
 

 

Chair’s Summary of the Development Effectiveness Committee  

15 February 2017 

 

I. Evaluation Methods for Private and Public Sector Operations 

1.  The Development Effectiveness Committee (DEC) discussed the new evaluation methods for 
private and public sector operations approved in 2014 and 2016. IED briefed DEC on the assessment 
guideline for sovereign and non-sovereign operations of ADB. The guidelines cover only investment 
projects and policy based loans, not technical assistance or advisory services. And the evaluation system 
comprises self-evaluation for project level and country level, and validation by IED.   
 
2. Sovereign Project Assessment Guideline. IED reported that the guideline for sovereign 
operations was approved in April 2016 after extensive discussion with operation departments. It is 
consistent with guidelines of Evaluation Cooperation Group and OECD-DAC. The evaluation process is as 
follows: (i) operation departments prepare a project completion report (PCR) based on project 
administration instruction (PAI) and IED guidelines, within one to two years after project completion, (ii) IED 
subsequently prepares a project validation report (PVR), and may decide in some cases to prepare a project 
performance evaluation report (PPER) later.  
 
3. The evaluation criteria are divided into core and non-core criteria. Core criteria include relevance, 
effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability. Non-core criteria include development impacts, performance of 
ADB, co-financiers and executing agencies. The assessment uses 4-point scale (0-3) for rating of project 
success. IED highlighted the main changes made in 2016 to the evaluation guidelines: (i) rating standards 
are specified better, (ii) the effectiveness assessment includes an assessment of the results of safeguards 
measures and Gender Action Plans (GAP), (iii) the evaluation of policy-based loans (PBL) and investment 
projects follows the same criteria, (iv) an assessment of the performance of major co-financiers of projects  
is now included, and (v) thresholds and cut off points for success ratings are amended. IED reported that 
there were quality issues with respect to PCRs and discrepancies between PCR and PVR. 
 
4. Non-sovereign(NSO) Project Assessment Guideline. The guideline was approved in November 
2014 and is harmonized with the evaluation procedures of the other MDBs. IED explained that non-
sovereign operations have to be market-based in pricing and approach, while delivering development 
results.  
 
5. The process is as follows: (i) Private Sector Operations Department (PSOD) prepares a self-
evaluation report called extended annual review reports (XARR) when early operating maturity is reached, 
(ii) IED prepares XARR validation report or a project performance evaluation report (PPER) with a 100% 
coverage, and (iii) IED prepares three or four NSO project performance evaluation report a year. 
 
6. The evaluation criteria for NSO project success include development results, additionality, 
investment profitability and work quality. Development results criteria include contribution to private sector 
development and ADB strategic objectives, business success, economic performance and environment, 
social, health, and safety performance. IED explained that the development results criteria are given more 
weight compared to other criteria consistent with ADB’s mandate of delivering development impact. The 
assessment uses 4-point scale.  
 
7. IED also highlighted issues and actions for the NSO evaluations as follows: (i) IED guidelines and 
the PAI are not fully in sync and will be harmonized by the first quarter of 2017, (ii) IED will conduct ongoing 
training for PSOD to reduce discrepancy in ratings between self-evaluation and independent evaluation, 
and (iii) PSOD needs to expedite the preparation of evaluation reports for bad and distressed projects as 
these evaluation reports can be very good source of lessons for future operations. 
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8.  Country Assistance Program Evaluation. The new guideline which was issued in 2015 includes 
5 core criteria and 2 non-core criteria. The 5 core criteria are relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, 
sustainability and development impacts. The 2 non-core criteria are ADB performance and performance of 
borrower and executing agencies.   
 
9.  Thematic and Corporate Assessment Guidelines. This is the highest level of evaluation and it 
helps ADB shape the strategy and improve operations on a wider level. There are two types of corporate 
thematic evaluations: policy/strategy focused and business process focused. The evaluation is guided by 
the approach paper which is a product of an extensive consultative process.  It usually involves assessing 
the relevance, efficiency, effectiveness and responsiveness of operations to inform policy or strategic 
directions.  Ratings are not always required for this type of evaluation.   
 
II. Questions/Comments and Answers 

 
10.  A DEC member inquired about project sampling for PPER and the reason for discrepancy between 
the self-evaluation and IED evaluation.  IED responded that projects are chosen through purposive 
sampling which is in line with the higher planes of evaluation.  Regarding the discrepancy, it arises because 
(i) self-evaluation tends to be more complimentary compared to the IED’s evaluation, (ii) there is a mismatch 
between the PAI and the evaluation guidelines, (iii) some contexts are lost over the long project cycle, (iv) 
project officers rate a project highly relevant because the government wanted the project, while IED assess 
the project design in addition to the needs of client. Although some level of discrepancy can be expected, 
IED tries to make sure that self-evaluation follows objective criteria as much as possible, so that the level 
of discrepancy remains modest. 
 
11.  A DEC member encouraged joint evaluation among MDBs for co-financed projects. IED responded 
that they are collaborating with other international organizations such as International Fund for Agricultural 
Development (IFAD) and expects more opportunities for joint evaluation.    
 
12. A DEC member commented that evaluation of ADB’s many technical assistance (TA) projects 
should be considered since these are crucial for ADB as a knowledge institution, and are grant based. It 
will be important to know how ADB succeeds in transferring knowledge to our clients.  IED agreed that 
more attention needs to be paid to evaluating ADB’s convening power and knowledge transmission while 
ADB requires self-evaluation instruments, standards and guidelines for evaluation along with resources. 
The DEC chair agreed that there should be a corresponding request for more budget for IED if the idea of 
more evaluation of TAs moves forward. An observer suggested to pilot the evaluation of significant TAs. 
 
13.  A DEC member sought clarification on the classification of the development impact as a non-core 
criterion.  IED responded that development impact is considered as a higher level result to which the project 
plausibly has contributed, but that it was difficult to attribute impacts to individual projects. 
 
14.  A DEC member inquired about the service time between submission of the PCR and the completion 
of the validation report, and commented that the one to two years of time lag before and after PCR 
preparation seemed long.  IED responded that the validation of PCRs is not subject to big time lags as 
PCRs are usually validated within a year of their completion. Regarding the preparation time for PCR, IED 
explained that it takes a long time for executing agencies to close the financial accounts and finish the 
warranty period. For ADB, staff turnover can be one of the reasons for the time lag between project 
completion and PCR.  
 
15. An observer asked how the hurdle rate is evaluated. IED explained that tax paid, greenhouse gas 
reduction and job creation are considered qualitatively. On the quantitative side, IED reviews the economic 
internal rate of return (EIRR), and if needed, reruns EIRR of the projects and compares it to a combination 
of a factor of the weighted average cost of capital and hurdle rates.   
 
16. The DEC Chair closed the discussion by emphasizing the need for IED’s active engagement with 
stakeholders in evaluating projects on a country level and the importance of keeping the Board informed. 



IED agreed to the need of improving engagement with managements and stakeholders and noted that 
methodological issues need to be revised.  
 
III. Others 

 
17. OSEC updated DEC members on the recruitment of consultants for the evaluating of the 
evaluators.  OSEC advised that budget and terms of reference were adjusted.  
 
18. DEC members expressed their gratitude to the outgoing DEC member.    


