
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE TO THE IED REPORT: LESSONS FROM COUNTRY 
PARTNERSHIP EVALUATION: A RETROSPECTIVE 

 
On 16 November 2017, the Director General, Independent Evaluation Department, 

received the following response from the Special Senior Advisor to the President on behalf of 
Management:  

 
 
1. Management appreciates IED’s efforts to synthesize country evaluation 
lessons and acknowledges Lessons from ADB’s Country Partnership Evaluation: 
A Retrospective. The evaluation report aims to provide a synthesis of country 
evaluation lessons based on experience in formulating and implementing country 
strategies in ADB. Management also appreciates IED’s efforts to incorporate the 
large volume of comments provided on the draft. As Management has already 
responded to the individual country assistance program evaluations (CAPE) and 
country partnership strategy (CPS) final review validations (CPSFRV), this 
response focuses on the overall lessons identified in the evaluation synthesis.  
 
2. Management would like to highlight the issue of the purpose and value 
addition of the evaluation synthesis. The purpose of the report is not fully clear as 
it draws extensively on CAPEs and CPSFRVs of CPSs prepared prior to the 2015 
reforms. While CPSs prepared subsequent to the 2015 reforms have not been 
completed, more discussions of any early trends observed by IED would have 
been useful. Though the report offers a large number of lessons, many are generic 
and lacking significant insights. Generic and obvious lessons detract from the 
usefulness of the report. The 10 key lessons in the Executive Summary go some 
way to highlight for management issues to consider to further strengthening the 
CPS process. If IED produces this document in the future, it would benefit from 
substantially engaging with Management earlier in the process to provide a 
stronger justification for such a synthesis exercise, clearly understanding how it 
adds value to what has already been done, and articulating how ADB is expected 
to substantively benefit from it.  
 
3. Many of the lessons in the report are already being addressed through the 
2015 CPS reforms, and some appear to be inconsistent. For example, key lesson 
7 calls for private sector development to be integrated into CPSs, including 
synergies with sovereign operations. This has been for some time a standard part 
of ADB’s approach at the country level. The lessons in Chapter 3 on addressing 
inclusive economic growth are already being addressed in CPSs prepared after 
the 2015 reforms. They have moved away from a rigid sector approach to a more 
comprehensive thematic approach. There appears to be inconsistency in the 
report on the issue of flexibility. Key lesson 3 points to the practical limits of the 
CPS as a planning instrument by stating that “…very prescriptive exercises as part 
of a CPS may be ineffective”, clearly supporting flexibility, along with key lesson 2. 
This would seem to be in contrast with key lesson 4 which calls for a prescriptive 
results framework specifying intended results.  
 
4. The issue of results frameworks is important in the context of CPSs. The 
2010–2016 CPS results frameworks clearly placed an emphasis on directly 
measuring ADB’s contributions at the sector level. The 2016 CPS results 
framework, amended in part due to IED criticism that “cross-sector” and “national” 



results were not being measured, placed the emphasis on higher-level results ADB 
would be contributing to. In this report, IED now calls for sector level outcomes to 
again be the focus of the CPS results framework (paras. 142-145). A more 
important analysis and learning would be to examine how a 5-year CPS results 
framework can specify outcomes of a country program that will largely be only in 
the early stages of implementation after five years, coupled with the reality of 
ADB’s limited financing in the context of national targets of country-led 
development. 
 
5. The evaluation synthesis still contains an important misunderstanding as it 
appears to state that the ADB uses the multitranche financing facility (MFF) 
modality mainly as it leads to faster project preparation of later tranches and 
greater flexibility during implementation (para. 138). This is simply inaccurate, as 
the core benefits of MFF are predictable financing, policy reforms, and institutional 
capacity development. Project preparation convenience is an important co-benefit, 
but it is not a primary one.       
 
 


