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A.  Background 
 
1. The Independent Evaluation Department (IED) work plan for 2011-2013, includes two 
higher level evaluations to be completed in 2012. The first is a country assistance program 
evaluation (CAPE) for Samoa. The second is a special evaluation study (SES) on the 
Microfinance Development Strategy (MDS) 2000 of the Asian Development Bank (ADB).1 In this 
context, the proposed project performance evaluation report (PPER) for Loan 1785-SAM: Small 
Business Development Project (Samoa)2 will provide inputs to the two aforesaid higher level 
evaluations.  
 
2. The economy of Samoa comprises a primary sector of about 21% of the gross domestic 
product (GDP), a secondary sector—23% of the GDP, and a tertiary sector—56% of the GDP. 
Most of the private sector enterprises in Samoa are micro and small enterprises (MSEs).3 The 
Government of Samoa embarked a reform process to pursue a sustainable economic growth 
based on a strong and diversified private sector with an emphasis on employment opportunities 
through private sector enterprises. Under the Statement of Economic Strategy 2000-2001, the 
Government undertook major reforms relevant to MSE development to create a sound business 
environment, support Small Business Enterprises Centre (SBEC) to provide assistance to 
MSEs, reduce and simplify taxes and tariffs, liberalize the financial sector, and corporatize or 
privatize public sector assets. 
 
3. The Asian Development Bank (ADB) supported the Government’s reform efforts aiming 
to make the economy more private enterprise based and competitively structured. ADB’s 
assistance strategy in the financial sector for Samoa focused on supporting public sector 
reform, liberalization of the financial sector, promotion of private sector-led growth, and 
corporatization and privatization of state-owned enterprises (SOEs), among others. To this end, 

                                                 
1  ADB. 2005. Finance for the Poor: Microfinance Development Strategy. Manila. The strategy was approved by 

ADB’s Board in 2000.  
2  ADB. 2000. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan and Technical 

Assistance Grant to Samoa for the Small Business Development Project and Proposed Equity Investment in a 
Venture Capital Fund. Manila. 

3  According to an enterprise survey in 1994, Samoa had 586 MSEs and about 80% of them had fewer than 20 
employees. A more resent survey conducted by the Department of Trade, Commerce and Industry, which also 
included self-employed people with business licenses, showed a total of 1,528 businesses with over 80% having 5 
employees or fewer. Most MSEs did not have adequate skill levels, equity, or access to bank borrowings to grow in 
size. 
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in 1998 ADB provided a $7.5 million financial sector program loan (FSPL)4 to support the 
Government introduce financial sector reforms, removing credit ceilings and interest rate 
controls as of January 1998; phasing out the liquid assets ratio as of September 1999; and 
using auctions as the primary monetary policy instrument of the Central Bank of Samoa (CBS). 
Prior to the FSPL, from 1975 to 1984 ADB provided 5 credit lines in a total of $16 million to the 
Development Bank of Samoa (DBS).5 In addition, ADB provided 6 technical assistances (TAs) 
for a total of $950,000 to strengthen the DBS’s institutional capacity. All 5 credit lines to DBS 
were post-evaluated and were rated partly successful in realizing loan objectives, partly due to 
adverse external events such as cyclones, economic recession, and fluctuating prices of 
agricultural products. Also because of internal weaknesses, DBS’s operations suffered from 
large arrears and unsatisfactory collection.  
 
B.  Loan 1785-SAM: Small Business Development Project  
 
4. Description. Loan 1785-SAM was approved by ADB on 21 November 2000, became 
effective on 8 June 2001, and was closed on 30 June 2009. The total project cost was $4.798 
million, of which ADB loan was $3.263 million and the Government financed the remaining 
$1,535 million. The ADB loan was financed from the ADB’s Special Funds (SF) resources. In 
addition, ADB also approved an equity investment of up to $400,000 from its ordinary capital 
resources (OCR) in a Samoa venture capital fund (VCF). The project included a $500,000 grant 
piggy-backed technical assistance (TA) to provide capacity building for financial and business 
advisory intermediaries. The project basic data are in Appendix 1. 
 
