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A. Introduction 
 
1. The main objective of this project performance evaluation report (PPER) is to assess the 
performance of the Asian Development Bank’s (ADB) first project loan to Viet Nam’s Ministry of 
Labor, Invalids, and Social Affairs (MOLISA) aimed at strengthening the quality and market 
orientation of the vocational and technical education (VTE) sector in the country.1

  

 It will also 
review factors affecting project performance, assess the roles of different stakeholders in the 
project, and analyze the impact of the project on Viet Nam’s education policy in particular and 
the domestic labor market in general. The lessons drawn from this evaluation will then feed into 
the upcoming Special Evaluation Study on ADB’s Inclusive Growth Strategy. 

B. Background 
 
2. As Viet Nam continues its transition from a centrally-planned to a market economy, the 
need for a productive, competent, and flexible workforce cannot be understated. Following the 
economic reforms of 1986 known as Doi Moi (Renovation), the country’s changing economic 
landscape has intensified the demand for skilled workers and production technicians. To help 
meet labor requirements, technical and vocational education and training (TVET) has been 
often utilized to increase productivity at the individual, enterprise, and national levels, 
particularly when an economy shifts its relative dependence from agriculture to manufacturing 
and services.  
 
3. However, Viet Nam’s TVET system has failed to keep up with the shifting needs of the 
labor market. In Viet Nam, as in most former communist economies, TVET has supported 
supply-driven economic and industrial planning. Recognizing the need to overhaul the country’s 
TVET system, Viet Nam’s government requested ADB to provide technical assistance (TA) for 
the preparation of a VTE project,2

                                                
1  ADB. 1998. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan to the Socialist 

Republic of Viet Nam for the Vocational and Technical Education Project. Manila. 

 and eventually requested a loan for the proposed project. The 
Loan Fact-finding Mission visited Viet Nam from 20 April to 11 May 1998 and the Appraisal 
Mission took place on 4–20 August 1998. The Project was approved on 11 December 1998 and 
became effective on 17 December 1999. It was co-financed with three other agencies—Agence 
Française de Developpement (AFD), Japan International Cooperation Agency (JICA), and 
Nordic Development Fund (NDF)—on a parallel basis. The project loan was complemented by a 
separate advisory TA, which was used to conduct a comprehensive analysis of the VTE system 

2  ADB. 1996. Technical Assistance to the Socialist Republic of Viet Nam for the Technical Education Project. Manila 
(TA 2671-VIE, for $800,000, approved on 25 October 1996). 
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and provide training to strengthen the capacity of the General Department of Vocational 
Training (GDVT) in implementing the project.3

 
  

4. ADB’s 1995 Country Operational Strategy Study for Viet Nam advocated support for the 
country’s transition to a market economy by addressing issues related to the education sector 
such as directly dealing with changes in the economic structure and skill-mix requirements.4

 

 To 
make education more responsive to market demands, ADB’s strategy in Viet Nam’s VTE sector 
sought to enhance the market orientation and quality of the training programs. Specifically, 
ADB’s VTE priorities were to: (i) improve the capacity of secondary vocational and technical 
schools; (ii) enhance the quality of training outputs by introducing program accreditation and 
technical certification systems; (iii) engage employers in program planning to improve its 
relevancy; (iv) decentralize much of the decision making to the institutional administrators; and 
(v) reduce the public cost of training through the introduction of cost recovery measures, such 
as charging tuition fees, offering upgrading training courses to the employed workers on a fee 
basis, and sales of goods and services. 

C. Project Design and Implementation 
 
5. The project’s overall objective was to reform Viet Nam’s VTE system in support of the 
government’s market-oriented industrialization policy. The intended outcomes of the project 
were: (i) improved market orientation of the VTE system; (ii) enhanced efficiency of VTE 
programs in selected key schools; and (iii) strengthened institutional capacity in the GDVT to 
implement VTE reforms, which included the establishment of a labor market information system, 
program accreditation system, and technical certification system; improved access for women 
and minority students; staff development; cost recovery; and private sector participation.  
 
