
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE TO THE 2020 ANNUAL EVALUATION REVIEW: ADB’s 
PROJECT LEVEL SELF-EVALUATION SYSTEM 

 
 On 8 April 2020, The Director General, Independent Evaluation Department, 
received the following response from the Special Senior Advisor to the President on 
behalf of Management: 
 
A. General Comments 
 
1. Management welcomes the 2020 Annual Evaluation Review (AER) that 
synthesizes the main findings of evaluation studies conducted by the Independent 
Evaluation Department (IED) in 2019. The special chapter on ADB’s Self-Evaluation 
System at the Project Level is timely and is aligned with the 2019 Development 
Effectiveness Review and the planning directions for 2020, which focus on further 
improvement of quality and results. Management appreciates IED’s recognition of the 
usefulness of ADB’s project self-evaluation system in generating information that fosters 
accountability, learning, and knowledge. 
 
2. We would like to offer two broad observations on the report. 
 

i. In the production of this AER report, Management worked closely with IED 
to ensure the suitability of the underlying data set used to establish findings, 
draw conclusions, and formulate recommendations. Management believes 
that the soundness of the database, sampling criteria and survey 
interpretation for evaluation studies are crucial to adequately reflect current 
ADB operations performance and self-evaluation practice. Chapter 3, in 
particular, would have benefitted from improvements to the data sets (see 
paras. 4 and 5). 

 
ii. Concerning the Management Action Record System (MARS), the AER 

presents IED’s assessment of the implementation progress of actions as 
being consistently below that of Management. This gap is in part attributed 
to difference in perceptions on the adequacy of actions taken, linked to 
issues with the quality of both the recommendations and responses prior 
to 2017. However, it is Management’s prerogative to identify the most 
appropriate actions to respond to IED's recommendations. Management 
believes that additional MARS reforms, including on ensuring the quality of 
recommendations in IED reports, and additional dialogue with IED on 
proposed actions, will reduce this gap in the future. 

 
B. Comments on Special Chapter: ADB’s Self-Evaluation System at the Project 

Level 
 
3. The special chapter on ADB’s Self-Evaluation System at the Project Level 
highlights the overall robustness and credibility of the ADB’s self-evaluation system and 
presents some useful observations for further improving the self-evaluation system. The 
AER’s findings and lessons are largely consistent with those that Management has 
identified and aligned with ongoing efforts. 
 
 
4. Management appreciates the changes made to improve the report's objectivity, 
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including by recognizing some recent improvements in self-evaluation practice, but 
considers that the analysis could have been further sharpened to produce more useful 
findings and conclusions. Management notes that 85% of the sampled 149 sovereign 
completion reports were approved before 2016 and very few recent RRPs were analyzed 
in detail. The core data set therefore does not reflect ADB’s current self-evaluation 
practice, in particular, since 2016 when the Design and Monitoring Framework (DMF) 
guidelines were substantially revised. Several of the AER’s findings concerning the 
treatment of baselines, reflection of monitoring and evaluation (M&E) costs in DMFs, and 
self-evaluation of nonsovereign operations, would have benefitted from a clearer 
understanding of improvements in self-evaluation practice. 
 
5. A significant data collection method to establish findings and draw conclusions on 
self- evaluation is the staff survey. However, issues with the quality of the survey design 
and interpretation of the data reduce the utility of this line of evidence. The question format 
includes the option of "neither agree nor disagree", which for most questions received the 
highest percentage of responses, up to 53%. The survey data in the report includes the 
"no response" category, which in Management’s view prevents accurate interpretation of 
the findings. In many cases, "neither agree nor disagree" and "no response" constitute 
over 50% of the responses, reducing the utility of the survey data. Finally, many of the 
findings based on the survey results are not triangulated with other lines of evidence, 
further reducing the power of the report to identify and explain issues. 
 
6. Management finds that the AER contains some broad statements of findings and 
conclusions, which lack supporting evidence. For example, para. 131 includes statements 
about the production process of completion reports but does not provide evidence to 
support these statements. The summary statements on self-evaluation in paras. 132 and 
163 refer to DMCs generally as having "low country level technical and institutional 
capacities". This finding should be nuanced as it appears to be based on perception data 
and does not recognize that capacity varies greatly across different types of DMCs. The 
AER's utility and credibility would have been improved had these been addressed, either 
by providing the appropriate evidence, improving the findings, or removing them. 
 
7. Management has been improving the self-evaluation systems for both sovereign 
and nonsovereign operations. The AER would have been improved by treating these two 
systems separately, each with their own analysis, findings, and conclusions to match the 
AER's separate recommendations. 
 
