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A. Introduction 
 
1. The project performance evaluation report (PPER) will evaluate the Mongolia Education 
Sector Reform Project (ESRP).1 Asian Development Bank (ADB) approved a grant of $10 million 
from the Special Funds resources for the ESRP on 21 November 2008. The grant agreement was 
signed on 11 December 2008 and was declared effective on 21 January 2009.  
The original grant closing date was 30 September 2013, which was extended to 30 November 
2014. The project completion report (PCR)2 was circulated in March 2015 and rated it highly 
successful. The project completion report validation report (PVR)3 was circulated in November 
2015 and rated it successful. 
 
2. The PCR and PVR recommended that a PPER be undertaken in late 2019 after the first 
cohort of students have gone through the 12-year education system. By then, the major reform 
policies were to have been implemented for more than 5 years and the project’s impacts better 
placed to be fully evaluated. The PPER will contribute to the learning and accountability, and 
improvement of project design and effectiveness in country and sector operations within ADB. 
Findings and lessons drawn from the evaluation will inform aspects of the Independent Evaluation 
Department’s (IED) evaluation of the ADB Support for Skills Development and Employability, 
programmed for 2020; and provide background and context to next Mongolia Country Partnership 
Strategy Final Review Validation, scheduled for 2020. 
 
B. Country and Strategic Background 
 
3. ESRP commenced at a time when rapid economic growth had created a skills deficit in the 
Mongolian workforce, requiring more attention to higher and skills education. Today, education 
remains a high priority in Mongolia. Developing a better-skilled workforce is critical to strengthening 
Mongolia’s enabling environment to support economic and social development. Private businesses 
face a growing shortage of skilled labor as the educational system has generally not provided 
students with the knowledge and skills that employers need. Mongolia’s education sector 
continues to require infrastructure investment, policy reform, and institutional strengthening to 
improve inclusiveness and efficiency. Previous, ongoing and new investments are expected to 
increase the government’s capacity to provide basic education, and practical skills development. 
 

                                                           
1  ADB. 2008. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors on the Proposed Asian 

Development Fund Grant: Mongolia: Education Sector Reform Project. Manila. 
2  ADB. 2015. Completion Report: Education Sector Reform Project in Mongolia. Manila. 
3  IED. 2015. Validation Report: Education Sector Reform Project in Mongolia. Manila: ADB. 
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4. The government developed the ESRP to build on the achievements of the three previous 
projects, which had supported major education sector reforms, helped reorient the education 
system to the needs of the market economy, and provided investments (e.g., rehabilitated 
schools). ADB supported the Government’s plan to move from an 11-year to a 12-year education 
system, to align Mongolia’s education system with international standards. The successful 
implementation of the new policy required a comprehensive reform of the pre-service teacher 
training (PSTT); reducing the cost and improving the provision of textbooks; streamlining education 
finance, budgeting and planning; introducing innovative approaches to education by enhancing the 
use of ICT for education; and improving teacher training institute facilities in support of 
comprehensive reforms in PSTT. To help further reform and transform the education system and 
to upgrade essential services and facilities, the government requested ADB grant assistance to 
finance the ESRP.    
 
5. At the time of project approval in 2008, Mongolia was classified as Group A developing 
member country and could access Asian Development Fund (ADF) grants, from which the project 
was funded. The ADF is a donor fund that offers grants that promote poverty reduction and 
improvements in the quality of life in the poorer countries of the Asia-Pacific region. Mongolia was 
reclassified as a Group B country in 2011. 
 
C. Project Description 
 
6. Impact, outcomes, and outputs. The ESRP was designed to build on the achievements 
of three previous projects that supported major sector reforms, helped the Government to reorient 
the education system to the needs of the market economy, and rehabilitated schools. The project 
was to support the government to improve the quality and relevance of primary and secondary 
education with a view to shifting to a 12-year education system. The intended impact of the project 
was improved quality, access, efficiency, and effectiveness of the 12-year education system. The 
intended outcome of the Project was be an effective 12-year education system. 
 
7. The Project had four components: (i) Improved educational planning, management, and 
budgeting; (ii) Strengthened PSTT; (iii) Improved affordability, quality, and availability of teaching 
and learning materials; and (iv) Upgraded facilities at teacher training institutes to support reforms 
in PSTT. These were in support of the proposed impact, outcome and outputs of the project. 