5. The objective of the loan was to generate income and employment opportunities in the 
MSE sector through improving MSEs’ access to financial and business development services 
and improving the business environment by addressing outstanding policy issues. The loan 
comprised four components: (i) small business loans guarantee scheme (SBLGS), (ii) pilot 
microfinance facility (MFF), (iii) enhancement of business advisory services, (iv) development of 
policy and infrastructure, and (v) an equity investment in a Samoa VCF. Detailed project 
appraisal and actual costs are in Appendix 2.  
 

6. Issues Raised During Processing. Several key questions were raised during the MRM 
and addressed by the Appraisal Mission. These relate to: (i) the practicability of the number of 
project components under an integrated approach to addressing small business development; 
(ii) need to ensure that adequate support is provided by the Government to carry out legal 
reforms proposed under the Project to the proposed investment in the VCF; (iii) need to address 
customary land issues through policy dialogue and not from TA under the project alone; (iv) the 
need to identify other sources of funding for the SBEC besides the New Zealand Official 
Development Assistance Program; (v) difficulty to administer the proposed microfinance 
component as it may involved community-based organizations besides the DBS; (vi) projected 
VCF is less of a venture capital fund than an subordinated debt fund. Risks should be carefully 
thought through, and (vii) need to carefully review proposed loan assurances. 

                                                 
4  ADB. 1998. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan and Technical 

Assistance Grant to Samoa for the Financial Sector Program. Manila (Loan 1608, for $7.5 million, approved on 19 
February). 

5  The 5 credit lines were: (i) Loan 218-SAM: Development Bank of Western Samoa, for $1.0 million, approved on 18 
March 1975; (ii) Loan 287-SAM: Second Development Bank of Western Samoa, for $3.0 million, approved on 16 
December 1976; (iii) Loan 366-SAM: Third Development Bank of Western Samoa, for $4.0 million, approved on 21 
November 1978; (iv) Loan 527-SAM: Fourth Development Bank of Western Samoa, for $4.0 million, approved on 
29 September 1981; and (v) Loan 707-SAM: Fifth Development Bank of Western Samoa, for $4.0 million, 
approved on 15 November 1984.  
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7. Project Completion Report. A project completion report (PCR) for the loan was 
prepared on 23 December 2009.6 It rated the project overall performance as partly successful, 
and relevant, less effective, less efficient, less likely, and significant. The PCR gave the project 
a less effective rating due to the failure to establish the Small Business Development Fund 
(SBDF) to provide secure funding to SBEC and other business development services (BDS) 
providers in improving their capacities. Also, the policy development component did not fully 
achieve its expected outcomes with several important policy matters continuing to await further 
action and support at the project completion. The project was judged less efficient on the ground 
of the delays, under-utilization of some of the loan categories (such as the SBDF), slow 
disbursements of loan proceeds, and communication difficulties among key agencies (detailed 
disbursements in Appendix 3).7 The project’s sustainability was rated less likely because of the 
concerns that borrowers of the MFF might have not had sufficient training and follow-up support 
to ensure that loans would be used to generate income, and doubts about the availability of 
income earning opportunities in the villages. The sustainability of the policy work was judged 
less likely because of its dependence on further external assistance and follow-up actions by 
the Government, and that of the SBDF was assessed unlikely since the project ended and the 
fund was never established. 
 
