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A. Introduction 
 
1. This project performance evaluation report (PPER) aims to assess the performance of 
the subject project. The project was designed to enhance the participation in and completion of 
the 9-year basic education, particularly among the poor in Indonesia’s Bali, West Nusa 
Tenggara (NTB), and East Nusa Tenggara (NTT) regions by supporting decentralized planning, 
management, and delivery of basic education services. The PPER will also examine the 
project’s impact on students’ performance in the beneficiary districts, analyze the role of various 
stakeholders and review other factors that may have affected project performance. The findings 
of this evaluation will feed into the forthcoming validation of Indonesia’s County Partnership 
Strategy 2012–2014 final review.  
 
B. Background 
 
2. Basic education lays the foundation for human capital development. It equips children 
with knowledge and skills necessary for leading productive lives. Indonesia has charted 
significant progress in improving access to its 9-year, compulsory basic education.1 
The proportion of Indonesia’s primary school-age children enrolled at the primary level, or the 
net enrolment ratio (NER), increased from 94.6% in 1990 to 99.0% in 2011. Gender disparities 
in education have also been largely addressed, with NER among girls reaching 100% in 2011 
and 98% among boys in the same year.2  
 
3. These improvements at the national level mask persisting disparities in access to basic 
education across geographic or income groups in the country. Household poverty (as defined by 
per capita household expenditure) contributed 74.6% to inequality of opportunity for primary 
education in Indonesia in 2009, while rural-urban area of residence contributed 12.4%.3 
Disparities in educational attainment and learning can be observed across districts or regions. 
A child born in Papua, one of the poorest provinces in Indonesia, acquires only 6 years of 
education, while a child in Jakarta is expected to complete basic education. Similarly, junior 

1 Indonesia’s education system consists of preschool, primary education (grades 1–6), junior secondary education 
(grades 7–9), senior secondary education (grades 10–12), and tertiary education. Basic education covers 9 years 
of compulsory primary and junior secondary education. 

2 ADB. 2013. Key Indicators for Asia and the Pacific. Manila. 
3 H. Son. 2013. Inequality of Human Opportunities in Developing Asia. Asian Development Review. 30 (2). pp. 110–
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secondary school students in Bali scored an average 80% in the national examination, 
compared to students in parts of Kalimantan who averaged less than 60%.4 
 
4. The Indonesian government has taken steps to improve the access to and quality of 
basic education. Since 1999, basic education management has been decentralized following 
the implementation of Law 22/1999 on Regional Governance and Law 25/1999 on Fiscal 
Decentralization. To this end, district governments have been tasked with the provision and 
most of the financing of basic education.  
 
5. Following the government’s request to help improve basic education, the Asian 
Development Bank (ADB) in 1998 approved a small-scale project preparatory technical 
assistance, but the impacts of the Asian financial crisis led to the suspension of project 
preparation. ADB and the government resumed project preparation in 2000. The government 
requested that the Decentralized Basic Education Project (DBEP) support the process of 
decentralizing basic education management and build on the achievements of the ADB-funded 
Social Protection Sector Development Program. Subsequently, ADB approved a small-scale 
technical assistance to redesign the DBEP. A loan appraisal mission was conducted in 6–26 
July 2001. The loan component project was completed in 2008, while the grant component was 
completed in 2010.  
 
C. Project’s Design and Implementation 
 
6. The project sought to support decentralized planning, management, and delivery of 
basic education services (grades 1–9) in 26 districts in Bali, NTB, and NTT. It targeted 5,238 
schools in poor villages, of which 4,329 were primary and 909 were junior secondary schools. 
 
7. The project had three outcomes: (i) improved participation, transition, completion, and 
performance among poor children in basic education in Bali, NTB, and NTT; (ii) implementation 
of school-based management (SBM) in project schools; and (iii) effective district education 
management in Bali, NTB, and NTT. 
 
8. To achieve its objectives, the project had two major components: school development 
and district basic education development. It supported the following major outputs: 
(i) implementation of SBM; (ii) improved school quality with School Development Fund (SDF) 
assistance; (iii) improved capacity of districts to plan and manage decentralized basic 
education, as reflected in a 5-year district education development plan; (iv) improved district 
education with District Education Fund Development (DEFD) assistance; and (v) effective 
program and financial monitoring compliance.  
 

