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ACTION PLANS AND ISSUES  
 

1. IED downgraded 38 actions from fully/largely implemented to partly/not implemented in 2009–
2018 because of issues related to their relevance, insufficient evidence, and inadequacy of 
implementation. Underpinning the issue of the relevance of the action to the recommendation were 
inconsistencies over the reference point for assessment. Whereas Management relies on assessing what 
it committed to in the action plan, IED generally looks back at the substance of the recommendation 
and the headline of the Management response to judge performance. Lack of evidence is another issue 
that can undermine assessments. This can occur as a result of partial reporting of performance or when 
there is no evidence or clear indicator to measure outputs and outcomes.  
 
2. The following are examples of actions that were downgraded in 2009–2018.    

 
(i) Action was inadequate to generate the outcome envisioned in the recommendation. In 

the 2015 corporate evaluation of ADB Support to Small Pacific Island Countries, the 
recommendation was to improve project preparation and readiness using a project 
design facility (PDF). While the Pacific Department made progress in approving PDF 
advancements to Tuvalu and Nauru (two out of the 10 Pacific DMCs), the desired 
outcome of improved project readiness could not be achieved within the short timeline 
set for implementation in the action plan. 
 

(ii) A portion of the recommendation was not addressed. In the 2010 SAPE on the energy 
sector in Lao People’s Democratic Republic, the action did not fully operationalize the 
intent of the first part of the recommendation, which was to pursue policy dialogue 
toward the formulation of a comprehensive energy policy. TA 8330-REG: Harmonizing 
the Greater Mekong Subregion Power Systems to Facilitate Regional Power Trade 
supports the second part of the recommendation which was to strengthen policy 
dialogue and capacity development support towards development of an integrated 
system along with hydropower projects. 

 
(iii) Evidence connecting actions to results was lacking. In the 2013 corporate evaluation of 

ADB Decentralization: Progress and Operational Performance, Management responded 
to the recommendation to strengthen the technical capacity of resident missions by 
increasing the share and budget of resident mission staff relative to operations 
departments. But the absence of a benchmark in terms of number of staff and budget 
needed for delegation and deployment of staff to resident missions made it difficult to 
check how adequate this measure was. Also, there is no evidence to show what to what 
extent the staff incentives improved the technical capacity of resident missions for project 
administration, PPP work, and knowledge management. 

 
(iv) Evidence of progress reported was insufficient to rate achievement. The recommendation 

in the 2009 SAPE on the urban services and water supply and sanitation sector in Viet 
Nam was to enhance borrower commitment to the tariff adjustments needed for 
financial viability at project preparation or during preparation of business plans. 
Management reported on the progress of an agreed tariff increase condition set for MFF 
financing for Viet Nam. It also said that actions to improve business plans are being 
pursued under a loan and that a capacity development TA was being processed. 
However, progress remains vague and might be just be “kicking the can down the road.” 

 
(v) Actions taken by other ADB departments or DMCs are missed in the reporting. In the 

2013 corporate evaluation of ADB Decentralization: Progress and Operational 
Performance, Management reported on four new extended missions in the Pacific. 
However, there is no evidence showing that other resident mission models (regional 
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hubs, joint offices, and extended country offices) have been explored and used to make 
resident mission operations more suited to diverse conditions across regions and 
countries. Also, in the 2010 Evaluation Knowledge Brief on Reducing Carbon Emissions 
from Transport Projects, there was no progress reported on departments using the 
adoption of carbon emissions as a consideration for project design, except for the Central 
and West Asia Department. 
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