
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE TO THE 2010 ANNUAL EVALUATION REVIEW: 
STRENGTHENING REAL-TIME EVALUATION FOR DEVELOPMENT EFFECTIVENESS 

 
 
 

On 18 October 2010, the Director General, Independent Evaluation Department, 
received the following response from the Managing Director General on behalf of Management: 
 
 

I. General Comments 
 
1. Management appreciates this comprehensive report on the accomplishments of 
the Independent Evaluation Department (IED) in 2009. The Review contains valuable 
findings and lessons and notes that important progress has been made in (i) 
improvements in the performance of program loans; (ii) positive evaluations for the 
country assistance program evaluations for Viet Nam, Cambodia and Bangladesh; and 
(iii) positive sector-level evaluations for the urban, transport, agriculture, and 
infrastructure (public-private partnerships) sectors, among others. We appreciate IED’s 
ongoing efforts with respect to staff learning programs and the establishment of the 
automated Management Action Record System, which is helping Management to 
monitor implementation of actions in response to accepted IED recommendations. 
 
II. Specific Comments 
 
2. The Report does not present recommendations, but provides findings and issues 
relevant to our operations. We would like to provide the following comments on key 
findings and issues.  
 
3. Declining Project Success Rates. We note that success rates, in particular for 
sovereign projects, have declined slightly compared to rates in the past. We agree that 
we need to provide additional attention to project implementation. As the lending volume 
has doubled compared to that of the recent past, additional administrative 
responsibilities for effective project administration need to be addressed. This year, we 
commenced implementation of the Streamlined Business Processes (SBP), which were 
approved last year. The SBP calls for more effective and efficient procedures for country 
partnerships, loans and technical assistance, as well as stronger harmonization with 
developing member countries on necessary procedures. We believe that the SBP will 
lead to higher success rates, especially as the Review reports that implementation 
delays have been a key reason behind the lower success rates. 
 
4. The Report confirms trends highlighted in ADB's Management report, i.e., the 
Development Effectiveness Report. As elaborated in this and previous years' 
Development Effectiveness Reports, ADB is taking a range of actions to combat the 
declining success rates.  
 
5. We believe IED’s carrying out further analysis regarding the deterioration in 
ratings of ADB's Group B countries for projects approved in 2001-2007 (i.e., from 70% 
for projects approved in 1992-2000 to 51%) would be informative. This trend could be 
compared with the improvement in ratings for Group A countries for the same periods 
(from 71% to 83%). 
 
6. Supervising Project Implementation. As mentioned in the Review, we are 
making serious efforts to overcome weaknesses. With respect to improving the quality of 



design and monitoring frameworks (DMFs), the Central Operations and Services Office 
has been and will continue to carry out its quarterly quality assessments of DMFs and 
support the DMF focal points and other relevant staff in the regional departments to 
address quality issues through its regular “clinics”. The regional departments will 
continue to implement their revised internal quality assurance mechanisms 
complemented by targeted DMF training and clinics. In addition, improvements in the 
project and program performance reports (PPRs) to enhance their reliability – including 
addition of a "traffic light" warning system – will be rolled out before year end. The 
ongoing quality-at-entry assessment of country partnership strategies and sovereign and 
nonsovereign operations will also result in valuable findings and recommendations for 
improving project implementation.  
 
7. Real-time Evaluation of Ongoing Projects. We agree that enhancing real-time 
evaluations will allow ADB to make more quickly any necessary adjustments to project 
design and implementation arrangements. This effort will complement our actions to 
enhance quality-at-entry and managing for development results. Training staff and 
enhancing the capacity of developing member countries will continue to be necessary. 
Real-time evaluation will be meaningful and constructive only if the project has devoted 
resources for the establishment of the baseline database and the benchmarks. In 
delineating its role in real-time evaluation, IED will need to provide more guidance on 
real-time evaluation for further discussion, in particular with respect to distinctions from 
real-time monitoring and project midterm reviews.   
 
8. Midterm Project Reviews. We agree that the midterm review process should be 
strengthened. Regarding evaluative midterm reviews, they can provide real-time 
feedback on project implementation issues, but we caution that there may not be enough 
information or data for us to conduct the in-depth evaluation of the likelihood of the 
project's achieving its expected outputs and, in particular, its outcome. This differs from 
the results-oriented country portfolio reviews where the entire active country portfolio, 
including projects at different stages (e.g., start-up, midterm, approach completion, and 
physically completed but financially open), is considered.    
 
9. Ensuring Project Sustainability. We will continue to focus on sustainability 
during the formulation of country strategies and in collaboration with other development 
partners. Problems with the financial and institutional sustainability of projects cannot 
simply be mitigated through project-level remedial measures. Much more is required 
from the country systems, e.g., ownership of operations and maintenance by both 
central and local governments, budgetary frameworks for maintenance, and continuity of 
development policies. Sector results frameworks can be used to strengthen financial and 
institutional sustainability and to achieve consensus among development partners.                                                                                                
 
 

 