6. In order to achieve these outcomes, the project comprised of three main components 
including: (i) improvement in the market orientation of VTE; (ii) upgrading of key schools by 
developing curricula and instructional materials and improving equipment and facilities; and (iii) 
introduction of policy reforms in the VTE system (as enumerated above) through institutional 
capacity building.  
 

(i) In improving the market orientation of the VTE system, the project helped to 
establish a labor market information system, supported career guidance and job 
placement services, set up 48 curriculum development committees and 
developed 97 curriculum guides, and produced multimedia teaching and learning 
resources such as compact disks, videos, and posters for mobile training 
programs and traditional occupations.  

 
(ii) In developing key schools, the project selected 15 key schools to receive support 

to improve their facilities, equipment, and training courses related to VTE. Of 
these 15 key schools, six were financed by ADB including Dien Bien Health Care 
Secondary School, Dien Bien; Agriculture-Forestry College, Bag Giang; Da Nang 
Technical Economic School, Da Nang; Central Highland Youth and Ethnic 
Minorities Vocational Training School, Dak Lak; Da Lat Technical School, Da Lat; 
and Can Tho Technical Worker’s School, Can Tho. During project 
implementation, 12 of these 15 key schools were upgraded from technical 

                                                
3 ADB. 1998. Technical Assistance to the Socialist Republic of Viet Nam for the Capacity Building in Vocational and 

Technical Education. Manila (TA 3063-VIE, for $600,000, approved on 3 September 1998). 
4  ADB. 1995. Country Operational Strategy Study: Viet Nam. Manila. 
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secondary school to vocational college, or from vocational college to university. 
In each of the identified 15 key schools, production units were established to 
generate income for the schools. 

 
(iii) In introducing policy reforms and strengthening institutional capacity, GDVT pilot-

tested a National Accreditation System—which MOLISA introduced in all 15 
schools—developed skills standards for 48 occupations, and drafted a 
qualification framework for primary, secondary, and college levels. MOLISA also 
approved the new organizational structure of GDVT, including the National Skills 
Testing and Certification Department.  

 
7. The total project cost at appraisal was estimated at $120 million, of which ADB’s 
contribution was estimated at $54 million. The actual cost of the project reached $86.290 
million—or 72% of the original estimate—of which ADB funded $32.57 million. Substantial 
savings in ADB funding were recorded due to savings from: (i) procurement; (ii) low actual 
implementation costs as per the government’s expenditure norms against high implementation 
costs at project design; (iii) the cancellation of the second phase of the Staff Development 
Master Plan (SDMP), totaling $3.04 million; and (iv) unallocated budget and exchange rate 
variations. A total of $16.5 million, which was identified as surplus, and an undisbursed balance 
of $6.9 million were cancelled. 
 
D. Major Findings of the Project Completion Report 
 
8. A project completion report (PCR) was prepared in December 2008.5

 

 Overall, the project 
was rated successful based on ADB’s criteria of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, 
sustainability, and impact. The design of the project was found to be highly relevant to major 
policy priorities under Viet Nam’s Education Development Strategy 2001–2010. The project was 
also deemed effective in realizing most of the targeted outcomes and outputs, as well as 
efficient in terms of resource utilization at the 15 key schools. It is considered likely to be 
sustainable given the involvement of local industry in school management, generation of 
sizeable revenues in production units, and creation of a critical mass of teachers. The project 
was assessed to have largely achieved its intended impact of reforming the VTE system in 
support of the government’s market-oriented industrialization policy.  

