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A. Context 
 
1. The Annual Evaluation Review (AER) is a flagship report of the Independent Evaluation 
Department (IED). Based on evaluation and validation work undertaken during 2017, the 2018 AER 
will highlight key findings and make recommendations to inform the development agenda of the 
Asian Development Bank (ADB). 
 
2. The AER provides ADB Management, member countries and other actors in the 
development arena with an independent perspective on the performance of ADB operations in 
the region. The 2018 AER complements two reports produced by Management on ADB’s 
performance: (i) the Development Effectiveness Review (DEfR) which is ADB Management’s 
review of performance against ADB’s results framework, and (ii) the Annual Portfolio Performance 
Review that details the state of ADB’s sovereign and non-sovereign portfolios. The 2018 AER is 
scheduled for discussion by the full ADB Board in April 2018 after which it will be publicly available 
on ADB’s website. 
 
B. Objectives 
 
3. The AER has three main objectives: (i) to present a synthesis of results and performance 
of ADB-supported operations based on independent evaluation methodology and criteria; (ii) to 
dig deeper on selected issues concerning ADB’s performance, using evaluative materials; and 
(iii) to discuss the follow up to evaluation recommendations and highlight evaluation lessons that 
can be used by ADB, recipient countries and the development community to improve 
development effectiveness. 
 
C. Content and structure 
 
4. Consistent with earlier years the 2018 AER will inform on the results and performance 
of ADB operations from the perspective of independent evaluation. The report will review the 
success of recently completed operations and the factors contributing to this, as based on country 
and project evaluations undertaken since the 2017 Annual Evaluation Review.1 The report will 
discuss performance by lending modality, sector and regional perspectives. It will also provide a 
compilation of lessons and key messages derived from recent high-level IED reports, Management 
Responses, and minutes of DEC discussions. The lessons and messages are likely to be in the 
following three areas, corresponding to the relevant high-level evaluation reports: (i) strategic 
challenges (e.g., middle-income countries); (ii) important themes and policies (e.g., safeguards, 
gender); and (iii) role of the private sector (e.g., credit enhancement products, institutional review 

                                                 
1 Evaluations include: (i) IED’s validations of the self-evaluated country partnership final review (CPSFR) the self- 

evaluated public and private sector project completion reports (PCRs and XVRs); (ii) the independent evaluations 
undertaken by IED through the country assistance program evaluation (CAPE’s), and (iii) the public and private 
sector project performance evaluation reports (PPERs). 
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of private sector operations). 
 
5. In addition to reporting on results and performance, the 2018 AER will provide a chapter 
that enhances the learning from evaluations. Building on the 2017 AER topic of Learning from the 
Lessons from Project Evaluation, the special theme for the 2018 AER will be the Quality of Project 
Design and Preparation for Efficiency and Sustainability. Projects and policies will only achieve 
their objectives if they have been planned realistically from the outset and the associated risks 
have been fully considered. Project preparation is both a process and a product to provide the 
developing member country (DMC) stakeholders, ADB management, and all stakeholders with a 
clear and evidence-based process for decision-making for the design, implementation, and 
evaluation and monitoring so that proposed projects achieve their intended objectives.  
 
6. The 2017 DEfR identified several reasons for less than successful or unsuccessful 
sovereign projects. These are in order of highest occurrence in projects from 2013–2017: 
(i) project design flaws or inappropriate engineering design; (ii) slow procurement and poor 
performance by contractors; (iii) inadequate project management and procurement capacity in 
government; (iv) delayed government or ADB approvals including lengthy country and ADB 
procedures; (v) insufficient project monitoring and supervision; (vi) issues with land acquisition 
and resettlement; and (vii) insufficient or delayed counterpart funds. Of these top seven reasons, 
the first and most frequently occurring concerned project design that is considered to include: 
(i) the degree to which projects and their proposed components address development needs; and 
(ii) the extent that project components reflect best practices including the quality and extent of 
quality of engineering design of subprojects. The phrase “project design flaws” mentioned in the 
first reason warrants further consideration in IED’s view, to better identify what particular 
weaknesses in design are most significant. Although the next six main reasons concern 
implementation all of them should normally be assessed during project design through capacity 
and risk assessments and addressed through (remedial) implementation arrangements. Further 
unpacking of project design flaws may well enhance the extent to which implementation issues 
can be isolated from design issues. More particularly, the 2017 AER showed that efficiency and 
likely sustainability continue to be special challenges in over a third of projects, and this could be 
at least in part stemming from project design issues. These aspects will be focused on in the 
special section. 
 