8. There is also a higher-level issue IED needs to consider concerning the 
appropriateness of using the AER to address evaluation topics concerning current ADB 
practice. A substantial portion of the evidence the AER has to draw on is from completion 
reports, which do not adequately reflect current practice as they are always several years 
out of date. Given this, IED needs to carefully choose AER Special Chapter topics to 
ensure they can be suitably addressed through the evaluation approaches and methods 
available to the AER. 
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C. Management Response to the Recommendations 
 
9. On Recommendation 1: Ramp up efforts to address the issues causing weak 
sustainability of project outcomes. 
 

i. Management agrees. Management is very aware of the importance of 
strengthening the sustainability of operations and this has been a key 
concern of the G20 on quality infrastructure, including debt sustainability 
related to infrastructure assets. Project implementing and executing 
agencies have been provided with capacity development assistance and 
knowledge solutions for sustainable asset management. In 2019, a new 
section was added to the approval documents of investment projects to 
identify major barriers to sustainability and the actions to be taken to 
address them. The annual Development Effectiveness Review has 
reported and will continue to report on actions taken to strengthen 
sustainability. 

 
ii. Moving forward, Management intends to (i) strengthen sustainability 

reporting and analysis throughout the project cycle; (ii) undertake further 
research on financial support for infrastructure operations and 
maintenance (O&M) to help calibrate requirements for ADB projects; (iii) 
explore strengthening sustainability analysis in country and sector 
diagnostics, including through CPS processes; and (iv) sharpen  its focus 
on sector governance, technology application and transfer, and less 
resource-demanding maintenance methods  to  reduce  construction  and  
O&M costs. 

 
10. On Recommendation 2: Prioritize further efforts and resources to ensure a 
rigorous project M&E system throughout the project cycle, including allocation of 
appropriate budget resources for M&E, enhanced capacity training for ADB staff and DMC 
counterparts, as well as effective integration of tacit knowledge. 
 

i. Management agrees. The recommendation in general aligns with 
Management's ongoing efforts to continue improving the project’s M&E 
system. The revised DMF guidelines for sovereign operations and technical 
assistance, to be circulated in 2020, include good practices for using the 
DMF throughout the project cycle and guidance on budgeting for self-
evaluation. Measures are also being taken this year to revise staff 
instructions and approval templates to support the changes to the results 
framework for policy-based lending operations. SPD, PPFD, and 
operational departments also provide ongoing support and capacity 
building across ADB and to implementing and executing agencies in DMCs 
on self- evaluation, including on completion report preparation. The 
updated project performance rating (PPR) methodology includes an output 
tracking indicator that will enable systematic monitoring and assessment of 
implementation progress on each project output. 

 
ii. Moving forward, Management intends to (i) develop further capacity 

building programs on self-evaluation, including e-Learning modules, for 
ADB staff and DMCs; (ii) roll-out training on completion reports preparation 
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for sovereign and nonsovereign operations; (iii) update project approval  
templates  and  other  guidance materials, including the Project 
Administration Manual, to support the implementation of the revised DMF 
Guidelines; (iv) revamp the sovereign eOperations, with an enhanced  M&E 
system to ensure better recording, tracking  and reporting of results data; 
(v) explore solutions for more explicit budgeting for M&E; and (vi) formulate 
plans on integration of tacit knowledge in response to IED knowledge 
evaluation in the Knowledge Management Action Plan (expected in 
Quarter 3, 2020). 

 
11. On Recommendation 3: Enhance the current monitoring and evaluation system 
for nonsovereign operations, including both development and financial indicators. 
 

i. Management agrees. In 2019, PSOD established a cross-departmental  
working group to improve all processes relating to development 
effectiveness including (i) stock-taking peer MDBs’ practice and improving 
the design of the DMF; (ii) ensuring information requirements covenanted 
in loan documentation; (iii) systematic tracking of data received; and (iv) 
flagging of projects at risk of not meeting development targets. 

 
ii. Moving forward, these efforts will be further deepened as follows: (i) 

develop an ex-ante development impact tool and framework for 
nonsovereign operations to ensure projects’ alignment with the strategic 
priorities of S2030 and the PSOD Operational Plan; (ii) improve project 
DMFs to ensure alignment of indicators and better data quality across all 
projects; (iii) ensure that development effectiveness covenants in legal 
agreements properly reflect the reporting requirements of the client;  
(iv) develop a business process for adjusting indicators and outputs in the 
DMF for nonsovereign operations post-approval; and (v) continue 
upgrading PSOD’s development effectiveness database to track results 
throughout the implementation of projects. 

 
12. On Recommendation 4: Revise the business processes for action plans. 

 
Management agrees. The business process for action plans should reflect 
the evolving circumstances to the greatest possible extent and provide 
flexibility for possible amendments prior to completion. Management also 
deems it important to further enhance communications with IED on all 
action plans as this will help deepen mutual understanding through candid 
exchange of views. This enhanced dialogue has been undertaken recently 
while finalizing the action plans in response to the Country Assistance 
Program Evaluation: Indonesia, 2005–2018 and the Corporate Evaluation 
on ADB’s Multitranche Financing Facility, 2005–2018. Management 
welcomes the proposed 90-day processing time to formulate action plans 
at par with other MDBs’ practices such as the World Bank and Inter- 
American Development Bank, and notes that joint efforts of Management 
and IED 

 


