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A. Background 
 
1. This approach paper describes the proposed Project Performance Evaluation Report 
(PPER) of the Northern Region Sustainable Livelihoods Through Livestock Development Project 
(NRSLLDP) of the Lao People’s Democratic Republic (Lao PDR). The PPER will be jointly 
conducted by the Independent Office of Evaluation (IOE) of the International Fund for Agricultural 
Development (IFAD) and the Independent Evaluation Department (IED) of the Asian 
Development Bank (ADB).1  
 
2. In line with their respective evaluation policies, IOE and IED undertake for completed 
investment projects: (i) validation of project completion reports, which are based on a desk review 
of project completion report (PCR)2 and other documents; and (ii) PPERs,3 involving country visit 
for the selected project.    
 
3. A PPER is conducted after a desk review of the PCR and other available documents, with 
the aim of generating additional evidence on project achievements and validating the conclusions 
of the PCR. The main objectives of PPERs for both IOE and IED are to: (i) assess the results of 
the project; (ii) generate findings and recommendations for designing future projects and 
implementing ongoing operations in the country; and (iii) identify issues of corporate, strategic or 
operational interest that merit further evaluative work by IFAD and ADB. 
 
4. Level of jointness. Both IOE and IED recognize the merits of undertaking joint 
evaluations. The Development Assistance Committee (DAC) at the Organisation for Economic 
Co-operation and Development (OECD) finds that joint evaluations have the potential to bring 
strong benefits to all partners and stakeholders. They offer opportunities to harmonize and align 
the overall processes of evaluation, to build participation and ownership, to share the burden of 
work involved, to increase the acceptance and legitimacy of findings and recommendations, for 
mutual capacity building and learning between the partners, and to reduce the overall number of 
                                                
1  Known as Project Performance Evaluation (PPE) in IFAD and Project Performance Evaluation Report (PPER) in 

ADB. 
2  International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD). 2014. Project Completion Report: Northern Region 

Sustainable Livelihoods through Livestock Development Project (NRSLLDP), Lao People’s Democratic Republic. 
March; and Asian Development Bank (ADB). 2015. Completion Report:  Northern Region Sustainable Livelihoods 
through Livestock Development Project in Lao People’s Democratic Republic. Manila. June. 

3  The Independent Office of Evaluation (IOE) selection criteria for project include: (i) information gaps in project 
completion reports (PCRs); (ii) projects of strategic relevance that offer enhanced opportunities for learning; (iii) a 
need to build evidence for forthcoming corporate level evaluations, country strategy and programme evaluations or 
evaluation synthesis reports; and (iv) a regional balance of IOE's evaluation programme. 
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evaluations undertaken – thereby reducing transaction costs and administrative demands on aid 
recipient countries.4 With this understanding, IOE and IED propose a high level of “jointness” for 
this PPER. This will include a joint preparation process, mission, and report.   
 
5. Rationale for the selection of the project. The project in the Lao PDR (implemented 
between 2006 and 2014) has been selected for a joint-PPER as the project was jointly financed 
by IFAD, ADB along with Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation (SDC). A main 
consideration in selection has been that the project’s substantive features have special 
importance for the rural poor as these are related to the core activities of cultivation, farming and 
livestock production, and are critical for the livelihood of ethnic groups and women in Asia-Pacific. 
A rigorous evaluation of the IFAD and ADB’s experience, combined with implications for capacity 
building in the region, is expected to draw lessons with much wider replicability, as both agencies 
are committed to improving agricultural productivity in an environmentally sustainable manner in 
the context of climatic changes. 
 
6. The proposed project evaluation will investigate and study these and other similar issues 
in greater detail. It will pay special attention to the requisite capacity building measures supported 
by both organizations. In light of the growing partnership between IFAD and ADB, the PPER will 
seek to assess the additional contribution of the project due to this partnership. Keeping in view 
the respective strengths and comparative advantages that IFAD and ADB bring to the agricultural 
and rural sector in the Asia and Pacific, it will be useful to identify the areas capable of value-
addition for consideration in the future. 
 
7. Evaluation capacity development. The joint evaluation will have a strong focus on 
learning and knowledge sharing which will take place at two levels: (i) between IED and IOE on 
evaluation methodologies and processes, and, (ii) among IED, IOE and in-country and regional 
stakeholders through the implementation of evaluation capacity development (ECD) activities.   
 
8. Supporting ECD is priority of both IOE and IED. In this regard, the PPER will be aligned 
and coordinated with ECD activities in Lao PDR that will also be jointly supported and benefit the 
Department of Evaluation of the Ministry of Planning and Investment (MPI) of Lao PDR and other 
relevant stakeholders. The ECD activities will be launched with a training on Project Evaluation 
which will take place in Luang Prabang on 20–24 February 2017. Following the training the 
evaluation mission will tentatively take place from 27 February to 10 March, where the ADB and 
IFAD evaluation team will be joined by the  MPI  staff as part of their on the job training. 
 
9. The training will also be an occasion to boost south-to-south dialogue and knowledge 
exchange on monitoring and evaluation (M&E). Representatives from the Central Government 
and executing agencies of both ADB and IFAD projects in the Lao PDR will be invited to the 
training in order to share their experiences and lessons learned on evaluation.  
 
B. Project  Overview 

 
10. Project area. The project sought to improve the livelihoods of upland smallholders in five 
northern provinces of Bokeo, Hauaphanh, Luang Namtha, Luang Prabang, and Xieng Khouang of 
Lao Theung (midland Lao) and Lao Sung (upland Lao). It focused on the poor and women in 18 
poorest districts of the selected provinces. The selection of provinces and districts followed a two-
stage method, focusing first on provinces and then on districts within them as per the incidence of 
poverty. 
 