(i) In implementing school-based management, the project required beneficiary 
schools to develop their own school development plans (SDPs), but did not 
require them to report achievements against their plans. School committees in all 
schools were also created—about 90% of school committees in loan districts 
held regular meetings. In the grant districts, the percentage of school committees 
holding regular meetings also increased. Notable community involvement was 
also reported in project schools. Labor was the most common form of community 
contribution (i.e., from 70% to 80% of interviewed stakeholders).  

4 S. Al-Samarrai. 2013. In Indonesia, Tackling Education Inequality Through Better Governance. Education for 
Global Development Blog. World Bank. Accessed 2 February 2014 http://blogs.worldbank.org/education/indonesia-
tackling-education-inequality-through-better-governance 
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(ii) To improve school quality, small grants worth $6,000 for primary schools and 

$9,000 for junior secondary schools were given to schools based on their SDPs. 
The major types of activity funded by these grants include access improvement, 
quality improvement, and school-based management. The specific types of 
activities include scholarships for the poor, which have benefited 179,626 out of 
1,232,994 students in loan districts and 947 out of 9,101 students in grant 
districts.5 Appendix 1 presents the detailed list of activities for access 
improvement funded under the SDF.6 To support minor rehabilitation of physical 
facilities based on needs identified in the SDPs, the project also distributed small 
grants worth $9,000 to primary schools and $12,000 to junior-secondary schools. 
About two-thirds of the project schools in loan and grant districts received these 
grants to improve the conditions of their classrooms, toilets and furniture, as well 
as laboratories and libraries.  

 
(iii) In increasing the capacity of districts, the project sought to establish district 

education boards in all districts (in compliance with Ministerial Decree 
No. 044/2002). The district education boards are tasked with monitoring district 
education programs. The project provided training to district education boards in 
various aspects of education management including budget analysis. However, 
the legal framework for the education boards was revised in 2010 through a new 
regulation on the management of education (PP 17/2010). As a result, funding of 
the district education boards by districts became discretionary. The number of 
board members was also reduced. Although all board members work in a 
voluntary capacity, the boards require funding for their operations. During the 
project, all districts published district education statistics annually and completed 
their district education development plan (DEDP). Some districts continue to 
update their plans and publish their statistics. 

 
(iv) In improving district education, the project supported the preparation, 

implementation, and monitoring of strategic 5-year DEDPs and 5-year annual 
action plans by all districts. Within DEDP, the districts developed systems for 
planning, managing, financing, staffing and monitoring teacher development; 
school supervision; principal recruitment, training and performance review; 
facilities expansion; and district financing of education. Appendix 2 presents the 
detailed list of trainings funded under DEFD.  

 
(v) In financial monitoring, the project helped promote transparency and 

accountability as part of school-based management. Schools inform communities 
of their SDPs and program and budget plans.  

 
9. The project was funded by a $100 million loan from ADB and a grant co-financing from 
the Government of the Netherlands of $28 million. The loan was approved on 29 November 

5 In the project schools in Bali, around 38% of the children in primary school and 20% of those in junior-secondary 
school were classified as poor, compared with over 50% of primary school and 40% of junior-secondary students in 
NTB. The number of poor children in NTT project schools (85% in primary school, 75% in junior-secondary school 
in 2006/2007) was much higher than the number in Bali or NTB, and continued to increase to such an extent that, 
by 2009/2010, almost 90% of all students in primary school in NTT and 80% of all junior-secondary students were 
considered poor, according to the PCR. 

6 Between access improvement, quality improvement and school-based management, the PCR only presents 
detailed list of project-funded activities for access improvement. 
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2001 and closed on 31 December 2008. The grant was approved on 14 March 2006 and was 
extended for 1 year, to 31 December 2009 to allow for project completion in NTT, and later to 
31 December 2010 to cover emergency reconstruction work in Sumatra. Some $10 million was 
reallocated from the loan to rebuild schools after an earthquake and tsunami struck Aceh and 
North Sumatra in December 2004. Similarly, grant savings of $1.25 million were used for the 
reconstruction of nine schools in West Sumatra after the 2009 earthquake. The Ministry of 
National Education (MONE) was the project’s executing agency, while the Ministry of Religious 
Affairs was the co-executing agency.  
 