7. The 2018 AER will furthermore provide the usual stock take on the progress of past 
evaluation recommendations as agreed with Management and the follow up actions tracked 
through the ADB Management Action Recording System (MARS). This section will describe the 
recent changes and give some perspectives on how the MARS has been made more effective as 
a tracking and learning tool for the Board following the reforms introduced after the 2017 AER 
recommendations. If relevant, further reform of the MARS will be commented on, based on the 
current work being undertaken to reform the system.2 The section on progress of past 
recommendations agreed with the Management will be based on data indicating progress on 
follow-up actions and recommendations by evaluation study (Appendix 3) and a review of actions 
due in 2017 (Appendix 4). 
 

                                                 
2  Appendices of the report will comprise (i) a list of evaluation products completed in 2017 including the list PCR 

validations in 2017; (ii) a brief summary of evaluation findings and ratings of project-level independent evaluations; 
(iii) supporting tables on the sovereign and nonsovereign subsections; (iv) summary tables on action taken on 
evaluation recommendations including a listing of recommendations due and management response from recently 
completed evaluations; and (v) full report on Quality of Project Preparation and Design for Efficiency and 
Sustainability. There may be further appendices with hyperlinks to background documents used for the 2018 that will 
be made available on the IED website. 
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8. Finally, based on the analysis of the report and the most recent evaluation lessons, the 
AER will provide key recommendations. 
 
D. Methodology and new features 
 
9. The section on the results and performance of ADB operations will include analysis of 
the validated project completion reports issued between July 2016 to June 2017, as was done in 
earlier AERs. Trends will generally be analyzed on a 3-year moving average basis over the past 
decade or so, to allow for a longer-term perspective on results. This adds value to the shorter 
periods used to assess performance in the DEfRs. The appendix corresponding to the section 
will provide details on validations by sector (and possibly by subsector). The section will report 
separately on trends in relevance, efficiency, effectiveness and sustainability of public sector 
projects, incorporating in the analysis the findings of 55 PCR validations done over 2017 (33 for 
batch 1 and 22 for batch 2). For non-sovereign operations, IED is expected to present an analysis 
adding the findings of validation of nine XARRs in 2017. For country program evaluation trends, 
the chapter will rely on the findings of one CAPE(India) and three CPS Final Review validations 
completed in 2017. 
 
10. The section on the Quality of Project Design and Preparation for Efficiency and 
Sustainability will include (i) a retrospective analysis of quantitative and qualitative analysis of 
factors affecting public sector project efficiency and sustainability, relying on recently closed and 
validated projects; (ii) an analysis of recent RRPs in terms of how the current projects are 
addressing efficiency and sustainability issues; (iii) interviews with ADB staff and focus groups to 
provide additional insights on relevant project design and preparation factors, and to provide 
perspectives on contemporary issues that may affect efficiency and sustainability; and 
(iv) relevant findings of recent and sometimes still ongoing IED evaluations on project design and 
preparation, notably those of the Results-Based Lending evaluation3 and the ongoing evaluation 
of Policy-Based Lending.  
 

11. Retrospective analysis. A quantitative and qualitative analysis of factors affecting 
public sector project efficiency and sustainability ratings for recently closed and validated projects.  
The retrospective analysis would rely on project and project classification databases and reviews 
of project documents4 specially done for this section. To ensure the results are statistically 
reliable, and reflect the issues being faced by ADB and its DMCs at present, a statistical analysis 
will be done of 100% of recently closed and validated projects closed since 2013 (a minimum of 
300 projects).5 The analysis will build on and update the statistical analysis of recent similar 
studies conducted of ADB and World Bank in 2015 and of World Bank in 2011, that are 
summarized in Appendix 2. 
 