                                                
4  OECD. 2006. Guidance for Conducting Effective Joint Evaluations. Paris. 



3 
 

11. Project objectives. The overall goal of the project was to contribute to the improved 
sustainability of livelihoods of upland smallholders in five selected provinces of northern Lao PDR 
based on the recognition of poverty incidence among the target groups, especially women. The 
project objective was to "enhance village livestock systems" leading to improved livestock 
productivity and profitability under integrated upland farming systems.5 This was to be done 
through the: (i) stabilization of shifting cultivation in the upland areas to ensure sustainable 
livelihoods for the local population and for people resettled from these areas; and (ii) gradual 
decentralization to the provincial, district, and village levels of authority, functions, resources, and 
accountability for planning and implementing development initiatives.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   
 
12. Target group and targeting approach.  The total population of the project area was 
estimated at about 146,880, with considerable diversity in size of provincial populations and 
poverty across districts. Target population comprised 24,480 households. Of these, 17,000 ethnic 
households and women were expected to be assisted directly under the project and 50% of the 
households were expected to be poor. Positive impacts on income were also anticipated for 
another 1,500 beneficiaries in 250 villages. These households were generally characterized by: (i) 
falling productivity from upland shifting agriculture; (ii) inadequate land and forests for food 
production and gathering; and (iii) lack of access to appropriate technologies and marketing 
opportunities for improved livestock production and trade. The project approach followed 
geographical targeting of poor and the poorest districts as identified in the Lao PDR’s National 
Growth and Poverty Eradication Strategy and pursued self-targeting mechanism to benefit the 
poor and women. The project design envisaged a main focus on the rural poor and that women 
largely belonging to Lao Theung and Lao Sung would benefit from the project. 
 
13. Project components. The project comprised three main components: (i) enhanced 
village livestock systems with subcomponents of productivity initiatives, market linkages and 
enterprise development, and participatory extension network; (ii) capacity-building for community-
driven development; and (iii) management of program implementation.  
 
14. Project financing. IFAD approved a loan in the amount of SDR 2.0 million (equivalent to 
about US$3.0 million). ADB approved a loan for US$9.3 million equivalent from the Asian 
Development Fund (ADF), along with an ADF grant of US$0.7 million, and SDC provided a grant 
of US$3.5 million. The summary of the project budget and actual costs are shown in Table 1 
based on ADB documents. Table 2 shows project costs by actual expenditure.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                
5  ADB. 2006. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors. Proposed Loan and Asian 

Development Fund Grant to the Lao People’s Democratic Republic for the Northern Region Sustainable 
Livelihoods through Livestock Development Project. Manila. September, p. 8, para. 22. 
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Table 1: Summary Project Costs and Financing Plans ($ '000) 

  Appraisal Estimate Actual Costs 
 Financing Amount % Amount  % 
IFAD loan  3.0 16.3% 3.4 18.2% 
ADB Loan 9.3 50.5% 9.6 51.6% 
ADB Grant 0.7 3.8% 0.6 3.4% 
JFPR grant     
SDC  3.5 19.0% 2.8 14.8% 
Borrower 1.1 6.0% 1.8 9.4% 
Beneficiaries 0.8 4.3% 0.5 2.6% 
Total 18.4 100.0% 18.5 100.0% 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, ADF = Asian Development Fund, IFAD = International 
Fund for Agricultural Development, JFPR = Japan Fund for Poverty Reduction, SDC = Swiss 
Agency for Development and Cooperation. 
Source: IFAD. 2014. Project Completion Report, Northern Region Sustainable Livelihoods 
through Livestock Development Project (NRSLLDP), Lao People’s Democratic Republic. 
March; and ADB. 2015. Completion Report: Northern Region Sustainable Livelihoods 
through Livestock Development Project in Lao People’s Democratic Republic. Manila. June. 

 
Table 2: Project Cost and Financing Plan ($ ‘000) 

 

Particulars 
ADB 
Loan 

IFAD 
Loan 

ADB 
ADF 

Grant 
SDC 
Grant Government Beneficiaries 

Total 
$ (‘000) 

I. Investment costs 9,052  686 3,506 1,035 641 17,760 
 A. Civil works 1,835    253 440 2,528 
 B. Vehicles and equipment 769    311  1,081 
 C. Extension material 525      525 
 D. Specialist services 0  656 2,145   2,801 
 E. Contract services 111   945   1,056 
 F. Revolving fund 1,807 1,014    201 3,022 
 G. Surveys and studies 67  30    97 
 H. Farmer training 696      696 
 I.  Agency training 112   416   528 
 J. Supervision and  

Implementation 
2,637    416  3,054 

 K. Vehicles and equipment 491    55  545 
 L. Marketing and poultry 0 1,827     1,827 

II. Recurrent costs 0    30 173 203 
III. Total project costs 9,052 2,841 686 3,506 1,065 814 17,963 
 Total Disbursement 9,281 2,994 686 3.506 1,065 814 18,346 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, ADF = Asian Development Fund, IFAD = International Fund for Agricultural Development, SDC 
= Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation. 
Source: ADB. 2015. Completion Report:  Northern Region Sustainable Livelihoods through Livestock Development Project in 
Lao People’s Democratic Republic. Manila. June. 

 
15. Timeframe. The project was approved in 2006 (ADB in September and IFAD in 
December). The loans became effective in 2007 (ADB in April and IFAD in October). The project 
was completed and closed in 2014 (IFAD on 31 May, and ADB on 12 August).  
 
16. At the time of the project closing, the total disbursement was $18.5 million (about 101% of 
approved total amount). IFAD’s disbursement was $2.2 million (113%). ADB disbursed 103% of 
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the approved loan amount and 85% of the ADF grant.6 SDC grant of $3.5 million was utilized in 
the amount of $3.4 million (96.2%).  

 
17. Implementation arrangements. The Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry (MAF) was 
designated as the Executing Agency, and the Department of Livestock and Fisheries (DLF) as the 
overall implementing agency. DLF also coordinated project activities of the National Agricultural 
and Forestry Extension Service, and the National Agriculture and Forestry Research Institute. 
The project established a Project Steering Committee to guide the implementation, including its 
annual workplans and progress reports.   

 
18. In addition, the Lao PDR’s provincial and district level institutions and offices were 
involved in implementation. The regional office was established in Luang Prabang. It was headed 
by the National Project Director who provided day-to-day management and coordinated with the 
provinces to ensure that project work plans were in line with District Agriculture and Forestry 
Extension Office and Provincial Agriculture and Forestry Office work plans, budgets, financial, and 
progress reports.  

 
19. Further, at the provincial level, provincial coordination committees, convened by the 
provincial governors and drawing membership from relevant provincial departments and mass 
organizations, were set up to review and approve annual work plans and budgets of the provincial 
implementation units. 

 
20. The implementation of the microfinance activity was to be carried out by Lao Women’s 
Union (LWU) teams in each of the 18 districts. Working with district extension offices, this 
component was to support farmers in accessing financial resources for livestock production. 