9. However, the PCR noted that delays in project startup, particularly regarding consultant 
selection and procurement of equipment, undermined the momentum generated under the 
advisory TA, which reviewed existing policies for VTE in Viet Nam, and provided initial training 
in developing a labor market information system and instructional materials. Despite the 
provision of the advisory TA for capacity building, the project design underestimated the 
constraints to the management capacity of MOLISA and GDVT, both of which had never 
administered a project prior to this initiative. This led to delays and difficulties, particularly during 
project inception. For instance, the selection of the 15 key schools was finalized only after loan 
signing, which affected advance actions and preparatory activities, and delayed loan 
effectiveness and project implementation. The project’s design was also not adjusted in a timely 
manner during project appraisal following the transfer of the project management from the 
Ministry of Education and Training (MOET) to MOLISA. Moreover, projections for staff 
development proved to be unrealistic since the initial assessment of staff development needs 
included upper secondary teachers in schools administered by MOET.  
 
                                                
5 ADB. 2008. Completion Report: Vocational and Technical Education Project in Viet Nam. Manila. 
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10. The PCR identified key lessons including the importance of: (i) an adequate project 
management structure, which should be put in place before a project begins, given the weak 
delegation of management and budget responsibility from MOLISA to GVDT and the project 
implementation unit (PIU), as well as the inexperience of MOLISA and GDVT in project 
management; (ii) the scope of project coordination that should be aligned with the capacity of 
the implementing agency, given the initial difficulties in coordinating and managing the 
subprojects under co-financing, which the PIU addressed by measures such as streamlining 
procurement procedures under the AFD-financed project; and (iii) an adequate assessment and 
provision of operation and maintenance costs, which may be addressed by encouraging schools 
to generate funds or setting aside an endowment from the loan and counterpart funds. 
 
11. Meanwhile, project-related recommendations included: (i) streamlining procurement 
procedures by decentralizing procurement and contracting responsibilities from the central PIU 
to key schools in order to boost both the capacity and accountability of key schools; (ii) the 
GDVT preparing a cost-effective maintenance plan for equipment in key schools; (iii) 
encouraging project schools to bolster the activities of their production units and establish closer 
links with the local market; and (iv) replicating major project outputs in other schools in the VTE 
system to help promote sustainability at the school level.  
 
E. Issues to be Addressed by the Project Performance Evaluation Report 
 
12. The PPER will review the PCR’s findings and expand on the PCR validation report by 
evaluating the project 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 
recommendations of the PCR. An indicative evaluation framework is presented in Appendix. In 
addition to concerns that will arise during the course of assessing the evaluation criteria, the 
following major issues will be addressed in the PPER: 
 

(i) Absolute and relative returns to vocational education.  Determining the 
returns to vocational education is important in ascertaining the impact of this 
project. This requires a comprehensive analysis of Viet Nam’s labor market and 
its linkage with vocational education. It is also critical to provide a comparative 
analysis between vocational and general education. In this context, the PPER will 
present key characteristics of Viet Nam’s labor market such as employment and 
earnings differentials by educational level and occupations. 
  

(ii) Equity in access to TVET.  In general, Viet Nam has successfully provided 
widespread access to basic social services such as primary education and 
health. However, the availability of these services at a higher level (e.g., 
secondary and vocational education) is not as extensive and their quality is 
deemed inadequate. This PPER will look into the accessibility to education 
services, particularly TVET, of disadvantaged groups such as youth in poor 
households, remote areas, minority ethnic groups, women, and handicapped 
youth.  

 
(iii) Skills-intensive occupations.  The importance of skills in modern economics 

and economic policy discourse is widely acknowledged. In recent decades, 
variations in skills have become indispensable in explaining economic growth, as 
well as the changes in the distribution of wages that have been observed in many 
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developed and developing countries. Educational institutions, both vocation and 
general, are the main suppliers of skills. In order to meet the demand for skills in 
various occupations in the labor market, it is imperative that educational 
institutions identify the type of skills required by different occupations. This PPER 
will carry out an analysis of skills intensity that quantifies which occupations 
demand more (or less) skilled labor. This analysis can be used to address the 
issue of mismatches between the skills produced in the educational system and 
the skills needed in the labor market. 