8. PCR Validation Report. The draft PCR validation report (PVR) is under finalization. It 
rated the project overall performance as partly successful, and partly relevant, less effective, 
less efficient, less likely sustainable, and of modest impact. The relevance of the project 
declined during implementation and at completion, which resulted in non-utilization of the VCF 
component, and underutilization of the SBDF. Hence, the outputs and outcomes envisaged at 
appraisal were not achieved. Further, the policy reform component activities were delayed and 
still continuing at project completion. Taking into account these factors, IED assessed the 
project as only partly relevant. The draft PVR concurred with the less effective rating of the PCR 
in that the project was not able to achieve most of its expected outputs and outcomes. The draft 
PVR supported the PCR’s less efficient rating of the project. Project implementation was 
delayed by about 3 years. The VCF component was not utilized, while the SBDF component 
was underutilized. The SBLGS, although was over-utilized, had high arrears and foreclosures. 
The draft PVR concurred with the PCR as regards the less likely sustainability of the project. As 
for the project impacts, the draft PVR questioned about the project real impact on the country’s 
economic development because of the large number of loan arrears. To ensure greater 
economic impacts, there would be a need to strengthen policies and procedures for loan 
guarantee operations, microfinance lending, business development services, and procedures 
for project monitoring, and tighter arrear control. The draft PVR rated the impact as modest. 
 
C.  Evaluation Objective, Scope, and Methodologies 
 
9. Objective. The independent evaluation mission (IEM) will produce a PPER for Loan 
1785-SAM: Small Business Development Project. The PPER’s findings and lessons would be 
useful for the forthcoming Samoa CPS and the program that follows. 
  
10. Scope. The PPER will (i) assess the project’s relevance, effectiveness, and efficiency in 
achieving its objectives and outputs, sustainability of outcomes, the institutional development, 
                                                 
6  ADB. 2009. Completion Report: Small Business Development Project in Samoa. Manila (Loan 1785-SAM).  
7  Loan disbursements were scheduled at appraisal to start in 2001, but did not actually start until 2002. Subsequent 

loan disbursements were lower than appraisal estimates and by end 2005 (year 5 of the project), total 
disbursements were only 21%. Consequently, the loan required three extensions and loan disbursements 
continued until 2009, versus the appraisal closing date of 31 August 2006. 
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and socio-economic impacts; (ii) assess the performance of the ADB, concerned government 
agencies (executing agency (EA) and implementing agencies (IAs), among others), and 
participating organizations (POs) including financial institutions, policy advisory entities, 
business development services providers, etc.; and (iii) identifying key issues and lessons for 
future ADB operations in the MSE and microfinance sectors. 
 
11. Methodologies. The PPER will involve (i) a desk review of the project documentation 
and other related background materials, and (ii) a field mission to collect secondary data and 
first hand perception and opinions through semi-structured interviews and discussions with key 
concerned stakeholders in Samoa. The latter includes representatives of the EA and IAs, 
project steering committee (PSC), project management unit (PMU), and other POs, including 
other concerned ministries, key participating financial institutions and banks, donor agencies, 
and non-government organizations (NGOs). The IEM will also to conduct a small survey of MSE 
clients of SBLGS and SMDF and MFF borrowers. Preliminary findings will be shared and 
discussed with ADB field office covering the Samoa program as well as ADB staff in the 
headquarters involved in the formulation and implementation of the project. 
 
12. The PPER will follow the IED’s Guidelines for the Preparation of Performance Evaluation 
Reports for Public Sector Operations dated January 2006. An indicative evaluation framework is 
presented in Appendix 4. 
 
D.  Key Evaluation Issues  
 
13. The findings of the PCR and IED’s draft PCR validation report (PVR) raise a number of 
questions and issues about the project’s performance. Below are some of the key issues that 
require close examination during the evaluation.  
 