12. The working hypothesis is that both efficiency and sustainability of projects is influenced 
by project design and preparation and that certain design and preparation variables can be 
isolated that have a more marked effect on these. Compared to previous studies summarized in 
Appendix 2, the novelty in the current work is to test a greater range of project-specific 
independent variables. This is being done to draw some further inferences on how to achieve 
greater efficiency and sustainability in future projects. The preliminary list of (independent) 
variables contained in Appendix 1 were selected based on the previous experience of ADB project 
officers as verified by interviews conducted to date and the questions listed in the extensive 
                                                 
3 IED-ADB 2017. Results-Based Lending at the Asian Development Bank: An Early Assessment. A Corporate 

Evaluation. Reference Number: SES: REG 2017-13. November. 
4 Project documents will include: RRPs, PVRs, PPERs, and Procurement Capacity Assessments. 
5  Projects earlier than 2013 were not examined since they would have been prepared as early as 2005. 
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questionnaire for the 2014 Quality-at-Entry review. New variables may subsequently be added to 
reflect new insights from the interviews and focus group discussions (refer below). 
 
13. Review of current projects. A review of all RRPs of public sector projects approved in 
2016 and 2017 (up to June), will be undertaken to assess: (i) whether factors identified still matter 
to the same degree for efficiency and sustainability; (ii) whether new factors are emerging; 
(ii) what assumptions are made, or mechanisms proposed, to enhance the prospects of efficiency 
and sustainability; and (iii) whether these assumptions and mechanisms are addressed in Project 
Design and Monitoring Frameworks. 

 
14. Interviews and focus groups. The quantitative analysis will be complemented by 
interviews with departmental sector directors and portfolio administration unit heads overseeing 
projects from a technical and administrative perspective respectively. These interviews will inform 
the interpretation of statistical analysis of the closed projects and provide insights on 
contemporary issues in recent or current projects. Sector-based focus group discussions with 
project officers will also be undertaken to identify design issues on past and present projects.  
 

15. Integrate the findings of IED’s current work. The analysis referred to above primarily 
focuses on investment lending. IED has already been active in evaluating early experience with 
the design of Results-Based Lending programs and Policy-Based Loans, the other two major 
lending modalities of the Bank. The findings will be incorporated into the analysis.  
 
16. The section on the quality of project preparation and design for efficiency and 
sustainability would identify factors that are under ADB’s control, or can be influenced by ADB, 
leading to practical recommendations for improving and strengthening project design and the 
related planning for implementation. This section will therefore complement and add to the 
findings of recent similar studies as summarized in Appendix 2. 
 
E. Involvement of ADB Departments in the AER 
 
17. The 2018 AER will require inputs from staff in operations departments, and staff working 
on project databases that can help access already processed information on projects and project 
classifications, through interviews and focus group discussions. The proposed focus group 
discussions will be held with project processing staff in the sectors of transport, energy, water and 
urban, multisector, finance sector, agriculture and natural resources, education and health. These 
focus group discussions will offer an opportunity for project staff to share their experience on the 
most relevant issues and to help identify and assess elements from project preparation and design 
that have a bearing on the efficiency and sustainability of projects. These focus group discussions 
will be planned to give sufficient lead time for all interested staff to participate. 
 
F. Resource Requirements, Schedule, and Dissemination 
 
18. The 2018 AER team will comprise Farzana Ahmed, Lead Evaluation Specialist as team 
leader, Tomoo Ueda, Principal Evaluation Specialist as deputy team leader, Juana Dimayuga 
and Serge Villena as the National Officers with Mary Anne Chaneco and Rachel Obfenda for 
administrative support. Key IED staff inputs will be provided by Hans van Rijn, Lauren Hauck, Noel 
Gamo, and Renato Lumain. Additional research and analytical support will be provided by short- 
term consultants. 
 