(i) Impact. The impact of the project was improved quality, access, efficiency, and 
effectiveness of the education sector. This was measured through the gross 
enrollment ratio and net enrollment rate, among other things. 

(ii) Outcome. The outcome of the project was an effective 12-year education system. 
This was measured through the transition from grade 11 to grade 12, inter alia. 

(iii) Outputs. The intended outputs and indicators remained the same during appraisal 
and upon completion. The ESRP supported outputs in areas corresponding to the 
four aforementioned project components, against 17 performance targets and/or 
indicators specified in the design and monitoring framework (DMF). 

 
8. Project Cost and Implementation Arrangements. A summary of basic project data is 
provided at Appendix 1. The project investment cost at appraisal was estimated at $10.8 million, 
of which $10.0 million was financed from the ADF, equivalent to 92.3% of total costs. The 
Government was provided $830,000 (7.7% of total project cost) as taxes and duties. Grant 
financing and relatively low counterpart financing percentage were justified because of the 
project’s focus on primary and secondary education and education sector reforms to close the 
rural–urban gap in school participation and educational achievement, and because a part of the 
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investment targeted students in poor and remote areas. The Ministry of Education, 
Culture, Science, and Sports was the executing agency for the project.4  
 
D. Some Key Findings of the Project Completion Report and Related Independent 

Evaluations  
 
9. The PCR rated the project highly successful. It was rated highly relevant given its alignment 
with Mongolia’s sector policy and plan and ADB’s country and sector strategies; effective as all 
output performance targets were accomplished; highly efficient with all output performance targets 
achieved within budget and with savings, which were used for additional activities; and most likely 
sustainable based on the government’s commitments, legal and regulatory frameworks, and 
financial trends for the sector.5 The PCR identified lessons on the project design and 
implementation schedule; and the procurement of technical equipment and materials. It also 
identified recommendations specific to the project and for future projects.  
 
10. The PVR downgraded the project rating to successful and found it to be highly relevant, 
effective, efficient, and most likely sustainable. The PVR agreed with the key lessons and 
recommendations and provided an additional lesson that larger consultant inputs are warranted 
during strategic planning and implementation where there are expected changes in government 
and project implementation unit staff. Appendix 2 summarizes the project ratings. 
 
E. Evaluation Objectives and Methodology 
 
11. Objectives. The PPER aims to assess the performance and results of the ESRP, identify 
issues, lessons, and recommendations; inform aspects of the forthcoming IED evaluation of the 
ADB Support for Skills Development and Employability, programmed for delivery in 2020; and 
provide information relevant to the next Mongolia Country Partnership Strategy Final Review 
Validation scheduled for 2020. 
 
12. Scope and evaluation issues. The PPER will assess project formulation, design, 
implementation, achievements, sustainability, and development impact. In particular, it will  
(i) assess the project’s relevance, effectiveness, and efficiency in achieving its objectives and 
outputs, sustainability of outcomes, the institutional development, and education sector impacts; 
(ii) assess the performance of the ADB and executing agency; (iii) identify lessons, issues, and 
recommendations for future ADB operations; and (iv) support the IED evaluation of the ADB 
Support for Skills Development and Employability. 
 
13. Approach. The PPER will be guided by the Guidelines for the Evaluation of Public Sector 
Operations.6 The evaluation will use a mixed evaluation method of triangulating quantitative and 
qualitative information of various sources from the project to the sector level. It will involve  
(i) a desk review of the project documents and other related background materials, (ii) a field 
mission to Mongolia to collect feedback from stakeholders and data to fill information gaps 
identified during the desk review; and (iii) consultations with the project team in ADB headquarters 
and Mongolia. 

 
                                                           
4  The Ministry of Education, Culture, Science and Sports was previously known as the Ministry of Education, Culture 

and Science, and prior to that was known as the Ministry of Education and Science (MES). The evaluation will use 
Ministry of Education, Culture, Science and Sports throughout the report. 

5  Footnote 2. 
6  IED. 2016. Guidelines for the Evaluation of Public Sector Operations. Manila, ADB. 
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14. The desk review of project documents will include the report and recommendation of the 
president, grant agreement, back-to-office reports, ADB board documents, the PCR, and the PVR, 
among others. The review will also include pertinent ADB country and sector strategy documents 
for Mongolia at both appraisal and evaluation. 
 
15. The PPER team will consult with the ADB’s East Asia Department, Urban and Social 
Sectors Division and the Mongolia Resident Mission to identify key stakeholders to be interviewed 
during a field mission; seek advice on information gaps identified through the desk review; and 
plan the field mission and collection of data.  
 