 
21. Midterm review and adjustments. A midterm review of the project was undertaken in 
2010, and changes in project implementation were carried out to keep the project on course to 
achieve its intended objectives. To this end, some targets were revised in particular: (i) the total 
number of targeted villages and households was reduced from 408 to 300 and from 17,000 to 
12,000, respectively and; (ii) the livestock marketing and trade activities were dropped as these 
were considered premature because improvements in the livestock production systems were yet 
to take effect. Due to initial delays as well as slippages in some interlinked activities, project 
closing was extended by 15 months.    
 
C. Project Performance Evaluation Scope and Methodology 

 
22. Scope. The PPER will take account of the preliminary findings from a desk review of 
PCR, other key project documents and interviews at the IFAD and/or ADB headquarters. During 
the evaluation mission, additional evidence and data will be collected to verify available 
information and reach an independent assessment of performance and results. In view of the 
limited time and resources available, it may not be possible for the PPER to undertake extensive 
quantitative surveys, or to examine the full spectrum of project activities, achievements and 
drawbacks. Rather, the PPER will pursue a stratified approach with selected site visits and if 
possible complemented with a limited survey. 
 
23. Methodology. The PPER will be jointly undertaken in accordance with the IFAD’s 

                                                
6  There seems to be minor differences in data as per IFAD and ADB documents. While the above table shows data 

as per IFAD’s document, ADB data is given in the Appendix. These differences will be examined in detail and 
reconciled during preparation of the PPER.   
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Evaluation Policy7 and the second edition of the IFAD Evaluation Manual (2015), as well as 
ADB’s Guidelines for the Evaluation of Public Sector Operations (April 2016).8 Analysis in the 
PPER will be supported by a review of the theory of change in the context of the project 
objectives, outputs, and expected results (Appendix 1). Since the IOE evaluation methodology is 
more specific and tailored towards assessing integrated rural development projects, it will be used 
to provide the basic evaluation approach and structure of the report. Where IED guidelines add 
value for assessing specific criteria (e.g., efficiency), these will be integrated within the general 
IOE approach.  
 
24. Evaluation criteria. The joint evaluation will apply the following key evaluation criteria: 
 

(i) Rural poverty impact, which is defined in the IFAD Evaluation Manual (2015) as 
the changes that have occurred or are expected to occur in the lives of the rural 
poor (whether positive or negative, direct or indirect, intended or unintended) as a 
result of development interventions. Four impact domains will be assessed to 
generate a composite indication of rural poverty impact: (i) household income and 
assets; (ii) human and social capital and empowerment; (iii) food security and 
agricultural productivity; and (iv) institutions and policies. A composite rating will be 
provided for the criterion of “rural poverty impact” but not for each of the impact 
domains.  
 

(ii) Development impact assessment will be considered in line with ADB’s 
guidelines. The evaluation will provide a broader assessment of the long-term, far-
reaching changes to which the project contributed in the targeted rural areas. 

 
(iii) Relevance of project objectives and design, and the targeting strategy adopted 

will be assessed. Emphasis will also be placed on the continued relevance of the 
project during the project cycle. In order to comply with ADB’s guidelines, the 
relevance of design will also look at the innovative features of the project. 
  

(iv) Effectiveness measures the extent to which the project’s immediate objectives  
were achieved, or are expected to be achieved. The assessment will be based on 
the analysis of the output and outcome levels of the project theory of change.  

     
(v) Efficiency indicates how economic resources/inputs (e.g., funds, expertise, time, 

etc.) are converted into results. The evaluation will examine the project’s economic 
internal rate of return ex post, along with process efficiency.9 For loan-financed 
projects, it is all the more important to ensure that projects yield steady benefits 
over the economic life of the projects. In ADB, a cut-off of 12% is used for EIRRs 
to describe project as efficient, especially when it is a revenue generating project.      

 
(vi) Sustainability of benefits indicates the likely continuation of net benefits from a 

development intervention beyond the phase of external funding support. It involves 
an assessment of the likelihood that actual and anticipated results will be resilient 
to risks after project completion. Sustainability of net benefits generated by the 

                                                
7  International Fund for Agricultural Development: http://www.ifad.org/pub/policy/oe.pdf 
8  IED. 2016. Guidelines for the Evaluation of Public Sector Operations. Manila: ADB.  
9 In the absence of EIRR, one can use cost-effectiveness or industry standard unit costs to estimate project 

efficiency.  

http://www.ifad.org/pub/policy/oe.pdf
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project will be assessed from a technical, financial,10 institutional, social and 
environmental perspective.    
 

(vii) Gender equality and women’s empowerment indicates the extent to which the 
interventions contributed to better gender equality and women's empowerment 
according to the objectives of relevant ADB and IFAD’s strategies.11  The effects 
of the project on gender will be examined along the theory of change and 
specifically in the final evaluation report under relevance, effectiveness, impact, 
and sustainability. The report will include a short section on gender equality and 
women’s empowerment which summarizes the main findings under the various 
evaluation criteria and provides the overall rating for gender equality and women’s  
empowerment.  
 

(viii) Innovation in terms of design and approaches are assessed under relevance of 
design. Under innovation, the evaluation will assess the extent to which these 
innovative approaches related to the key aspects of the project were successfully 
introduced towards deeper impact in rural poverty reduction.  
 

(ix) Scaling up assesses the extent to which the project has been (or is likely to be) 
scaled up by government authorities, donor organizations, the private sector, and 
other agencies.     
   

(x) Environment and natural resource management assessing the extent to which 
a project contributes to changes in the protection, rehabilitation or depletion of 
natural resource, and the environment. The project’s  medium- to long-term effects 
on natural resource management, pollution, biodiversity, and greenhouse gas 
emissions will form part of the analysis.  The effects of the project on environment 
and natural resources management will be examined along the theory of change 
and specifically in the final evaluation report under relevance, effectiveness, 
impact, and sustainability. The report will include a short section on this criteria 
which summarizes the main findings and provides the overall rating for gender 
equality and women’s empowerment.  

 
(xi) Adaptation to climate change assessing the contribution of the project to 

increase climate resilience and increase beneficiaries' capacity to manage short- 
and long-term climate risks. 

 
(xii) Overall project achievement provides an overarching assessment of the 

intervention, drawing upon the analysis and ratings for all above-mentioned 
criteria. In sum, this assessment validates the results chain of the project and its 
legitimacy, in light of the theory of change (Appendix 1).    