19. A draft of the 2018 AER will be subject to review by two peer reviewers external to ADB 
representing an evaluation unit of a peer institution, and one internal commenter from within ADB. 
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20. The timeline for the 2018 AER preparation is as follows: 
 
Activity Schedule 
Approval and Circulation of Final Concept Paper I December 2017 
Internal/external peer review IV January 
OSM before interdepartmental circulation V January 2018 
Interdepartmental review II Feb 2018 
Edited Document I Mar 2018 
HOD meeting/Technical meeting on recommendations II Mar 2018 
DG, IED Approval III Mar 2018 
DEC meeting on AER’s recommendations chapter I Apr 2018 
Board meeting on the AER II Apr 2018 (TBC) 

 

Appendixes: 
1. Quality of Project Preparation and Design for Efficiency and Sustainability: Proposed 

variables 
2. Relevant Recent Research for Project Preparation and Design for Efficiency and 

Sustainability  
3. Progress on follow-up actions and number of recommendations due for validation by 

evaluation study 
4. List of recommendations with due action plans for report year 2017 (October 2016 to 

September 2017) 
 
 
 
Supplementary Appendixes: 
A. List of 31 Actions due for Reporting Year 2017 (available on request) 
B. Terms of Reference and Cost Estimates (not for public disclosure) 
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QUALITY OF PROJECT PREPARATION AND DESIGN FOR EFFICIENCY AND 
SUSTAINABILITY 

 

Table A1: Variables to be used for the statistical analysis (preliminary)a 
Variable name Proposed indicator Source 
Dependent variables   
Success Rating as provided in PVR/PPER 

(0=unsuccessful, 1= less than successful; 2 = 
successful; 3 = highly 
successful) 

Measure of quality of project 
preparation and efficiency and 
sustainability from PVR/PPER 

Effectiveness Rating as provided in PVR/PPER 
(0=ineffective, 1= less than effective; 2 
= effective; 3 = highly effective) 

Measure of quality of project 
preparation from PVR/PPER 

Sustainability Rating as provided in PVR/PPER (0=unlikely 
sustainable; 1= less than likely sustainable; 2 = 
likely sustainable; 3 = most likely sustainable) 

Measure of sustainability from PVR/PPER 

Efficiency Rating as provided in PVR/PPER (0=inefficient; 
1= less than efficient; 2 
= efficient; 3 = highly efficient) 

Measure of efficiency from 
PVR/PPER 

Implementation delay No. of months exceeding the minimum duration 
of the project since board 
approval (calculated from information below) 

Measure of inefficiency 

Independent variables   
Administrative variables   
Project Number Project Number ADB projects data 
Sector/ subsector Sector/ subsector description  ADB projects data 
Year approved Year approved ADB projects data 
Regional department Abbreviation of department – to be codified if 

necessary 
 

Key dates (used to calculate 
other variables below) 

Approval date PVR 

 Planned effectiveness date PVR 
 Planned closing date PVR 
 Actual effectiveness date PVR 
 Actual closing date PVR 

Country variables   
Political stability/ 
no violence 

Estimated values as given in the worldwide 
governance indicators at board approval date 

http://databank.worldbank.org/data/rep 
orts.aspx?source=worldwide- governance-
indicators 

ADF funding marker ADF grant or loan marker At time of approval 
Macro-economic variable e.g., external debt as % of GDP at time of 

approval 
ADB economic data 

DMC economy size GDP total $ market prices ADB economic data 
DMC Inflation (average 
during implementation 
period) 

Rate in % (average for project duration) ADB economic data 

DMC GDP growth rate 
(average during 
implementation period) 

Rate in % (average for project duration) ADB economic data 

Sector variables   
Quality of dialogue No. of relevant projects in 5 years prior to 

approval 
ADB projects data/ appendix on 
external assistance to sector in RRP 

Presence of TA before 
loan approved 

1 = PATA, 2=CDTA, 3=Attached to loan PCR 
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Variable name Proposed indicator Source 
Ownership/ commitment Months from approval to effectiveness (as a 

measure of readiness that is related to 
ownership/ commitment) 