14. Project Design. It appeared that the project design was too complex for the nascent 
development state of the Samoan financial sector. The draft PVR pointed out that the project 
was over-burdened with diverse and complicated components. This made the implementation 
difficult resulting in the failure of the VCF component and under-utilization of the SBDF, hence 
major appraisal outputs and outcomes were not achieved. The project ultimately ended up more 
as a loan guarantee scheme for small businesses with the SBLGS taking up 66% of the total 
cost and 80% of the ADB loan against the appraisal estimate at 43%. The VCF was established 
after a considerable delay in 2005, but was cancelled in 2007 due to the lack of venture capital 
opportunities in the country and financial viability doubts of applications from businesses. The 
only component that appeared at loan closure to be a relative success is the MFF, though the 
component accounted for a relatively small portion of the loan, 9% at appraisal and 12% at 
closure. The PPER will assess the project design and its components in the context of the 
financial sector policy environment, implementation capacity of the EA/IAs and other concerned 
POs.  
 
15. Intervention Sequencing. One key lesson learned from previous ADB assistance in the 
financial sector to Samoa that was highlighted in the RRP was that legal and regulatory reforms 
should precede or at least accompany direct project interventions (see Appendix 5 for key 
lessons learned and recommendations from past projects). However, the draft PVR pointed out 
that most policy reform activities were delayed and still continuing at the loan completion. Hence 
the lack of required legislative back up and the project’s effectiveness below expectations. The 
SBLGS component, though over utilized the appraisal target allocation, its effectiveness in 
contributing to income and employment creation appeared questionable because of high loan 
arrears (30% of total value of all current loans) and loan foreclosures (6%). The SBDF was 



  

 

5

largely under-utilized (about 13% of the appraisal target allocation). The MFF utilization 
exceeded the appraisal target allocation (130% of target). However, it had high loan arrears of 
23% of loans to the Women in Business Development Incorporated (WIBDI). With high arrears 
in SBLGS, SBDF, and MFF, the draft PVR raised concerns about the sustainability of these 
schemes. The PPER will collect detailed information/data and examine the causes (legal and 
regulatory environment, loan procedures, institutional capacity, etc.) to high loan arrears of the 
SBLGS and MFF and the under-utilization of the SBDF.   
 
16. Adaptability. Project implementation was delayed and the disbursements did not start 
until 2002. Moreover, when disbursements started, they were substantially lower than the 
appraisal estimates (see Appendix 3). This caused 3 loan extensions and the loan was closed in 
2009, four years behind the expected closing date. The PCR assessed the performance of the 
borrower satisfactory and deemed the project delays to the project’s complex design and 
implementation difficulties. Likewise, the PCR assessed ADB performance satisfactory. The 
draft PVR found that the performance of both borrower and ADB was less satisfactory. The 
PPER will examine features in the implementation arrangements and borrower’s capacity that 
might have caused the project a long time for re-allocating funds across components or 
dropping unnecessary components to more properly reflect the circumstances.   
 
E.  Resource Requirements and Proposed Schedule 
 
17. The PPER will be conducted by a team comprising a senior evaluation specialist/Team 
Leader, an evaluation officer, an international consultant, and a domestic consultant. The 
indicative schedule for the PPER is: 
 

Approval of Position Paper     IV Oct 2010 
Field Mission       II–III Nov 2010 
Peer Review       II Jan 2011 
Interdepartmental/Government Review  IV Jan 2011 
Editing        III Feb 2011 
Advisor IED      IV Feb 2011 

 Approval by Director General, IED    I Mar 2011 
 
18. Geoff Crooks, Senior Evaluation Specialist/IED2 will be the peer reviewer for this PPER. 
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BASIC DATA 
Loan 1785−SAM (SF): Small Business Development Project 

PROJECT PREPARATION/INSTITUTION BUILDING 
TA 
No. 

