation 5. Develop a strategy for talent management, cross-sector 

collaboration, and budget allocations that matches the priorities of Strategy 2030. 

Management agrees in principle. However, it is too premature to determine the 

necessary financial and staffing requirements under Strategy 2030. Appropriate 

resource allocations are not entirely within Management’s control, and will follow the 

strategy, rather than the other way around. With respect to talent management, ADB 

introduced a basic framework in 2014. This may require adjustments, particularly once 

Strategy 2030 is adopted. With respect to cross-sector collaboration, the restructuring 

of the eight thematic groups and seven sector groups in 2014 has enhanced their 

mandate, to promote collaboration across sectors. The performance review process has 

been further strengthened, to capture staff contribution to cross-sector collaboration. 

With respect to budget allocation, ADB already has a Work Program and Budget 

Framework process to discuss staffing and budget allocations along with workplan 

priorities. For example, ADB’s 2016–2018 Work Program and Budget Framework 

anticipates a rise in lending following the combination of the Asian Development Fund 

lending operations with ordinary capital resources balance sheet in 2017, and projects 

a net increase of 4% in staff strength over three years in the base case operational 

scenario. 

  



Management Response to 2016 Annual Evaluation Review: 

Recommendations and Follow-Up (Chapter 4) 

 

On 30 March 2016, the Director General, Independent Evaluation Department, 

received the following response from the Managing Director General on behalf of 

the Management: 

 

I. Overall Comments 

 

1. Management agrees with the Independent Evaluation Department (IED) that 

mutual interaction has strengthened considerably over the past couple of years. At the 

same time, both parties believe that there are still areas for improvement, with respect 

to process and substance. In this regard, Management will be very happy to discuss 

new ideas on how to better frame IED recommendations, as well as on their 

implementation.  

 

II. Acceptance of Evaluation Recommendations 

 

2. Management has always welcomed evaluation recommendations that are clear, 

actionable, and that add value (para. 135). On the other hand, Management has 

struggled with recommendations that are too general or capture what the Asian 

Development Bank (ADB) is already doing. The rejection of some recommendations is 

not necessarily a function of higher resource implications, and useful recommendations 

will be accepted. A dilemma for both IED and Management relates to the degree of 

specificity of recommendations. If recommendations are too broad, it is difficult to 

prepare balanced action plans. If recommendations are too prescriptive, they may not 

necessarily address the core problem. One possible way forward could be for IED and 

Management to agree on the core problem and its causes in advance, and work out 

solutions consultatively.    

 

3. As agreed with IED, when a headline recommendation combines multiple 

(sometimes disparate) sub-recommendations, Management finds it useful to break up 

the headline recommendation into actionable sub-recommendations, for purposes of 

acceptance or rejection (para. 135). Qualified acceptance applies in cases when certain 

preconditions (often outside ADB’s control) have to be met before actions can be 

implemented, or when it is important to clarify Management’s understanding of the 

evaluation recommendations (para. 138). Qualified acceptance and partial acceptance 

may not necessarily substitute each other (para. 139). 

 

III. Implementation of Evaluation Recommendations 

 

4. Management is committed to implementing accepted recommendations, 

through the formulation of action plans in the Management Action Record System 

(MARS). We note that disconnects between validations and self-assessment often arise 

from divergent expectations (para. 144). While action plans will continue to be 

prepared by Management, we are always open to discussion with IED to arrive at a 

common understanding. Since action plans are formulated throughout the year, shortly 

after the Development Effectiveness Committee meeting on the corresponding report, 

IED is always welcome to discuss these with ADB teams, even before the validation 

process in the fourth quarter.
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2
 We find the analysis suggesting that a high rate of acceptance does not necessarily lead to a high rate of 

implementation to be inconclusive as presented in para. 146 (and Linked Document F). The sample size for 



 

Management agrees that tracking sub-recommendations with different target 

completion dates can be challenging (para. 150). This could be addressed by greater 

efforts on IED’s part to provide clearer recommendations that do not need to be split 

up, thus simplifying reporting requirements. Alternatively, actions against accepted or 

partly accepted sub-recommendations could be self-assessed and validated at a 

common completion date for a fuller picture. However, as stated in the past, 

Management does not see the utility of tracking recommendations that are rejected—

since rejection implies that recommendations are not considered “essential” in the first 

place (para. 149). Instead, Management is willing to revisit any rejected 

recommendations, should there be new information to justify them. 

 

 

IV. Next Steps 

 

Management is ready to further improve coordination with IED—both during the 

preparation of evaluation recommendations and action plans (para. 152). The options 

presented by IED are interesting (paras. 153–154), and we would be happy to discuss 

details to arrive at a practical agreement. Learning from experiences and good practices 

of other organizations could certainly be helpful (para. 155). 

 

 

 

                                                
actions adopted/implemented during 2014–2015 is too small to allow meaningful conclusions, since a 

significant majority of the 65 recommendations (partly) accepted in this period have not yet reached their 

action completion target dates. 