 
(xiii) Performance of partners including the performance of IFAD, ADB, SDC, and the 

Government will be assessed on an individual basis, in accordance with the 
partners’ expected role and responsibility in the project life cycle. Methods, 
procedures and protocols engendering better synergies among development 

                                                
10 In ADB, this is examined and analyzed with the help financial internal rate of return (FIRR) of the project, especially 

for revenue generating projects. The underlying idea is to ensure availability of financial resources to maintain 
project assets (O&M) in working condition so as to keep generating benefits. 

11 The reference strategy for IFAD will be the 2003 Gender Plan of Action.  IFAD. 2003. Mainstreaming a Gender 
Perspective in IFAD’s Operations. Approved by the Eighth Session of the Executive Board in April 2003. Rome. 
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partners will be identified as they emerged from this particular joint project.   
 

25. Rating system. In line with the practice adopted in many other international financial 
institutions and United Nations organizations, IOE uses a six-point rating system, where 6 is the 
highest score (highly satisfactory) and 1 being the lowest score (highly unsatisfactory).12 ADB, 
however, uses a four-point scale, where 3 is the highest score and 0 is the lowest. In addition to a 
combined substantive assessment, the PPER will generate two separate rating tables so that 
assessments could be integrated with respective evaluation databases of both organizations. 
 
26. Table 3 provides an overview of the criteria adopted and rated by IOE and IED: 

 
Table 3: Criteria Adopted and Rated by IED and IOE 

Evaluation Criteriaa 
  Rating  

IOE IED 
Relevance Yes Yes 
Effectiveness Yes Yes 
Efficiency Yes Yes 
Sustainability of benefits Yes Yes 
Rural Poverty Impact Yes No 
Development impact No Yes 
Gender equality and women’s 
empowerment 

Yes No 

Innovation  Yes No 
Scaling up Yes No 
Environment and Natural 
Resource Management 

Yes 
 

No 

Adaptation to Climate Change  Yes No 
Overall Project Achievements Yes Yes 
Partners’ Performance   
IFAD/SDC/ADB  Yes Yes 
Government Yes Yes 
Project completion Report Quality 
Ratings 

 Yes 

Scope Yes  
Quality Yes  
Lessons Learned Yes  
Candor Yes  

IED = Independent Evaluation Department, IOE = Independent Office of Evaluation. 
a IED does not have explicit criteria with individual ratings for gender, innovation, and climate 
change.  However, through its methodology these issues are integrated into other criteria. 
Source: IED. 2016. Guidelines for the Evaluation of Public Sector Operations. Manila: ADB; IFAD. 
2012. Project Completion Report Validation and Project Performance Assessment. Rome. 

 
27. Evaluation framework. Further to the reconstruction of the Theory of Change, IOE, and 
IED developed the evaluation framework containing the key evaluation questions for the 
evaluation, as well as the quantitative and qualitative research tools for collection of primary data 
(Appendix 2). 
 
28. Data collection. The PPER will build on available quantitative [e.g., IFAD results and 
impact management system (RIMs), project M&E and other secondary sources] and qualitative 
(e.g., project documentation) data and information. Primary data will be collected during the field 
mission through focus group discussions, interviews with key informants, direct observations, and 
site visits. In order to complement the qualitative analysis, the evaluation will also collect primary 

                                                
12 ADB uses four point scale in relation to sub-criterion of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and likely sustainability, 

and non-quantitative assessment of other developmental aspects. 
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quantitative data on selected indicators through a mini survey. 
 
29. Stakeholders’ participation. In compliance with the IOE Evaluation Policy and following 
good practice of IED, the main project stakeholders will be involved throughout the PPER. This 
will ensure that the key concerns of the stakeholders are taken into account, that the evaluators 
fully understand the context in which the project was implemented, and that opportunities and 
constraints faced by the implementing institutions are identified. Regular interaction and 
communication will be established with the Asia and the Pacific Division of IFAD, ADB, and with 
the Government.  

 
30. A core-learning partnership (CLP) will be established to enhance the quality of the 
evaluation as well as to build ownership among key partners in the evaluation process and its 
outcomes. The CLP will comprise the following members: 

   
(i)  Representatives of IFAD management:  

 (a) The Lao PDR Country Program Manager 
   Program Management Department, front office 

(ii) Representatives of ADB management:  
 (a) Southeast Asian Regional Department 
 (b) Lao PDR Resident Mission 
(iii). Government authorities at national and provincial levels: 

  (a) National government, provincial governments and district authorities. 
 
D. Evaluation Process 

 
31. Following a desk review of PCR and other key project documents, the PPER will involve 
the following steps: 

 
(i) Country work. As mentioned in the introduction, the joint PPER will be linked to 

ECD activities in the country. The PPER field mission will take place following the 
ECD-PCR training for government officials. The IOE and IED mission members 
will serve as technical resources during the training, which will include Ministry of 
Planning and investment staff who will participate in the evaluation mission. The 
mission will interact with representatives from the government and other 
institutions, beneficiaries, and key informants, in ADB HQ, and in Lao PDR. At the 
end of the mission, a wrap-up meeting will be held in Vientiane to share a 
summary of the preliminary findings and discuss key strategic and operational 
issues. In addition to ADB officials, the IFAD country program manager and/or 
country program officer for Lao PDR is also expected to participate in the wrap-up 
meeting. 
 

(ii) ECD, report drafting, and peer review. After the field visit, the lead evaluators 
from IOE and IED as well as MPI mission members will convene in Manila to 
prepare the joint draft evaluation report. As part of the ECD activities, the 
representatives of the evaluation office of Lao PDR MPI will also convene in 
Manila and will be trained by IOE and IED to prepare their own evaluation report. 
The draft PPER prepared by IOE and IED will be submitted to IOE internal peer 
review for quality assurance. The draft report will also be peer reviewed in ADB. 
  

(iii) Comments by IFAD and ADB Management and the Government. The draft 
PPER will be shared simultaneously with IFAD APR and the Government for 
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review and comments. IED will share the report with Southeast Asia Regional 
Department, as well as the resident mission in Lao PDR. Following the receipt of 
comments, IOE and IED will finalize the report and prepare the audit trail. 
 

(iv) Management response. A written management response on the final PPER will 
be prepared by IFAD management. This will be included in the PPER, when 
published. ADB will likewise follow its internal procedures for processing the report 
before putting it on its website in accordance with ADB’s Public Communications 
Policy. 
 