TA Name Type Person- 
Months 

Amount 
($’000) 

Approval 
Date 

3549 
 

Capacity Building of Financial and 
Business Advisory Intermediaries1 

ADTA 21 500 21 November 2000 

KEY PROJECT DATA ($ million) As Per ADB 
Loan 

Documents 

Actual 

Total Project Cost 4.464 4.729 
Foreign Exchange Cost 2.604 2.933 
Local Currency Cost 1.860 1.865 
ADB Loan Amount/Utilization 3.500 3.263 

(SDR million)  2.181 
ADB Loan Amount/Cancellation  0.795 

(SDR million) 0.516 
 
KEY DATES Expected Actual 
Fact-Finding  15-20 May 2000 
Appraisal  31 July-8 August 2000 
Loan Negotiations  12-13 October 2000 
Board Approval  21 November 2000 
Loan Agreement  6 March 2001 
Loan Effectiveness 4 June 2001 8 June 2001 
First Disbursement  24 July 2002 
Project Completion 28 February 

2006 
30 September 2008 

Loan Closing 31 August 2006 30 June 2009 
Months (effectiveness to completion) 56 88 
 
BORROWER Independent State of Samoa 
EXECUTING AGENCY Ministry of Finance 

MISSION DATA 
 No. of Missions No. of Person-Days 

  Fact-Finding 1 12 
  Appraisal 1 35 
  Project Administration 11 78 
       Inception 1 10 
       Review 8 52 
       Country Portfolio Review 2 16 
  Project Completion 1 10 
  Independent Evaluation 1  

 

                                                 
1 Attached technical assistance grant to Loan 1785-SAM. 
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DETAILED PROJECT COSTS  
($ million) 

   
Item 

 
Appraisal 

 
Actual 

 
% of total 
(Actual) 

Ratio 
(Actual/Appraisal) 

SBLGS 1.500 3.161 65.88 2.107 
SBDF 1.000 0.129 2.69 0.129 
MFF 0.301 0.397 8.28 1.319 
Project Management Unit 0.565  0.802a 16.72 1.419 
Other Consultants 0.348 0.052 1.09 0.149 
Equipment and Vehicles 0.150 0.187 3.90 1.247 
Interest 0.099 0.069 1.44 0.697 
Unallocated 0.501 0.000 0.00 0.000 
Total Project Cost 4.464 4.798     100 1.041 

SBLGS = Small Business Loans Guarantee Scheme, SBDF = Small Business Development Fund, MFF = 
Microfinance Facility. 
a Includes $148,380 for Customary Land Expenses (PCR, Appendix 3, 23 December 2009). 
Source: ADB. 2010. Validation Report: Small Business Development Project in Samoa (Draft). Manila (Loan 

1785, May). 
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PROJECT DISBURSEMENTS: APPRAISAL VS. ACTUAL 

 
Category  2001    2002    2003    2004    2005    2006    2007    2008    2009    Total   

 Small Business Loans Guarantee Scheme    320,000  300,000  300,000  300,000   300,000   -   -   -   -  1,520,000   
 Actual    -  294,279  108,477  165,561   125,758  685,118   944,458   837,249   -  3,160,900   
            
 Small Business  Development Fund    200,000  200,000  200,000  200,000   200,000   -   -   -   -  1,000,000   
 Actual    -   4,895   35,456   8,149    2,597   14,110   3,072   38,369   22,314   128,962   
            
 Pilot Microfinance Facility    321,000   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   301,000   
 Actual    -   -  302,238   -   -   -   -   3,272   91,985   397,495   
           
 Project Management Unit    187,320  132,320  189,820  132,320   189,820   -   -   -   -   831,600   
 Actual    -  58,308   31,389  132,773    56,378  159,112   157,997   199,316   6,718   801,991   
           
 Policy, Infrastructure and Institutional Strengthening    84,100   38,600   65,800   11,300    11,300   -   -   -   -   211,100   
 Actual    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -  
           
 Other Consultants    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -  
 Actual    -   -   1,473   28,514    9,250   5,092   7,324   768   -   52,422   
           
 Equipment and Vehicle    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -  
 Actual    -   76,107   3,433   8,733    3,980   11,239   50,051   33,483   -   187,026   
           
 Interest    9,432   14,459   20,276   24,988    30,261   -   -   -   -   99,416   
 Actual    -   -   5,324   8,644    10,494   12,447   19,129   13,035   -   69,073   
           