PVR 

Project Design 
and Preparation 

  

Relevance Rating as provided in PVR/PPER (0=irrelevant; 
1= less than relevant; 2 = 
relevant; 3 = highly relevant) 

PVR/PPER 

Presence of Fact Finding 
for Concept 

1=yes, 2 = no ADB 

Presence of PPTA/ size 
of PPTA 

Resources devoted to project 
preparation ($ for PPTA, $0 if no PPTA) 

ADB 

Modality Use classification from ADB database ADB projects data 
Co-finance status $ co-finance in total, $0 if none RRP 
Repeater project Repeater projects (Highway 2, Additional 

finance etc): 1=yes, 2 = no 
RRP 

Planned project cost Planned project cost as in RRP ($ million) PVR 
Actual project cost Actual project cost as in PVR/PPER ($ million) PVR 
Planned project duration Calculate from above (years)  
Actual project duration Calculate from above (years)  
Project design complexity 1 No. of sectors/ subsectors – e.g., if 2 sectors 

and each 2 subsectors – code 4 
RRP 

Project design complexity 2 Number of project components (count) RRP 
Adequacy of planned 
implementation 
arrangements 

No. of implementation agencies/ units (count) RRP 

Safeguards category 0 = A, 1 = B, 2 = C, 3 = FI RRP 
Geographic category 1=rural, 2 = urban; 3=rural/ urban; 4= 

regional; 5=other 
RRP 

Presence of a separate risk 
appendix linked to RRP 

1=yes, 2 = no RRP 

Procurement capacity risk 
assessment 

Overall risk assessment: 0=extremely 
high; 1 = high, 2=average; 3 = low 

ADB procurement capacity assessment 

Infrastructure sectors only   
Extent of design of 
investment subprojects 
at approval 

Time in months from project approval to 
approval of detailed designs  

PCR 

New project type First of its type in the DMC or City in DMC  
(e.g., first urban rail; first national energy 
efficiency loan) 

RRP 

ICB use 1=yes, 2 = no; 3 = no specifics RRP appendix 
Procurement threshold $ amount; or ‘no specifics’ RRP 
Type of assumptions in DMF 
assessment related to 
sustainability of outcomes 

1 = O&M systems/plans; 2 = O&M funds etc.; 
3=recurrent budget allocation for O&M; 
4=tariff setting; 

RRP 

 5=institutional policies, structures, systems; 
6=human capacity development 

 

Loan covenants related 
to sustainability 

1 = O&M systems/plans; 2 = O&M funds etc.; 
3=recurrent budget allocation for O&M; 
4=tariff setting; 5=institutional policies, 
structures, systems; 6=human capacity 
development 

ADB 
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Variable name Proposed indicator Source 
Implementation   
Length TL for project 
preparation involved in 
implementation 

Number of months PVR 

Total number of TL/project 
officers involved in project 
implementation 

Number of persons PVR 

Number of months project 
implementation delegated 
to RM 

Number of months PVR 

Resources devoted to 
supervision 

No of person months PVR/ADB 

Number of supervision 
missions 

No. of missions PVR/ADB 

Delays in implementation Differences in months between planned and 
actual implementation time 

From above 

Implementation performance 
prior to MTR 

12 months of Unsatisfactory or Highly 
Unsatisfactory rating in years 2 or 3 of 
implementation 

PCR 

Presence of Mid-term review 1=yes, 2 = no PCR 
Cost overruns Difference in between actual and estimated 

project cost expressed as a 
percent of original project cost 

From above 

Performance of ADB during 
implementation 

Measure of effectiveness of ADB’s design (if 
separated) 

PVR 

 Measure of effectiveness of ADB’s 
supervision (if separated) 