  
(iv) Coordination among ministries over TVET.  Three ministries have supervision 

over Viet Nam’s TVET system: MOET, MOLISA, and the Ministry of Industry and 
Trade (MOIT). While MOLISA has the primary responsibility for vocational 
education, MOET’s overall responsibility over education and MOIT’s 
responsibility over industrial strategy implies that the three ministries have 
overlapping interests in TVET. Given this structure, good coordination among 
these three ministries is critical in determining the quality and relevance of the 
TVET system in the economy. This PPER will examine this issue.   

 
F. Project Performance Evaluation Report Approach and Schedule 
 
13. 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 VRM, 
and (iv) consultation with government agencies and development partners. It will also update 
the project design and monitoring framework identified in the PCR and appraise the project 
according to the PPER’s Guidelines.6 Labor market analysis will be carried out using Viet Nam’s 
household survey called the Vietnam Household Living Standard Survey, 2002–2008.7

 
 

14. It is proposed that the independent evaluation mission (IEM) be undertaken for 
approximately 10 working days in late November or early December 2012. In addition to 
discussions with relevant government agencies and stakeholders, the IEM plans to visit 10 VTE 
schools, comprising of 5 project schools and 5 non-project schools selected for comparison.  
 
15. The evaluation team will include: (i) the IED team leader, principal evaluation specialist; 
(ii) an international consultant (economist); and (iii) a national consultant.  
 
16. The following schedule is proposed for the preparation of the PPER assuming that 
Government concurrence for the mission will be received in time for the proposed fielding of the 
IEM.  
 
Activity       Approximate Schedule  
Evaluation approach paper approval    October 2012 
Recruitment of consultant and desk review   October–November 2012 
Discussion with operations staff in headquarters   I–II November 2012 
Independent evaluation mission     III–IV November 2012 
Data analysis and report drafting    December 2012–January 2013 
IED internal review (peer review)    IV January 2013 
Interdepartmental circulation     II February 2013 
Submission to the Director IED1     II March 2013 

                                                
6 IED. 2006. Guidelines for Preparing Performance Evaluation Reports for Public Sector Operations. Manila: ADB. 

Submission to the Director General, IED    IV March 2013                             

7 Government of Viet Nam, General Statistics Office. 2002−2008. Vietnam Household Living Standard Survey. Hanoi.  
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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 Viet 
Nam and 
education sector 
strategy? 

 Was the project’s 
objective – 
enhancing the 
market-relevant 
skills of the labor 
force – 
appropriate to 
address the 
development 
needs of the 
country? 

 Were the 
project’s three 
components 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 

 Government 
development policies 

 ADB’s country 
operational strategy 
for Viet Nam and 
education sector 
strategy  

 Viet Nam socio-
economic 
background 

 Project objectives 
 Monitoring indicators 
 Project components 

and design 
 

 Preparatory TA 
report 

 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 (key 
school 
administration 
and teachers, 
employers), and 
beneficiaries 
(vocational 
training 
graduates) 

 

 Desk review  
 Key informant 

interview  
 Analysis of 

program design 
and indicators  
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Evaluation 
Criteria 

Evaluation 
Questions 

Indicators/Information 
Required 

Source of 
Information 

Methods 

timeframe? 
 Were the 15 key 

schools well 
selected to serve 
as models for 
other vocational 
training 
institutions?  

Effectiveness  What were the 
outputs produced 
by the project in 
terms of trained 
students and staff 
, improved school 
quality, and a 
more market-
oriented 
vocational 
training system? 

 To what extent 
were the project’s 
three main 
outcomes and six 
policy reforms 
achieved? 

 What were the 
factors that 
contributed to or 
obstructed the 
achievement 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, 
mid-term reviews, 
and BTORs of 
review missions 

 Discussions with 
program staff, 
government 
officials, 
stakeholders (key 
school 
administration 
and teachers, 
employers), and 
beneficiaries 
(vocational 
training 
graduates) 

 

 Desk review  
 Key informant 

interview  
 Analysis of 

programs 
outputs, 
outcomes and 
implementation  

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

 How efficient was 
the allocation of 
TA resources in 
gathering 
information and 
capacity 
building?  