 Unallocated    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -  
 Actual    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -  
           
 Contingency    135,108   82,815   93,683   80,823    88,460   -   -   -   -   480,889   
 Actual    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -  
           
 Venture Capital Fund    120,000   -   80,000   80,000   120,000   -   -   -   -   400,000   
 Actual    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -  
           
 Total Appraisal   1,376,960  768,194  949,579  829,431   939,841   -   -   -   -  4,864,005   
 Total Actual    -  433,589  487,789  352,375   208,457  887,118  1,182,031  1,125,492  121,017  4,797,867   

- = nil.  
Source: PCR. 23 December 2009. 
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EVALUATION FRAMEWORK 
 

Evaluation Criteria 
Evaluation 

Scope/Subcriteria 
Indicators/Information 

Required Sources of Information Method 
Relevance a. Consistency with the 

country’s  development 
priorities 

b. Consistency with ADB’s 
country and sector 
strategies 

c. Appropriateness of project 
design 

d. Continued relevance of the 
project (and its 
components) at the time of 
approval and at the time of 
evaluation (ex post)  

 Project design and 
framework 

 Process followed in design 
formulation 

 Project outputs and 
outcomes 

 Overall project 
performance 

 Fund utilization  

 Board and management 
meeting minutes 

 RRP, PCRs (ADB and 
Government), BTORs and 
other project documents 

 Discussions with Executing 
Agency (EA), 
Implementing Agencies 
(IAs) and other 
stakeholders  

 Discussions with 
concerned ADB staff  

 Desk review of pertinent 
project documents 

 Key informant interviews 
(qualitative, in-depth and 
semi-structured) 

 Analysis of project 
performance indicators 

Effectiveness a. Extent that project 
outcomes/targets as 
defined in the design and 
monitoring framework were 
achieved. 

b. Factors responsible for 
non-achievement and/or 
achievement of expected 
outcomes 

c. Influence of the 
implementation 
arrangements and 
processes on project 
outputs and outcomes 

d. Role of overall economic, 
policy and institutional 
environment in affecting 
project outcomes 

 

 Project targets, expected 
outcomes vs. actual 
performance: e.g., no. of 
MSEs started; no. of 
enterprises diversified; 
amount of loan 
guarantees; no. of loan 
guarantees; no. of new 
microfinance loans; 
average loan of 
microfinance loans; no. of 
members with savings. 

 Pertinent secondary data 
from government sources 

 Views of stakeholders 
 

 Project performance 
reports 

 RRP, PCRs (ADB and 
Government), BTORs and 
other project documents 

 Discussions with EA, IAs, 
and other stakeholders  

 Discussions with 
concerned ADB staff 

 Desk review of pertinent 
project documents and 
reports 

 Key informant interviews 
(qualitative, in-depth and 
semi-structured) 

 Analysis of project actual 
performance vis-à-vis  
targets and expected 
outcomes 

Efficiency a. Assessment of how well 
project resources were 
used in achieving the 
outcomes 

b. Efficiency of 
implementation processes 
and arrangements 

 Efficiency indicators (e.g., 
collection efficiency, 
operating cost ratio, loans 
to guarantee ratio, etc.) 

 Loan utilization 
 Appropriateness of 

implementation 

 Performance and portfolio 
reports of IAs and 
participating organizations 

 PCRs, BTORs and other 
project documents/reports 

 Discussions with EA and 
IAs 

 Estimation and analysis of 
efficiency  indicators  

 Key informant interviews 
 Desk review of pertinent 

documents and reports 
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Evaluation Criteria 
Evaluation 