PVR 

Performance of borrower 
during implementation 

Measure of institutional sustainability PVR 

Need for significant scope 
change during project 
implementation 

1=yes, 2 = no PVR 

Need for additional finance 
during project 
implementation 

1=yes, 2 = no PVR 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, ADF = Asian Development Fund, CDTA = capacity development technical assistance, 
DMC = developing member country, DMF = design and monitoring framework, GDP = gross domestic product, MTR = 
mid-term review, O&M = operation and maintenance, PATA = policy and advisory technical assistance, PCR = project 
completion report, PPER = project/program performance evaluation report, PVR = project completion report validation, 
RM = resident mission, RRP = report and recommendation of the President, TA = technical assistance, TL = team 
leader.  
Note: aThis listing is preliminary and the number of variables will be reduced during the statistical testing according to 
relevance to hypotheses being investigated, extent of co-linearity and whether the variable has sufficient explanatory 
power. 
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RELEVANT RECENT RESEARCH FOR PROJECT PREPARATION AND DESIGN FOR 
EFFICIENCY AND SUSTAINABILITY 

 
1. An evaluation of factors affecting World Bank’s project performance1 over 30 years that 
was published in 2011 found that almost 20% of the variation in project-level outcomes could 
be explained by country-level or macro- factors

2 and therefore the other (more than) 80% of the 
total variation in project-level outcomes occurs due to micro factors within projects. Using a 
sample of 4,191 completed projects, the project-specific factors (i.e., independent variables) 
that were assessed for their statistical significance in influencing project success were: (i) type 
of project (e.g., investment or non-investment); (ii) share of project in largest sector for 
multisector operations; (iii) conventional project or novelty (new type); (iv) project size; 
(v) project preparation cost; and (vi) supervision cost. All factors were found to be statistically 
significant except the novelty factor. 

 
2. Subsequent assessment of ‘early warning’ indicators (of a problem) such as: (i) time 
between approval and first disbursement; (ii) project restructuring; (iii) identification as a 
problem project during first half of project implementation; and (iv) team leader quality, were 
found to be statistically significant. However, the 2011 World Bank evaluation also pointed out 
that the project-specific factors that they assessed ultimately “only explained between 13–16% 
of the variation in project level outcomes” thus leaving over 60% of the variation in project level 
outcomes still to be explained. It also concluded that “this variation is likely to be real, and it 
reflects a wide range of as-yet-unmeasured factors at both the country and project levels.” 
The proposed methodology for the current analysis as described below is to use project case 
studies to examine further what these (unmeasured) factors may be, or to identify for 
factors that are typically thought to be important, how frequently they are relevant. 

 
3. A comparative, evaluation of the Asian Development Bank (ADB) and the World Bank 
project performance published in 2015 analyzed a sample of 3,821 completed World Bank 
projects and 1,342 completed ADB projects using almost the same methodology as the 
evaluation of World Bank projects described in paras. 15 and 16.

3

 It investigated the same 
country-level factors and similar project-specific factors (i.e., independent variables) that were 
assessed for their statistical significance in influencing project success. Similar to the evaluation 
of World Bank projects alone, the evaluation found that up to 25% of the variation in project-
level outcomes could be explained by country-level factors therefore the other (over) 75% of 
the total variation in project-level outcomes was considered to occur due to project-level factors. 
The project-level factors that were therefore assessed were: (i) planned project size/ project 
commitment; (ii) planned project length; (iii) effectiveness delay (extension); (iv) implementation 
delay; (v) additional funding (restructuring); (vi) ADB/World Bank project manager track record; 
(vii) ADB/World Bank project manager turnover; and (viii) negative rating in first half of the 
project implementation period. For the combined sample, with the exception of planned project 
size and effectiveness delay all factors were found to be significant. The findings that these 
factors were statistically significant in explaining poor project performance confirmed the results 
of the 2011 evaluation of completed World Bank operations. 

                                                 
1 C. Denizer, D. Kaufmann, Daniel; A. Kraay. 2011. Good Countries or Good Projects? Macro and Micro Correlates of 

World Bank Project Performance. Paper is funded by the Knowledge for Change Program (KCP), Policy Research 
working paper; no. WPS 5646. World Bank, Washington, DC: World Bank. 