D. Major Findings of the Project Completion Report 
 
10. A project completion report (PCR) was prepared in June 2012.7 Overall, the project was 
rated successful based on ADB’s criteria of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability, 
and impact. The project was rated highly relevant to the poverty reduction priorities of ADB and 
the government. Changes in the project’s scope—which included additional districts in poverty-
hit NTT—further improved the relevance of the project. The project was also deemed effective 
based on improvements in NER, completion and transition rates, examination scores (albeit 
without specified targets); implementation of SBM in 3,000 schools and establishment effective 
community-school partnerships; and an increase in district education funding over 2001 levels, 
the development of data-based DEDPs, and the implementation of plans for quality and equity 
improvement.  
 
11. The project was rated efficient as progress under the loan picked up during 
implementation after a slow initial phase of implementation. It was rated partly sustainable. 
The project helped to mainstream school and district planning and SBM through national 
policies. However, some stakeholders deem that activities would not be sustainable without 
project support. Almost all districts spent a majority of the funds on teacher salaries, leaving 
limited financing for capacity development and other investment activities. The project was 
assessed to have a likely significant impact on project districts and provinces given improved 
school management that involved both school officials and communities. However, the school-
managed model for rehabilitation under the project has been discontinued under new legislation 
requiring a return to district contracting. Moreover, the introduction of the school operational 
funding assistance (BOS) program, partly based on the project’s block grant concept, has 
restricted parental and community financial support for schools, which was one of the project’s 
achievements. 
 
12. The PCR, however, noted that it is difficult to assess the impact of the project on district 
capacity. Beneficiary districts viewed the project as an additional revenue source and often 
disregarded the objective of developing decentralized education management. Moreover, there 
are weaknesses in information systems project districts use to track and publish statistical data. 
The PCR also similarly noted that the impact of SBM on district capacity—while it was 
successfully implemented—is less clear.  
 
13. The PCR also noted that inequality in enrolment increased slightly in NTB and NTT, with 
the increase among the poorest in primary and junior-secondary school slightly less than that for 
the richest 20%. Also, national examination scores in NTT of 6.0 in 2009–2010 remained well 
below the national average of 6.9. 
 

7 ADB. 2012. Project Completion Report: Decentralized Basic Education Project in Indonesia. Manila. 
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14. Difficulties in project design and implementation were also cited in the PCR. During the 
early phase of implementation, the initial four-tier criteria for school selection were simplified to a 
three-tier procedure where subdistricts, villages, and schools were ranked. This procedure was 
further simplified to a one-tier selection procedure based on the poverty ranking of schools 
within each district, for both the loan and the grant. Similarly, demand-led financing was 
modified and all schools were provided with standard amounts of block grant for rehabilitation 
and quality improvement. MONE also encountered difficulties in managing consultants, 
collecting financial and performance data, and submitting reports during the project’s initial 
phase. It eventually gained sufficient capacity to implement the project following some 
adjustments.  
 
15. In project monitoring and evaluation, the PCR noted that record keeping and file 
management remained weak both in the districts and at the national level. For instance, data on 
poor students were not collected during the project for the loan districts; so data from 
Indonesia’s national economic survey, Susenas, were used to analyze the enrolment of poor 
children retroactively. Capacity-building efforts in districts have also been hampered by the high 
turnover of staff in many districts.  
 
16. The PCR identified key lessons, including the importance of (i) flexible management by 
ADB and the government coupled with good communication from the project team that enabled 
the project to maintain its rationale and objectives despite changing legal and administrative 
environments; (ii) systematic record keeping given poor documentation and recording of data on 
project activities, output, and outcomes at the central and district levels; (iii) improving data 
quality and the use of data in planning and management in districts; (iv) clearly explaining 
project objectives to stakeholders as the project was primarily regarded as a funding 
mechanism and the goal of district capacity development was deemphasized; and 
(v) integrating project funds and activities into government processes, which could have further 
improved district capacity building.  
 