E. Specific Issues for this Project Performance Evaluation 
 
32. Key issues for PPER investigation. A PPER is a project evaluation with a limited 
scope and resources. As such, PPERs are not expected to investigate all activities financed 
under the project or to undertake an in-depth impact assessment. Selected issues to be 
reviewed closely were identified based on the initial desk review and are outlined below. These 
issues may be fine-tuned and revised based on further considerations or information availability, 
consultation with IFAD, ADB, and the Government.  
 

(i) Targeting, coverage and focus on vulnerable groups. The PPER will assess 
whether (i) the project area selection was realistic also in consideration of the 
reduction in the number of villages covered and beneficiaries reached at 
completion; and (ii) the project was successful or not in reaching the target groups 
(including women and indigenous people) and the appropriateness of the strategy 
adopted. 

 
(ii) Project contribution to Livestock development.  The project identified the lack 

of access to adequate productive resources and marketing opportunities to be a 
constraint to sustainable livelihoods for the poor upland ethnic groups in northern 
Lao PDR. Given the dependence of upland communities on unstable agriculture, 
and its falling productivity and land availability constraints, the project aimed at 
supporting the creation of enhanced livestock systems and the transition from low-
input livestock to commercially oriented production. This was done through the 
introduction of technologies and rural financial services, the promotion of markets 
and enterprise development and community level capacity building. The PPER will 
seek to verify whether the technologies introduced were tailored to the local 
context and contributed to higher value livestock production, greater food security 
and cash incomes for poor upland communities, towards deeper impact in rural 
poverty reduction. 

 
33. The PPER will also seek to assess the extent of project contribution in terms of facilitating 
access to credit by smallholders and microenterprises that otherwise might not have had access 
to finance for investment and working capital. 
 
34. Sustainability of project benefits. the PPER will pay attention to:  

(i) Community institutions such as Livestock Production Groups and women 
associations and implementation structures set up during the project;  

(ii) The maintenance of community and village level infrastructure created during the 
project;  

(iii) Continuity of technical (farmer extension services, livestock health support to 
farmers etc.) and financial services and their benefits to the target population 
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introduced by NRSLLDP in the target districts. In particular, the PPER will review 
the extent to which those services continue to be provided to poor people and in 
particular women after the project has closed. 

 
35. Monitoring and Evaluation and Project Impact. The supervision reports and PCRs 
highlighted the weaknesses in the M & E system of the project, the lack of baseline and key 
impact data at completion (e.g., animal health, selling prices, use of loans provided by the 
Village Livelihood Fund etc.) and the unreliability of the few data collected. The PPER team will 
make an attempt to ascertain the contribution of the project to the sustainable livelihoods of the 
targeted population through observations in the field, key informant interviews and focus group 
discussions with beneficiaries, and collection and analysis of available secondary data.  
 
36. Partnership between IFAD and ADB. In light of the growing partnership between IFAD 
and ADB and the respective comparative advantages that IFAD and ADB have in addressing 
rural poverty reduction in the Asia and Pacific, the PPER will seek to assess the value added of 
the IFAD-ADB partnership and the contribution of the project due to this partnership. 
 

F. Resource Requirements 
 

37. The evaluation will be led by a Team comprising Andrew Brubaker, Senior Evaluation 
Specialist, IED and Simona Somma, Evaluation Officer, IOE of IFAD. Ma. Patricia Lim, Evaluation 
Officer and Myrna Fortu, Associate Evaluation Analyst will support the evaluation team in 
preparing the draft and finalizing the evaluation report. The draft report is proposed to be peer 
reviewed within IED by Maya Vijayaraghavan, Senior Evaluation Specialist and Lucille Ocenar, 
Evaluation Officer.  

 
38. The evaluation will require the inputs of an international consultant and/or agriculture 
and rural development expert (30 working days) and a national consultant (30 working days) for 
conducting household surveys. The estimated cost for the evaluation is $45,000 
(Supplementary Appendix A). The terms of reference of the Consultants and the on-the-job 
trainee for the evaluation capacity development component of the PPER are in Supplementary 
Appendix B. 
 
39. The evaluation will be carried out based on the following schedule: 
 

Date Activities 
II February 2017 Approval of approach paper 
IV February–II March 2017 Mission to Lao PDR 
April 2017 Preparation of draft report 
To be confirmed with IFAD IOE internal peer review 
To be confirmed with IFAD Draft PPE report sent to APR and Government for comments 
To be decided with IFAD Finalization of the report 
To be decided with IFAD Publication and dissemination 

 
40. Communication and dissemination. The final report will be jointly published by IED and 
IOE and disseminated among key stakeholders both online and in print. Presentations on the 
findings and methodological issues will be made at IFAD and ADB, and for national stakeholders 
in Lao PDR. IED and IOE may also present the evaluation findings and their experience in 
conducting the joint evaluation at international forums such as the Evaluation Cooperation Group 
of the Multilateral Development Banks and the United Nations Evaluation Group. 
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Supplementary Appendices (available upon request): 
A.  Cost Estimates 
B. Terms of Reference  
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Livestock Development Project—In the Context of Theory of Change 
 
1. The main premise of the project was in recognition of the limited resource base of 
smallholders in the northern provinces of the Lao People’s Democratic Republic (Lao PDR), 
particularly among the ethnic population and women. The fragility of agricultural productivity 
(due to hilly regions and poor soil conditions), low labor productivity (largely unskilled and not 
even literate in Lao language), paucity of capital (absence of microfinance as well as little 
technological know-how) and ineffective institutions (limited market access as well as absence 
of community driven development) were among the main constraints to development in the 
northern region of the Lao PDR. The majority of population was poor, with pervasive food 
shortages in specific areas. The project sought to provide short-term relief while addressing 
these long-term development constraints through interventions in the four broad areas as 
indicated below.1  
 
2. Livestock development. The project identified lack of modern livestock systems as the 
main problem and sought to use this as a principal instrument of economic development among 
the northern provinces of Lao PDR. The livestock improvements were not only capable of 
yielding a variety of outputs and outcomes across the development needs of target 
beneficiaries, they were also compatible with the lifestyles of the rural households and their 
habitat. Poor households were familiar with livestock, and it traditionally belonged to them over 
centuries. Project design was undergirded by this tacit link.  
 
3. The envisaged project activities assumed that if one could improve livestock’s fertility, 
survival and growth through better livestock management practices, a number of beneficial 
effects could be generated for the target groups, viz., enhanced support for agricultural 
activities, higher earnings and income, better nutrition and utilization of slack time. Thus, within 
the context of a small farm, livestock production provided an opportunity to capture higher value 
added per hectare than the crop-based shifting agriculture.  
 