2  Country-level factors investigated were: (i) real gross domestic product per capita growth; (ii) the World Bank’s 
Country Policy and Institutional Assessment (CPIA) rating; and the (iii) Freedom House scores on civil liberties and 
political rights. 

3  D. Bulman, W. Kolkma and A. Kraay, 2015. Good countries or good projects? comparing macro and micro correlates 
of World Bank and Asian Development Bank project performance. Policy Research working paper; no. WPS 7245. 
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4. This comparative evaluation also discussed briefly the apparent tendency of project 
managers in World Bank and ADB of both being excessively optimistic about ratings during the 
first half of project implementation i.e., factor viii listed in para. 15. Initial first half negative 
ratings were 9.1% for ADB projects versus 13.2% for World Bank projects compared to ultimate 
project outcome ratings of 31.1% and 26.0% respectively. This optimism was described under 
the concept of optimism bias a feature of project management.4 Although not reported by the 
2015 comparative evaluation of World Bank and ADB, even though the limited range of project-
level factors that were investigated were shown to have a significant influence on project 
ratings, they are likely as in the 2011 World Bank evaluation, to only explain a limited range of 
the variation in project-level outcomes as described in paragraph 16. In other words, these 
analyses of macro-factors, would appear likely to miss many of the important, micro-factors 
affecting the quality of project design and implementation. 

 
5. Another evaluation of World Bank projects published in 2014, using a similar approach 
to the 2011 World Bank evaluation and 2015 evaluation of both ADB and World Bank, found 
that project “preparation has sizeable positive, significant and robust efficiency and 
sustainability, on project performance, that increases with economic vulnerability.5 That is, when 
a country has a high external debt and is therefore economically vulnerable it may make poor 
project choices for perceived short-term gain at the expense of poor long-term outcomes. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
4 M. Siemiatycki 2010. Managing Optimism Biases in the Delivery of Large-Infrastructure Projects: A Corporate 

Performance Benchmarking Approach. European Journal of Transport and Infrastructure Research, (1), March 2010; 
and W. Kolkma (1999). Work in Progress: The Hidden Dimensions of Monitoring and Planning in Pakistan. West 
Lafayette: Purdue University Press. 

5 C. Kilby 2014, Assessing the efficiency and sustainability of World Bank preparation on project outcomes. Villanova 
University, USA. 
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PROGRESS ON FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS AND NUMBER OF RECOMMENDATIONS DUE FOR VALIDATION  
BY EVALUATION STUDY 

 

Table A3: Evaluation Reports with all Accepted Recommendations Completed in Reporting Year 2017 
 

 
 

Category/ Short Title 

Acceptance 
Rate (%) 