17. Meanwhile, the PCR proposed the following recommendations: (i) promoting a stronger 
focus on results in project implementation and monitoring; (ii) improving education management 
information systems to enhance the quality of education statistics in districts (i.e., district data 
should be school-based and indicate multi-year trends) and national level (i.e., national data 
should be analysed at the district level as part of decentralization efforts); (iii) promoting 
earthquake-resistant construction when building new schools; (iv) improving access to school 
toilets in NTT; and (v) conducting the PPER in 2012 given the age of the loan and the high 
turnover of staff in some districts.  
  
E. Issues to be Addressed by the Project Performance Evaluation Report 
 
18. The PPER will review the PCR’s findings against the PPER Guidelines’ standard 
evaluation criteria of (i) relevance, (ii) effectiveness, (iii) efficiency in achieving its outputs and 
outcomes, (iv) sustainability of the outcomes achieved to date, (v) institutional development, and 
(vi) impact. The PPER will also validate the corresponding implications for ADB’s operations 
and the PCR’s recommendations. An indicative evaluation framework is presented in 
Appendix 3. Apart from concerns that will arise during the course of assessing the evaluation 
criteria, the PPER will address the following major issues: 
 
19. Student Performance. The ultimate goal of any education project involves 
improvements in student performance. This project’s support for school development and 
district basic education development though decentralized management of basic education 



6 
 

must ultimately impact student learning. To this end, the PPER will examine performance in 
selected project districts based on the 6th and 9th grade national examinations conducted in 
Indonesia. Depending on data availability, the PPER will also examine the performance of poor 
students in project districts. The PPER will also study the project’s impact on the progression of 
students from primary to secondary level. 
 
20. Decentralization. Governments have widely adopted decentralization in the provision of 
basic services such as education and health care. This project has provided a combination of 
grants and capacity building support at the school and district levels. To this end, the PPER will 
examine (i) to what extent schools or district education offices have autonomy over selecting 
priority projects and allocating funds for such projects; (ii) whether schools and districts employ 
a demand-based approach in identifying and allocating funds for priority projects; (iii) whether 
schools and district education offices have sufficient capacity to support decentralized basic 
education management; (iv) how decentralization has affected the performance of teachers 
(particularly given assignment of teachers in various regions) and school supervisors; (v) how 
decentralization has affected the financial capacity of schools; and (vi) the factors that have 
contributed to or impeded effective decentralization of basic education in Indonesia.  
 
21. Community Involvement in School Development. One of the key features of this 
project is the creation of school committees to facilitate community involvement in schools. 
A grassroots or from-the-ground-up approach has been a common strategy adopted in 
development interventions. The PCR in fact regards community involvement as one of the best 
achievements of the project. To this end, the PPER will examine (i) how representative school 
committees are of various education stakeholders; (ii) what authority schools committees have 
in selecting, implementing, or monitoring education projects (e.g., do they have voting power in 
selecting priority projects?); (iii) how the creation of school committees improves the relevance 
of school programs (e.g., are school programs more attuned to the needs on the ground?).  
 
22. Sustainability of Capacity Building Efforts. The project’s major outputs involve 
capacity building efforts, particularly in district education offices. Local capacity is important in 
effectively implementing decentralization efforts. The project therefore sought to train teachers 
and district education officials. The PPER will examine efforts or mechanisms to transfer 
knowledge gained from project-backed training or ensure continued support of districts to 
capacity development, even after project completion. High staff turnover in districts or the new 
legislation requiring district contracting that goes against the project’s school-managed model 
for rehabilitation or the BOS program that constrains community involvement in schools pose 
challenges to the sustainability of the project’s outputs. The PPER will examine these factors. 
 
23. Programmatic Constraints. As discussed, MONE experienced difficulties in project 
management. Record keeping and file management of project activities have also been weak. 
The PPER will examine how these programmatic constraints have hampered the success of the 
project.  
 