 How efficient 

 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  
 Cost-

effectiveness 
analysis 
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Evaluation 
Criteria 

Evaluation 
Questions 

Indicators/Information 
Required 

Source of 
Information 

Methods 

were the 
procurement and 
utilization of the 
equipment and 
materials 
obtained during 
the project? 

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

 How well did the 
project 
encourage 
schools to 
generate their 
own resources to 
reduce unit cost?  

Sustainability  How likely would 
employability and 
income 
improvements 
achieved by the 
project 
beneficiaries be 
sustained beyond 
the project? 

 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? 

 How likely would 
market-driven 
and quality 
vocational 
training – which 

 Assessment of 
potential of 
beneficiaries 

 Assessment of local 
ownership and 
continuity 
arrangement 

 Assessment of the 
revenue generating 
activities, 
management 
capacity, and 
teachers’ skills at the 
key schools 

 Discussions with 
program staff, 
government 
officials, 
stakeholders (key 
school 
administration 
and teachers, 
employers), and 
beneficiaries 
(vocational 
training 
graduates) 

 

 Key informant 
interview  
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Evaluation 
Criteria 

Evaluation 
Questions 

Indicators/Information 
Required 

Source of 
Information 

Methods 

was introduced 
by the project – 
be continued at 
the key schools 
and replicated at 
other vocational 
training 
institutions? 

Institutional 
Development 

 How were the 
management, 
planning, and 
monitoring 
capacities of the 
implementing 
agency (General 
Department of 
Vocational 
Training), the 
Project 
Implementation 
Unit, and the key 
school 
administration 
developed?  

 How was the 
monitoring 
capacity of local 
stakeholders 
developed? 

 How did the two 
labor market 
surveys and TA 
results inform the 
project 
stakeholders on 
the planning and 
management of 
the project? 

 How capable are 
the stakeholders 
in continuing the 
project activities 
or developing 
similar projects? 
How likely would 
the trained staff 
remain in the 
project and pass 
on the knowledge 
to others? 

 Assessment of 
stakeholders’ 
capacity 

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

 

 Discussions with 
program staff, 
government 
officials, 
stakeholders (key 
school 
administration 
and teachers, 
employers), and 
beneficiaries 
(vocational 
training 
graduates) 

 Key informant 
interview  

 

Impact  How well did the 
key schools 
recruit the target 
groups (youth, 

 Information on 
beneficiaries (key 
school students and 
graduates)  

 RRPs, PCRs, 
mid-term reviews, 
and BTORs of 
review missions 

 Desk review  
 Analysis of 

reports and 
data 
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Evaluation 
Criteria 

Evaluation 
Questions 

Indicators/Information 
Required 

Source of 
Information 

Methods 

women, 
handicapped 
persons, the 
poor, and 
minorities)? 

 What is the 
project’s impact 
on the 
employability of 
the graduates of 
the key schools 
in the relevant 
sectors? Did the 
project help them 
obtain quality 
employment in 
the fields they 
were trained?    

 What is the 
project’s impact 
on the income 
and wellbeing of 
the beneficiaries?  

 What is the 
project’s impact 
on the policy and 
quality of the key 
schools? 

 What is the 
project’s indirect 
impact on the 
graduates of non-
key schools and 
the economy 
(through 
increased 
employment and 
productivity)? 

 What is the 
project’s impact 
on government 
policy and 
regulations 
related to 
education and 
labor market? 

 Does the project 
have any 
unintended or 
adverse impact 
on the society 
and economy? 

 Information on key 
and non-key 
vocational schools 

 Information on labor 
market and labor 
policy 

 

 Labor market 
surveys 

 Household living 
standard surveys 

 Government 
reports and 
statistics 

 Discussions with 
program staff, 
government 
officials, 
stakeholders (key 
school 
administration 
and teachers, 
employers), and 
beneficiaries 
(vocational 
training 
graduates) 

 

 Key informant 
interview  

 Direct 
observation 
through field 
visits 
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