4. Participatory Poverty Assessment in Lao PDR identified and suggested improved 
livestock productivity and turn-off as the desired outcome to be achieved but the target 
households had little support and modern know-how to pursue this objective. Most of the 
identified livelihood constraints under the project were valid, and if these could be removed even 
partially, the results chain between livestock related inputs, activities and impact could be 
realized. Procurement of livestock technologies and its dispensation among the target groups 
was the main support that the project had to ensure while encouraging target beneficiaries to 
adopt these measures.   

 
5. Labor resources and skills. Declining agricultural productivity, largely based on shifting 
agricultural practices, was the impending threat that was squeezing rural livelihoods. There was 
a pressing need to release the binding constraints of low skills, drudgery and poverty. Building 
human capital through learning about livestock disease control, biosecurity and enhancing the 
limited skills base was catalytic for rural development in the region. Labor efficient technologies 
promised to lessen women’s work in particular and provide them relief while augmenting their 
income. Good livestock maintenance arrangements were expected to help households attain 
better hygiene standards and improve their awareness and information base for maintaining 

                                                
1  The narration of the project’s underlying theory of change is based on the “objective tree” analysis in the Appendix 

3 of the ADB’s Report and Recommendation of the President. During the PPER mission a revised version will be 
prepared in light of the actual implementation and project impact.  
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livestock.   
 
6. Access to finance, credit and capital resources.  Providing access to microfinance-
based financial and credit resources among the rural households was vital. It provided 
immediate relief as well as encouraged community driven development, especially by 
constructing selected village infrastructure. Such interactions predicated on building social 
institutions in the project area, and depended upon mobilizing the target groups to participate in 
the community networks. Access to finance and credit along with capacity building efforts was 
envisaged to enable a social change that would strengthen target beneficiaries’ interests and 
would encourage them to partake in community-wide decision-making processes. In this regard, 
the envisaged role of Lao Women’s Union was critical and project design made special 
provisions (such as direct selection and grant financing) for ensuring their participation.    

 
7. Market access and efficiency.  The project recognized that the efficiency of investment 
interventions and the social change is tested and validated in the market place. The project 
identified this as a crucial take-off stage in the evolution of smallholders’ development in Lao 
PDR. The project expected the rural households to participate in the value-chains through 
improving linkages with the local and distant market places. Demand for livestock was growing 
within Lao PDR as well as across the neighboring countries (viz., Thailand, People’s Republic of 
China and Viet Nam). This market linked transformation was, however, overly optimistic. It was 
only during implementation that it was realized that development of functioning markets would 
require a much longer time.  
 
8. Impact areas. The above mentioned four features of the project were expected to 
eventually impact on two areas, viz., (i) improved livestock productivity, and (ii) improved 
earnings through enhanced production, prices, and marketing options (illustrated in the 
diagram). Working backwards, project interventions were appropriately identified in the context 
where traditional upland livelihoods based on shifting agriculture and forest resources were 
facing a growing crisis. However, the second impact vis a vis the development of markets and 
their functioning was to require longer time frame. Going beyond the target households, 
communities living in the neighboring villages were expected to benefit through peer group 
exchanges of information, and increasing interactions with trained extension staff. 
 
9. In addition, project thrusts were supported by a broader emphasis on decentralization of 
development administration and strengthening grassroots level organizations of smallholders in 
northern Lao PDR. Environmental impacts were expected to be positive, with improved livestock 
production providing a real alternative to environmentally damaging shifting cultivation. Greater 
confinement of livestock was expected to reduce damage to forest areas and the possibility of 
soil erosion through overstocking of pastures while providing opportunities for better 
management and use of manure with potential benefits for crop production. 
 
10. During the evaluation mission and field visits, the main question to explore and answer 
would be: did the project enable the poor households to come out of poverty permanently by 
adopting the new production and management technologies? Additionally, a number of 
secondary issues and questions have been identified in the main text (Section E, main text) 
which would help to shed light on the conceptual underpinnings of the project as per the theory 
of change. 
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Figure A1: Conceptual Project Framework in the Context of Theory of Change 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Asian Development Bank Independent Evaluation Department.
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Evaluation Matrix: Key Evaluation Questions 

Criteria Specific Evaluation Questions and/or Indicators Data Sources 
I. Project Performance 
A. Relevance − Are project objectives consistent with national agriculture and rural 

development strategies and policies, the country strategies and 
concerned ADB sector policies, as well as the needs of the 
beneficiaries? 

− Were the project strategy (i.e., component mix, original as well as 
revised during mid-term review), corresponding financial allocations, 
project management and execution, supervision, and monitoring and 
evaluation arrangements appropriate for achieving the project’s core 
objectives? Were the components of objectives realistic given local 
agro-ecological and socioeconomic conditions, particularly as these 
related to ethnic population and women? 

− Has the project design been participatory, that is, has it taken into 
consideration input and needs expressed by key stakeholders, 
including the Government, executing agencies, service providers, and 
the expected beneficiaries? 

− Has the final appraisal report integrated relevant lessons learned from 
earlier experience of ADB in Lao PDR and evaluations as well as from 
management comments during design? Was the appraisal report 
consistent with the TA report?  Did the appraisal gather key 
information on the local conditions? 

− Have the changes introduced in the mid-term review helped to 
reinforce the relevance of project adequately? 

− Has the project benefited from available knowledge (for example, 
from the experience of other similar projects in the area or in the 
country)? 

− Assess ex-ante and ex-post relevance. Did the original objectives 
continue to remain relevant at the time of evaluation? Have significant 
changes in the project context or ADB policies been retrofitted to the 
design? 

− Was the linkage between development objectives, intended outputs 
and outcomes coherent? Has project design remained relevant over 
the period of implementation? 

− Does the envisaged targeting approach facilitate access for 
disadvantaged groups/households (smallholders, ethnic population 
and women) as planned? 

− Did the project create a conducive environment for enhancing the 
technical and managerial capacities of key stakeholders (government 
and service providers)? 