F. Project Performance Evaluation Report Approach and Schedule  
 
24. The PPER will include: (i) an analysis of micro household survey data, (ii) a desk review 
of relevant project documents/reports, (iii) discussion with project staff from SERD and 
Indonesia Resident Mission, and (iv) consultation with government agencies and development 
partners, particularly selected officials from project district education offices and schools. It will 
also update the project design and monitoring framework identified in the PCR and appraise the 
project according to the PPER’s Guidelines. Education indicators such as enrolment, 
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completion, retention, and transition rates will be examined using Susenas data given the 
absence of project data. Examination scores will be studied using project data if available. 
An indicative evaluation framework is presented in Appendix 3. 
 
25. It is proposed that the independent evaluation mission (IEM) be undertaken for 
approximately 10 working days in June 2014. In addition to discussions with relevant 
government agencies and stakeholders, the IEM plans to visit 25 schools, including 18 project 
schools and 7 non-project schools selected for comparison.8  
 
26. The evaluation team will include (i) the IED team leader, principal evaluation specialist, 
(ii) a national consultant (economist), and (iii) a research assistant (headquarters-based). The 
team leader will write the report, lead the IEM, and supervise the team of staff and consultants 
contributing to this PPER. The national consultant, in turn, will assist the IEM in scheduling and 
conducting interviews and meetings with representatives from the government, schools, 
districts, and other stakeholders. The consultant will also help prepare and translate survey 
questionnaires, monitor the completion of questionnaires, analyze the survey and its findings, 
and provide inputs to the report as required.  
 
27. The following schedule is proposed for the preparation of the PPER assuming that the 
government concurrence for the mission will be received in time for the proposed fielding of the 
IEM.  
 
Activity       Approximate Schedule 
 
Evaluation approach paper approval    May 2014 
Recruitment of consultant and desk review   May–June 2014 
Discussion with operations staff in headquarters  I–II June 2014 
Independent evaluation mission    II–III June 2014 
Data analysis and report drafting    July–August 2014 
IED internal review (peer review)    IV August 2014 
Interdepartmental circulation     II September 2014 
Submission to Director, IED1     IV September 2014 
Submission to Director General, IED    II October 2014 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8 The sample of 25 schools was selected using a mixture of both probabilistic and non-probabilistic approach. The 
main reason for doing is to ensure that each school from each province has an equal probability of being selected in 
the sample. The method for selecting the schools will be fully discussed in the PPER.  
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ACCESS IMPROVEMENT AND EQUALITY PROGRAMS FUNDED UNDER THE SCHOOL 
DEVELOPMENT FUND 

 

Subcategory 
Beneficiaries 

Activity 
Teaching-
Learning 
Materials 

Books Female % Total % 

Loan 
Scholarships 
for the poor  

101,646 57 179,626 15 … … … 

Better access 
for the poor 

25,843 48 53,924 4 … … … 

Remedial 
program for 
students 

249,334 45 553,894 45 5,574 … … 

Outreach for 
truants, 
dropouts, and 
other 
marginalized 
children 

25,016 50 50,319 4 … … … 

Supplementary 
food for 
children 

147,917 54 270,658 22 … … … 

Assistance to 
girls for 
continued 
study 

16,977 126 13,513 1 … … … 

Teacher 
professional 
development 
on access and 
equal 
opportunity 

22,096 43 50,946 4 7 … … 

Other equal 
opportunity 
programs 

18,702 31 60,114 5 6,070 … … 

Subtotal 606,821 49 1,232,994 100 11,651 … … 
Grant 

Scholarships 
for the poor  

813 86 947 10 … … … 

Better access 
for the poor 

1,816 49 3,936 41 … … … 

Remedial 
program for 
students 

375 9 3,979 44 … … … 

Outreach for 
truants, 
dropouts, and 
other 
marginalized 
children 

25 38 66 … … … … 

Supplementary 
food for 
children 

38 45 84 1 … … … 
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Subcategory 
Beneficiaries 