Scope/Subcriteria 
Indicators/Information 

Required Sources of Information Method 
c. Timeliness of financing arrangements and  

processes 
 Timeliness of financing 

and disbursements 
 

 Discussions with 
concerned ADB staff 

 Financial statements of 
implementing agencies 

 
Sustainability a. Likelihood that human, 

institutional, financial and 
other resources are to 
sufficient to maintain the 
outcomes of the project 

b. Continued support from 
stakeholders 

c. Institutional capacity and 
viability to sustain project 

outcomes 
d. Conducive policy 

environment 
 

 Sustainability indicators 
(portfolio quality, financial 
sustainability ratios) 

 Continued interest of 
stakeholders to support 
project outcomes 

 Capacity and sustainability 
of implementing agencies 
in continuing their 
guarantee/fund operations  

 Policy reforms and 
infrastructure instituted  

 Performance and 
operations reports of 
implementing and 
participating agencies 

 Financial statements of 
implementing and 
participating agencies 

 Discussions with EA, IAs, 
participating organizations, 
and concerned ADB staff 

 Estimation and analysis of 
sustainability indicators 

 Key informant interviews 
 Desk review of pertinent 

documents and reports 

Performance of Executing 
Agency and Implementing 
Agencies 

a. Quality of preparation 
b. Quality of implementation 
c. Adequacy of monitoring, 

evaluation and reporting 

 Degree of ownership and 
involvement in 
identification and design 
formulation 

 Support for policy 
development and 
infrastructure 

 Adequate institutional 
arrangements for project 
implementation 

 Covenants complied with.  
 Monitoring, evaluation and 

reporting system instituted 
and operated. 

 Discussions with EA, IAs, 
participating organizations, 
and concerned ADB staff 

 ADB performance 
data/reports. 

 Key informant interviews 
 Review of pertinent 

documents and reports 
(BTORs, etc.) 

Performance of ADB a. Quality of design and at 
entry 

b. Quality of supervision 

 Relevant economic, 
institutional and 
stakeholder analysis for 
establishing project 
rationale 

 Assessment of project 
risks and incorporation of 
lessons learned 

 Effective monitoring and 

 Discussions with EA, IAs, 
participating organizations, 
and concerned ADB staff 

 ADB staff reports. 

 Key informant interviews 
 Review of pertinent 

documents and reports 
(BTORs, etc.) 
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Evaluation Criteria 
Evaluation 

Scope/Subcriteria 
Indicators/Information 

Required Sources of Information Method 
evaluation system and 
clear reporting 
arrangements 

 Adequacy of supervision 
 Responsiveness to project 

issues and requests for 
changes  during 
implementation 

Impact a. Socioeconomic, 
institutional and policy 
impact 

 Income opportunities and 
employment created 
through the loan guarantee 
scheme 

 New MSEs started through 
the guarantee scheme 

 Diversification of existing 
enterprises 

 Promulgation of new 
company law 

 Updated chattel registry 
 New credit reference 

facility established in 
private sector 

 Working group on 
customary land issues 
established and legislative 
amendments promulgated 
as necessary 

 

 Project reports 
 ADB data/performance 

and mission reports 
 Discussions with EA, IAs, 

participating organizations, 
and concerned ADB staff 

 Government sources for 
legal and regulatory 
changes undertaken 

 Surveys conducted by the 
project and other 
institutions 

 Key informant interviews 
 Direct observation through 

field visits/interviews 
 Review of impact 

assessment surveys1 
 

 

                                                 
1  An impact assessment survey was presented in the PMU Monitoring Report (March 2008). Also, Nimmo-Bell & Company Ltd. carried out a survey for the review 

of the Samoan Small Business Enterprise Center (SBEC).  
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SAMPLE LESSONS FROM DBWS PROJECT EXPERIENCE  
WITH ADB-FINANCED DFI LOANS 

 
ADB Loan  Overall Rating Key Lessons 

Loan 0218 PCR: No rating 
(Successful?) 
PPER: No rating 

 DFIs still in their formative stages, technical assistance in addition to the project loan 
should be furnished technical assistance to assist in institutional development. (PPER) 

 If there is continuing need for institution development after the loan is closed which 
cannot be provided by the ADB then it should actively assist the Executing Agency (EA) 
in securing bilateral assistance. (PPER) 

 Project experience confirmed that DFIs in countries like Samoa during their formative 
years may need to rely heavily on expatriate experts to fill managerial posts. (PPER) 

 During appraisal, the ADB should ensure that appropriate and timely measures  are 
taken to minimize staff turnover in case this is likely to be a problem for the EA. (PPER) 

Loan 0287 PCR: No rating 
PPER: Generally 
Successful (?) 