-  RRP of ADB and 
IFAD approval 
document 

- Loan agreement 
- Appraisal Report 
- Mid-term review-cum- 

BTORs 
- PCRs of ADB and 

IFAD 
- PCR Validations by 

ADB and IFAD 
- CAPE and/or GAD 

evaluations 
- Direct field 

observations by the 
evaluation mission 

- Key informant 
interviews 

B. Effectiveness The objective of the project was to increase the access by smallholder 
households in five provinces to improved livestock development and 
production, thereby increasing agricultural production, productivity, and 
the income of smallholders, and helping to ensure the sustainability of 
their farming systems. 
 
To what extent has the project outputs and outcomes been achieved? 
The evaluation will consider the DMF and indicators indicated there, and 
will include other appropriate indicators subject to their availability.  It will 
also revisit and analyze available data in RIMS. 
 

- changes in the number of smallholders (those with less than 0.5 
hectares) with access to support services; 

- changes in the intensity and/or frequency of support services 
provided; 

- changes in the quality of support services; 
- changes in the number of service providers; and 
- changes in the effectiveness of service provision and improved 

- RRP and/or IFAD 
approval document 

- Loan agreement 
- Appraisal report 
- Mid-term review–

cum-BTORs 
- PCRs of ADB and 

IFAD 
- PCR validations by 

IFAD and ADB 
- GAD evaluation 
- PCU documentation 
- Direct field 

observations by the 
evaluation mission 

- Key informant 
interviews 

- Focus group 
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Criteria Specific Evaluation Questions and/or Indicators Data Sources 
linkages of service providers at different government levels. 

 
- Did farming practices, area and intensity change? 
- What were there changes in yields, total output and cropping 

patterns? 
 

The evaluation will examine the needed complementarities with other 
interventions in the same and allied sectors and determine whether they 
were achieved and increased the development impact of the project. 
 
An associated objective was to enhance the status of women through 
livestock development by focusing support services on enhancing 
agricultural productivity and income, which in ethnic populations was 
predominantly the domain of women.  As such the evaluation will also 
consider: 

- changes in support services to for food production and women;  
- changes in women’s use of support services; and 
- changes in women’s agricultural practices and yields. 
- changes in women’s time management and drudgery 

To what extent have the expected outputs been attained? 
- Output 1: Improved On-farm Livestock Production Technologies.   
- Output 2: Developed Market Efficiency and Livestock 

Enterprises.  
- Output 3: Strengthened Participatory Extension Networks   

Overall, the PPER will try to explain the outcomes achieved: 
- What factors explain the reasons for the above outputs? 
- In particular, were there any major changes in the overall 

context (e.g., policy framework, political situation, institutional 
set-up, etc.) that affected project design, implementation and 
overall results? If yes, what were they and did ADB and the 
Government make the required adjustments to ensure the 
achievement of objectives? 

discussions 

C. Efficiency The PPER will consider both economic and process level efficiency 
when assessing how resources were used to achieve the outcomes. 
− What was the project EIRR?  PPER will check the PCR assumptions 

and validate its EIRR. 
− Is the cost ratio of inputs to outputs comparable to local, national, or 

regional benchmarks for support services? 
− What are the loan costs per beneficiary reached (both at the time of 

appraisal and evaluation) and how do they compare to other ADB (or 
those of other donors) in Lao PDR? 

− What are the administrative costs per beneficiary reached and how 
do they compare to other funded operations (or those of other 
donors) in the same country of other countries? 

− Are there any delays in project implementation and delivery that may 
affect benefits or costs in a significant manner? 

− In addition to delays and cost overruns, are there unnecessary 
complications in project management that could have been avoided?  

− What are the factors that help explain the efficiency performance? 

- RRP and/or IFAD 
approval document 

- Loan agreement 
- Appraisal report 
- Mid-term review–

cum-BTORs 
- PCRs of ADB and 

IFAD 
- PCR Validations by 

ADB and IFAD 
- PCU documentation 
- Direct field 

observations by the 
evaluation mission 

- Key informant 
interviews 

D. Sustainability − Was a specific exist strategy prepared and agreed upon by key 
partners to ensure post-project sustainability? 

− What was the project FIRR?  PPER will check the PCR assumptions 
and validate its FIRR. 

− How resilient to changes (e.g., government and institutional 
arrangements) are the achievements? 

− What are the chances that benefits generated by the project will 
continue in the medium term after project closure, and what factors 
militate in favor of or against maintaining benefits? 

− Political sustainability: Is there clear indication of government 
commitment (at national and provincial levels) to supporting the 

- PCRs of ADB and 
IFAD 

- PCR Validations by 
ADB and IFAD 

- PCU documentation 
- Direct field 

observations by the 
evaluation mission 

- Key informant 
interviews 

- Focus group 
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Criteria Specific Evaluation Questions and/or Indicators Data Sources 
project after the loan closing date, for example, in terms of provision 
of funds for selected activities, human resources availability, 
continuity of pro-poor policies and participatory development 
approaches, and institutional support? 

− Do project activities benefit from the engagement, participation, and 
ownership of local communities, grassroots organizations, and the 
rural poor?  

− Are involved organizations/institutions endowed with sufficient staff, 
recurrent budget, and a mandate to continue providing critical 
services? 

− Are adopted approaches technically viable? Do project users have 
access to adequate training for maintenance? 

− Economic and financial sustainability: Are the economic activities 
promoted by the project generating economic profits or losses (net of 
subsidies)? What is the likely resilience of economic activities to 
shocks or progressive exposure to competition and reduction of 
subsidies? 

− Environmental sustainability: Are the ecosystem and environmental 
resources (e.g., fresh water availability, soil fertility, vegetative cover) 
likely to contribute to project benefits or is there a depletion process 
taking place? 

− Is ADB planning a follow-up project? How have the lessons from this 
project taken on board in the follow-up activities? 

discussions 

II. Institutional Development 
A. Institutional 

Development 
− Did agricultural institutions (e.g., Department of Land and Forestry; 

Provincial Agriculture and Forestry Office, and District Agriculture 
and Forestry Extension Office), service providers, and partners 
change? 

− Within these public and private institutions are there signs of 
improved management capacity, skills, etc.? 

− Did national and/or sectoral policies or the regulatory framework 
affecting the target group change? 

− Did market structures and other characteristics affecting the small 
farmers’ access to services change? 

− How has the Lao Women’s Union been strengthened under the 
project? Have they been adequately strengthened to provide a firm 
basis for future GAD activities in the country?   

− Is there a plan for undertaking ECD activities in the country to 
enhance strengthen institutional development.  What are the 
immediate or short-run steps that ADB/IFAD considering for 
promoting ECD? 