Activity 
Teaching-
Learning 
Materials 

Books Female % Total % 

Assistance to 
girls for 
continued 
study 

… … … … … … … 

Teacher 
professional 
development 
on access and 
equal 
opportunity 

158 38 305 3 … … … 

Other equal 
opportunity 
programs 

5 21 24  23 9 30 

Subtotal 3,187 35 9,101 100 23 9 30 
Total 610,008 42 1,242,095 … 11,674 9 … 

Source: ADB. 2012. Completion Report: Decentralized Basic Education Project in Indonesia. Manila. 
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QUALITY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM BY TYPE OF ACTIVITY FUNDED UNDER THE 
DISTRICT EDUCATION DEVELOPMENT FUND 

 
Program Category Beneficiaries Activities % Female % Total % 

Loan 
In-service training 
for teachers  

846 12 7,245 9 74 8 

Contextual teaching 
and learning  

2,412 15 15,761 19 78 9 

Competency-based 
training  

1,193 25 4,855 6 69 8 

Mastery of teaching 
and learning 
materials  

1,584 20 7,890 9 41 5 

Teaching and 
learning methods  

306 10 3,043 4 25 3 

Classroom 
management  

576 27 2,108 2 34 4 

Teaching and 
learning media  

254 12 2,140 3 23 3 

Evaluation  468 17 2,743 3 24 3 
Class action 
research  

3,801 28 13,595 16 109 12 

Other training  … … … … … … 
Leadership 
program  

910 13 7,607 8 87 10 

Training for school 
principals  

1 100 1 … 1 … 

Training for Office 
of Education  

… … … … … … 

Other leadership 
programs  

… … 34 … … … 

Teaching and 
learning systems 
improvement  

… … … … … … 

School supervision 
system 
improvement  

14 1 1,079 1 24 3 

Training for 
supervisors  

… … 70 … 1 … 

Other activities to 
improve school 
control systems  

… … … … … … 

Teaching staff  1,971 18 11,212 13 262 30 
KKG/MGMP  391 38 1,037 1 5 1 
Other activities  … … … … … … 
Madrasah teachers  208 4 5,014 6 17 … 
Others … … … … … … 
Subtotal 14,395 18 84,894 100 875 100 

Grant 
In-service training 
for teachers  

… … … … … … 

Contextual teaching 105 34 308 8 3 8 
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Program Category Beneficiaries Activities % Female % Total % 
and learning  
Competency-based 
training  

21 11 189 5 2 6 

Mastery of teaching 
and learning 
materials  

283 53 532 14 4 11 

Teaching and 
learning methods  

547 60 902 23 4 11 

Classroom 
management  

95 63 150 4 2 6 

Teaching and 
learning media  

34 43 80 2 1 3 

Evaluation  214 32 675 17 7 20 
Class action 
research  

33 25 131 3 2 6 

Other training  160 77 208 5 1 3 
Leadership 
program  

… … … … … … 

Training for school 
principals  

97 30 320 8 2 6 

Training for Office 
of Education  

… … … … … … 

Other leadership 
programs  

… … 32 1 1 3 

Teaching and 
learning systems 
improvement  

… … … … … … 

School supervision 
system 
improvement  

… … … … … … 

Training for 
supervisors  

65 27 237 6 4 11 

Other activities to 
improve school 
control systems  

… … … … … … 

Teaching staff  … … … … … … 
KKG/MGMP  … … … … … … 
Other activities  95 67 142 4 2 6 
Madrasah teachers        
Others 1 3 30 1 1 3 

Subtotal 1,750 44 3,936 100 36 100 
Total 16,685 31 88,830 … 911 … 

KKG = Kelompok Keerja Guru (Teacher development cluster), MGMP = Musyawarah Guru Mata Pelajaran  
(Teacher networks). 
Source: ADB. 2012. Completion Report: Decentralized Basic Education Project in Indonesia. Manila. 
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EVALUATION FRAMEWORK 
 

Evaluation 
Criteria Evaluation Questions Indicators/Information 

Required 
Source of 

Information Methods 

Relevance  Was the project 
relevant to 
government policies 
and plans? How does 
the project fit with 
similar projects 
implemented by the 
government and other 
donors?  