 
Total 

Completed 

Years 
Imple- 

mented 

FI/LI Self-Assessed 
 

PI NI ON 

 
% of FI/LI 

IED Validation Rating 
FI/LI PI NI ON % of  

FI/LI 
A. Country/ Regional              

1
CAPE Lao People’s Democratic Republic: 
Sustainable Growth and Integration 

 
100% 

 
5 

 
7 

 
5 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
100 

 
2 

 
0 

 
0 

 
3 

 
≥40 

2
SAPE on the Education Sector in 
Uzbekistan 100% 4 7 0 0 0 4 na 0 0 0 4 na 

3
SAPE on the Energy Sector in Lao 
People’s Democratic Republic 

 
100% 

 
4 

 
7 

 
1 

 
3 

 
0 

 
0 

 
25 

 
1 

 
3 

 
0 

 
0 

 
25 

4 CAPE Uzbekistan 100% 7 6.2 0 0 0 7 na 0 0 0 7 na 

5
CAPE for the Islamic Republic of 
Afghanistan 80% 4 5 0 0 0 4 na 0 0 0 4 na 

6 Shallow Tubewell Irrigation in Nepal: 
Efficiency and sustainabilitys of the 
Community Groundwater Irrigation 
Sector 

Subtotal country/regional 
recommendations 

B.    Thematic/ Corporate 

 
100% 

 
4 

 
28 

 
4.8 

 
0 

 
6 

 
1 

 
4 

 
2 

 
2 

 
1 

 
16 

 
na 

 
0 

 
3 

 
2 

 
5 

 
1 

 
1 

 
1 

 
19 

 
na 

7
SES on Asian Development Bank's 
Support for Promoting Good 
Governance in Pacific DMCs 

 
100% 

 
4 

 
6 

 
4 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
100 

 
2 

 
0 

 
0 

 
2 

 
≥50 

8
SES on Knowledge Product Services: 
Building a Stronger Knowledge Inst. 

 
100% 

 
6 

 
4.9 

 
6 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
100 

 
5 

 
1 

 
0 

 
0 

 
83 

9
Thematic Evaluation Study on ADB's 
Support for Achieving the Millennium 
Development Goals 

 
100% 

 
7 

 
4.5 

 
7 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
100 

 
4 

 
0 

 
0 

 
3 

 
≥57 

10
Corporate Evaluation Study on ADB 
Decentralization: Progress and 
Operational Performance 

Subtotal thematic/corporate         
      recommendations 

 
100% 

 
4 

 
21 

 
4 

 
4 

 
21 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
100 

 
0 

 
11 

 
0 

 
1 

 
0 

 
0 

 
4 

 
9 

 
na 

 
Total 2017 Recommendations 

 
49 

 
27 4 2 16 

 
14 6 1 28 

 

DMC= developing member country, FI = fully implemented; LI = largely implemented; PI = partly implemented; na = not applicable (there are no assessment rating 
yet on actions due); NI = not implemented; ON = on-going assessment. 
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LIST OF RECOMMENDATIONS WITH DUE ACTION PLANS FOR REPORT YEAR 2017  
(October 2016 to September 2017) 

 

Table A4: Timeline for the 2018 Annual Evaluation: Chapter on Management Action Record System 
Major Activities 2018 AER Responsible party 
System generated message alert sent to the SPD on the self-assessment of 
actions due for report year (RY) 2017 (Oct 2016 – Sep 2017). SPD focal point 
shall prompt and coordinate with implementing and/or coordinating departments 
(ICDs) the process of self-assessment/ updating of the actions due. 
Note: 31 actions are due for self-assessment in RY 2017 

 

02 Oct 2017 

 

MARS c/o Benjie 

Assign validators (IED staff and/or consultant) 02-13 Oct 2017 ILT/Hans/Rene/Serge/Alex 

Disseminate validation assignments to IED staff and/or consultant 18 Oct 2017 Hans/Rene/ Rachael/Serge/ 
Alex 

Provide briefing on IED validation if needed (by group or individual) 
19-25 Oct 2017 
or as needed 

Hans/Rene/Serge/Alex/Benjie 

Rate and update progress descriptions of actions due for self-assessment in RY 
2017 

 
02 – 20 Oct 2017 

 
ICDs/SPD 

Cut-off/ Freezing of MARS (for ICDs) 
Note: After some IED validators have had consultations (in previous validation years) 
with ICD focal persons, some due actions were requested unfrozen so 
that ICD can update. 

 
23 Oct 2017 (COB) 

 
Hans/Rene/Serge/Alex/Benjie 

Validate completed or due actions by validators (IED staff and/or consultant) 
23 Oct – 14 Nov 

2017 Assigned validators 

 
Final quality checks on uploaded validation ratings and remarks 

 
15 – 22 Nov 2017 

 
ILT/Hans/Rene/Serge/Alex 

Process MARS data/ statistics and draft write-up and appendices (first cut). 
23 Nov – 11 Dec 

2017 Rene/Serge/Alex 

ICD = implementing and/or coordinating department, IED = Independent Evaluation Department, MARS = Management Action Record System, RY = report year, 
SPD = Strategy, Policy and Review Department. 
 