- PCRs of ADB and 
IFAD 

- PCR  Validations by 
ADB and IFAD 

- PCU documentation 
- Direct field 

observations by the 
evaluation mission 

- Key informant 
interviews 

- Focus group 
discussions 

B. Impact − Did the composition and size of household incomes change (more 
income sources, more diversification, higher income)? 

− Did farm households’ physical assets change (farmland, water, 
livestock, trees, equipment, etc.)? 

− Did other household assets change (houses, bicycles, radios, 
telephones, etc.)? 

− Did beneficiaries have adequate access to markets to take 
advantage of enhance productivity and production? 

− Did the natural resources base status change (land, water, forest, 
etc.)? Are there any signs of increased/decreased soil fertility? 

− Were there any other unintended impacts on the target groups/area? 

- PCRs of ADB and 
IFAD 

- PCR Validations by 
ADB and IFAD 

- PCU documentation 
- Direct field 

observations by the 
evaluation mission 

- Key informant 
interviews 

- Focus group 
discussions 

III. Other Assessments 
A. Rural Poverty 

Impact 
 
 
 

− What has been the impact of the project in reducing poverty (in 
terms of both income as well as household assets) in the 18 selected 
districts?  

− In what way have households net assets change due to project 
interventions? 

- RRP and IFAD’s 
project approval 
document  

- PCRs of ADB and 
IFAD 
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Criteria Specific Evaluation Questions and/or Indicators Data Sources 
 
 

B. Gender Equality and 
Women’s 
Empowerment 

 
 
 

C.Innovation and 
Scaling Up 

 
 
 
 

D.Environment and 
Climate Change 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E.  IFAD and ADB  
Performance 
(quality-at-entry 
and supervision) 

− What does government database indicate in regard to the head-
count ratio of poverty? 

− Has the project had the anticipated impact on target beneficiaries?  
− What do households themselves perceive and report about poverty 

condition? 
− Have food nutrition levels gone up in the villages? If so, by how 

much? 
− To what extent have project interventions have contributed to better 

gender equality and women’s empowerment in terms of their access 
to and ownership of assets, resources and services, participation in 
decision-making process, work load balance, and women’s income, 
nutrition and livelihoods? 

− To what extent did the project define and monitor sex-disaggregated 
results to ensure that gender equality and women’s empowerment 
objectives were being met? 

 
− To what extent have project interventions introduced innovative 

approaches to rural poverty reduction?  
− What are the characteristics of innovations promoted by the 

project? 
− To what extent have project interventions been, or are likely to be, 

scaled up by government authorities, development partners, and 
other agencies? 

 
− Have project interventions contributed to resilient livelihoods and 

ecosystems? 
− To what extent did the project adopt approaches and measures for 

restoration or sustainable management of natural resources? 
− Was training and extension services provided to foster efficient 

environment and natural resource management?    
− Has the management of natural resources improved in the rural 

communities of the project?  
− Have the project interventions helped to reduce the negative climate 

change impacts through risk reduction measures? 
 
− Did ADB and/or IFAD mobilize adequate technical expertise in 

project design? 
− Was the design process participatory (with national and local 

agencies, grassroots organizations)? 
− Were specific efforts made to incorporate the lessons and 

recommendations from previous independent evaluations and 
PCRs in project design? 

− Did ADB and/or IFAD (and the Government) take the initiative to 
suitably modify project design (if required) during implementation in 
response to any major changes in the context? 

− What was the performance of ADB and/or IFAD supervision? 
− Was prompt action taken to ensure the timely implementation of 

recommendations from BTORs, including the mid-term review? 
− Did ADB and/or IFAD undertake the necessary follow-up to resolve 

any implementation bottlenecks? 
− What is the role and performance of the Lao resident mission? 
− How was the relationship between headquarters and the resident 

mission to support implementation? 
− Has ADB been active in creating an effective partnership and 

coordination among key partners to ensure the achievement of 
project objectives? 

- PCR Validations by 
ADB and IFAD    

- PCU documentation 
- Direct field 

observations by the 
evaluation mission 

- Key informant 
interviews 

- Focus group 
discussions 

F. Borrower 
Performance 
(quality of 

− Did the Government and ADB and/or IFAD take the initiative to 
suitably modified project design during implementation in response 
to any major changes in the context? 

- RRP of ADB and 
project approval 
document of IFAD 
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Criteria Specific Evaluation Questions and/or Indicators Data Sources 
preparation, 
implementation, 
and M&E) 

− Has government contributed to planning an exit strategy and/or 
making arrangements for continued funding of certain activities? 

− Was the government actively involved in the design of the project or 
follow-up activities?   

− Has government correctly assumed ownership and responsibility for 
the project? By its actions and policies, has the Government been 
fully supportive of project goals? 

− Has adequate staffing and project management been assured? 
Have appropriate levels of counterpart funds been provided on 
time? 

− Has project management discharged its functions adequately, and 
has Government provided policy guidance to project management 
when required? 

− Did Government ensure adequate coordination of the various 
departments involved in execution? At both the National and 
Provincial levels? 

− Has auditing been undertaken in a timely manner and reports 
submitted as required? 

− Has an effective M&E system been put in place and does it 
generate information on performance and impact which is useful for 
project management to take critical decisions? 

− Have loan covenants and the spirit of the loan agreement been 
followed? 

− Has Government facilitated the participation of service providers as 
planned? 

− Have the flow of funds and procurement procedures been suitable 
for ensuring timely implementation? 

- PCRs of ADB and 
IFAD 

- PCR Validation 
Reports by ADB and 
IFAD 

- PCU documentation 
- Direct field 

observations by the 
evaluation mission 

- Key informant 
interviews 

- Focus group 
discussions 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, BTOR = back-to-office report, CAPE = country assistance program evaluation, DMF = design 
and monitoring framework, ECD = evaluation capacity development, EIRR = economic internal rate of return, FIRR = financial 
internal rate of return,  GAD = gender and development, IFAD = International Fund for Agricultural Development, M&E = 
monitoring and evaluation, PCR = project completion report, PCU = project coordination unit, PPER = project performance 
evaluation report, RIMS = results and impact management systems, RRP = report and recommendation of the President, TA = 
technical assistance. 
Source: Asian Development Bank Independent Evaluation Department. 

 
 


	B. Project  Overview
	C. Project Performance Evaluation Scope and Methodology
	D. Evaluation Process
	E. Specific Issues for this Project Performance Evaluation
	F. Resource Requirements