 Was the project 
aligned with ADB’s 
country operational 
strategy for Indonesia 
and education sector 
strategy?  

 Was the project’s 
main objective of 
improving the 
participation and 
completion of basic 
education by 
supporting 
decentralized basic 
education 
management relevant 
to the development 
needs of Indonesia? 

 How did the project 
help to promote 
demand-based 
selection and funding 
allocation of priority 
programs? 

 Were the project’s 
components on 
school development 
and district education 
development well-
aligned and adequate 
to meet the project’s 
objective?  

 Did the project inputs, 
outputs and 
outcomes follow the 
logical results chain 
to arrive at the 
project’s ultimate 
objective?  

 Were the project’s 
outcomes 
measurable and 
achievable within the 
intended timeframe?  

 Were the selected 

 Government 
development 
policies  

 ADB’s country 
operational 
strategy for 
Indonesia and 
education sector 
strategy  

 Indonesia’s socio-
economic 
background  

 Project objectives  
 Monitoring 

indicators  
 Project 

components and 
design  

 

 RRPs, PCRs, 
and BTORs of 
fact-finding and 
appraisal 
missions  

 Minutes of 
Board Meetings, 
Staff Review 
Committee 
Meetings, 
Management 
Review 
Meetings  

 Relevant ADB 
and government 
documents  

 Discussions with 
program staff, 
government 
officials, 
stakeholders 
(school 
committees 
district 
education 
boards and 
school officials), 
and 
beneficiaries 
(poor students)  

 

 Desk review  
 Key informant 

interview or focus 
group discussions 
with members of 
district education 
boards or school 
committees, or 
school principals 
and teachers in 
selected districts.  

 Analysis of 
program design 
and indicators  
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Evaluation 
Criteria Evaluation Questions Indicators/Information 

Required 
Source of 

Information Methods 

project districts 
representative of 
population of poor 
students? 

Effectiveness  What were the 
outputs produced by 
the project in terms of 
promoting school 
development and 
district basic 
education 
development? 

 To what extent were 
the project’s 
outcomes achieved? 

 What were the factors 
that supported or 
impeded the 
realization of the 
expected outcomes of 
the programs and to 
what extent?  

 What were the roles 
of different 
stakeholders in the 
success of the 
program?  

 Project actual 
outputs and 
outcomes  

 Project monitoring 
framework  

 Implementation 
process: 
successes and 
challenges  

 Issues contributing 
to and influencing 
project 
achievements  

 Stakeholders’ 
participation and 
involvement  

 

 RRPs, PCRs, 
and BTORs of 
fact-finding and 
appraisal 
missions  

 Discussions with 
program staff, 
government 
officials, 
stakeholders 
(school 
committees 
district 
education 
boards and 
school officials), 
and 
beneficiaries 
(poor students)  

 

 Desk review  
 Key informant 

interview or focus 
group discussions 
with members of 
district education 
boards or school 
committees, or 
school principals 
and teachers in 
selected districts.  

 Analysis of 
program design 
and indicators  

 

Efficiency  How well were the 
project’s resources 
used in achieving the 
expected outcomes?  

 How efficient were 
the procurement and 
utilization consultants 
who provided training 
and equipment for 
rehabilitation of 
schools under the 
project? 

 Were the 
implementation and 
financing 
arrangements 
adequate to achieve 
the project’s 
outcomes?  

 How well did the 
project encourage 
communities, schools 
or district education 
offices to generate or 
provide counterpart 
resources (e.g. 
communities 
providing labor or 
financing)?  
 

 Loan utilization 
data  

 Information on 
disbursement and 
financing  

 Project IRR 
 Implementation 

and procurement 
arrangements  

 

 Project 
disbursement 
reports  

 Annual 
operation plans 
and financial 
reviews 

 Discussions with 
program staff, 
government 
officials, and 
ADB 
procurement 
staff  

 

 Desk review  
 Key informant 

interview or focus 
group discussions 
with members of 
district education 
boards or school 
committees, or 
school principals 
and teachers in 
selected districts.  