 Portfolio development should continue to be determined by demand for credit and ought 
not to be geared toward cost savings. (PPER) 

 DBWS’s interest rate structure could be refined to lessen elements for subsidy where 
they are not necessary and to improve DBWS’s earning capacity. (PPER) 

 New approaches such as retailing small loans through credit unions and collective 
guarantees should be encouraged and their application tested in pilot programs. 
(PPER) 

 Policies and programs of various governmental agencies ought to be synchronized to 
permit maximum impact of DBWS’s lending activities. (PPER) 

 Innovative approaches by DBWS to use socio-cultural factors to its advantage could 
probably have been identified earlier if the establishment of new institutions and 
activities in untested environmental were supported by interdisciplinary analysis and 
problem solving. (PPER) 

 Several DFIs in similar environments in the SPDMCs could probably benefit from efforts 
to design simple data frameworks for monitoring performance and assessing impacts. 
(PPER) 

 The discrepancies between ADB financial performance expectations and DBWS actual 
performance raises questions as to whether ADB expectations are realistic given the 
socioeconomic circumstances in which DBWS operates. (PPER) 

Loan 0366 PCR: No rating 
PPER: No rating 
 

 The Government should consider allowing DBWS the freedom to make revisions in its 
lending rates to ensure profitability and thereby reduce gradually reduce its dependence 
on the Government for financial support. (PCR) 

 Increases in DBWS’s lending rate and the need to for DBWS to set its own lending 
rates may have important implications on the overall interest rate structure in the 
country and may also affect the level of government financial assistance required fro 
DBWS. It is therefore considered advisable that these aspects be closely monitored by 
ADB for a continuous policy dialogue. (PPER) 

 Project experience suggests that institutional strengthening is a long-term process 
requiring a creations of skills and streamlining of operations need to be supported by a 
build-up of expertise. Therefore, ADB continuous support particularly in the field of 
institution building is warranted. (PPER) 
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Loan 0527 PCR: No rating 
PPER/RE: Partly 
Successful 

 Project experience suggests that the scope and procedures of DFI operations need to 
be adapted to local socio-cultural context. Schemes involving direct DFI lending to the 
small –scale agricultural sector necessitate complement an effective advisory, 
monitoring and extensions service. (PPER) 

 Using market rates of interest and having effective collection performance are the only 
guarantee to long-term success and sustainability of financial intermediaries. (RE) 

 Collection is dependent in substantial part on collateral. If there are institutional 
bottlenecks that prevent use of standard collateral items, innovative solutions to the 
problem must be found. (RE) 

 Effective methods must be found to ensure collection of operational, financial and 
socioeconomic data by financial intermediaries from the sub-borrowers. In case of 
institutions without sufficient capacity, it is not adequate for ADB to just include loan 
covenants to ensure data collection. It should provide technical assistance to undertake 
this work and to train and supervise counterparts. The same applies to the assessment 
of environmental impacts. (RE) 

 Voluminous high quality operating and other manuals tend to adorn shelves; the field 
staff of DFIs should have portable user-friendly guidelines based on these manuals. 
(RE) 

Loan 0707 PCR: Partly 
Successful  

 The ADB needs to inform the Government and DBWS management of specific 
performance standards (i.e., minimum) required for a relatively mature development 
finance institution and which had received substantial assistance from the ADB. (PCR) 
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