 Analysis of 
program design 
and indicators  
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Evaluation 
Criteria Evaluation Questions Indicators/Information 

Required 
Source of 

Information Methods 

Sustainability  What is the likelihood 
that the project’s 
contribution in 
promoting 
decentralized basic 
education 
management through 
school-community 
partnerships and 
strengthened capacity 
of district education 
offices will be 
maintained even after 
project completion? 

 How likely would the 
human, institutional, 
financial and other 
resources be 
sustained after the 
project?  

 Which stakeholders 
are responsible or 
likely to continue the 
project’s activities? 

 What are the risks to 
the continuity of the 
project’s activities and 
outcomes?  

 What is the likelihood 
that the project’s 
contribution to forging 
school-community 
partnerships and 
strengthened capacity 
of district education 
offices will be 
replicated in other 
districts? 

 Assessment of 
potential of 
beneficiaries 

 Assessment of 
local ownership 
and continuity 
arrangement 

 Assessment of 
management and 
financial monitoring 
capacity of schools 
and district 
education offices 

 Discussions with 
program staff, 
government 
officials, 
stakeholders 
(school 
committees 
district 
education 
boards and 
school officials), 
and 
beneficiaries 
(poor students) 

 Key informant 
interview or focus 
group discussions 
with members of 
district education 
boards or school 
committees, or 
school principals 
and teachers in 
selected districts.  

 Analysis of 
program design 
and indicators  

 

Institutional 
Development 

 How did the project 
help to improve the 
management, 
planning, and 
monitoring capacities 
of MONE, the 
implementing agency, 
and project schools 
and district education 
offices? 

 How did the project 
improve the 
monitoring capacity of 
local stakeholders?  

 How capable are the 
stakeholders in 
continuing the project 
activities or 
developing similar 

 Assessment of 
stakeholders’ 
capacity  

 Assessment of 
staff’s skills, 
knowledge 
utilization, and 
continuity  

 

 Discussions with 
program staff, 
government 
officials, 
stakeholders 
(school 
committees 
district 
education 
boards and 
school officials), 
and 
beneficiaries 
(poor students) 

 Key informant 
interview or focus 
group discussions 
with members of 
district education 
boards or school 
committees, or 
school principals 
and teachers in 
selected districts.  

 Analysis of 
program design 
and indicators  
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Evaluation 
Criteria Evaluation Questions Indicators/Information 

Required 
Source of 

Information Methods 

projects? How likely 
would the trained staff 
remain in the project 
and pass on the 
knowledge to others?  

Impact   How well did the 
project target poor 
districts and schools, 
and poor students 
within these schools 
and districts? 

 What is the project’s 
impact in improving 
the enrolment, 
attendance and 
completion rates of 
poor students, as well 
as the progression of 
students from primary 
to secondary level? 

 What is the project’s 
impact in promoting 
decentralized basic 
education 
management through 
demand-based 
approaches? How did 
the project impact 
school-community 
partnerships or 
capacitating district 
education offices?  

 What are the project’s 
policy implications 
particularly in terms of 
decentralization? 

 Information on 
education 
indicators including 
enrolment, 
completion and 
retention rates, and 
national 
examination scores 
particularly among 
poor students 

 Information of 
mechanisms of 
schools and district 
education offices in 
selecting and 
allocating funds to 
priority projects 
and formulating 
needs-based 
assessment  

 RRPs, PCRs, 
and BTORs of 
fact-finding and 
appraisal 
missions  

 Government 
statistics  

 Analysis of 
household 
surveys 

 Discussions with 
program staff, 
government 
officials, 
stakeholders 
(school 
committees 
district 
education 
boards and 
school officials), 
and 
beneficiaries 
(poor students)  

 

 Desk review: 
analysis of reports 
and data 

 Key informant 
interview or focus 
group discussions 
with members of 
district education 
boards or school 
committees, or 
school principals 
and teachers in 
selected districts.  

 Direct observation 
through field visits 

 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, BTOR = back-to-office report, MONE = Ministry of National Education, PCR = project 
completion report, RRP = report and recommendation of the President.  
Source: The evaluation team.  

 
 