16. During the field mission, the evaluation team will collect first hand perception and opinions 
through semi-structured interviews and discussions with key stakeholders. These will include 
ministries and government agencies, project steering committee members, project implementation 
unit, education institutions, donor agencies, and relevant non-government organizations. An 
indicative evaluation framework is provided at Appendix 3.  
 
F. Resource Requirements and Proposed Schedule 
 
17. The PPER will be led by a senior evaluation specialist to be supported by an international 
education expert, in-country evaluation expert, and with guidance from the Director, Thematic and 
Country Division of IED. Appendix 4 provides the terms of reference and cost estimates for the 
consultants. The internal commenter is yet to be identified.  
 
18. The following schedule is proposed: 
 

Activity/Milestone Target Date 
Preparation of the evaluation approach paper (EAP) IIV May–IV July 2019 
EAP approval I August 2019 
Recruitment of consultants II July–I August 2019 
Desk review III July–IV September 2019 
Independent evaluation mission I–II October 2019 
Analysis and report writing III–IV October 2019 
Internal peer review I November 2019 
Interdepartmental review, including Government Review  III November 2019 
Addressing of comments I–II December 2019 
Draft for editor review III–IV December 2019 
Project performance evaluation report (PPER) finalization I–II January 2020 
Submission for approval (Director, IETC) III January 2020  
PPER submission for approval (Director General, IED) IV January 2020 

 
G. Dissemination of Findings 

 
19. After the approval by the Director General of IED, the PPER will be uploaded on IED’s 
website and will provide inputs to ADB’s evaluation information system. 
 
Appendixes: 
1. Project Basic Data 
2. Summary Ratings 
3. Indicative Evaluation Framework 
4. Terms of Reference and Cost Estimates for International and National Consultants 

(available upon request)  
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PROJECT BASIC DATA 

 
Project Number: 39254-022 PCR Circulation 

Date:  
Mar 2015   

Grant Number: 0125 PCR Validation 
Date:  

Nov 2015   

Project Name: Education Sector Reform Project 
Country: Mongolia  Approved  

($ million) 
Actual  
($ million) 

Sector:  Education  Total Project 
Costs:  

10.83  10.53  

ADB Financing:  
($ million) 

ADF:10.00 Loan:  10.00  9.99  
Borrower:  0.83  0.54  

OCR:0.00  Beneficiaries:  0.00  0.00  
Others:  0.00  0.00  

Cofinancier:   Total 
Cofinancing:  

0.00  0.00  

Approval Date:  21 Nov 2008  Effectiveness 
Date:  

11 Mar 2009  11 Jan 2009  

Signing Date:  11 Dec 2008  Closing Date:  30 Sep 2013  30 Nov 2014  
Project Officers:  J. Asanova  

A. Maruyama  
Location:  
ADB headquarters  
ADB headquarters  

From:  
Nov 2008  
Jun2013  

To:  
May2013  
Nov 2014  

Project Completion Report Date and Rating: March 2015 (Highly Successful) 
IED Validation Date and Rating: November 2015 (Successful) 
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SUMMARY RATINGS 

Criteria PCR 
Validation 

Report 
Reason for Disagreement 

and/or Comments 

Relevance 
Highly 
Relevant 

Highly 
Relevant  

Effectiveness in 
achieving outcome Effective Effective  

Efficiency in achieving 
outcome and outputs 

Highly 
Efficient Efficient 

Civil works and procurement of text books were 
done at lower costs than planned. However, 
project implementation was delayed due to a 
change in curriculum design. Without a full cost-
benefit assessment, it is difficult to affirm the 
project as highly efficient. 

Preliminary 
assessment 
of sustainability 

Most Likely 
Sustainable 

Most Likely 
Sustainable  

Overall assessment 
Highly 
Successful Successful  

Impact Substantial Significant  
Borrower and 
executing 
agency 

Satisfactory Satisfactory 

 
Performance of ADB Satisfactory Satisfactory  
Quality of PCR  Satisfactory  

ADB = Asian Development Bank, PCR= project completion report. 
Note: Project Completion Report, Project completion report validation report used the May 2014 IED Guidelines for the 
Validation of Project/Program Completion Report. 
Source: ADB. 2016. Validation Report. Mongolia: Education Sector Reform Project. Manila.  
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EVALUATION MATRIX: INDICATIVE EVALUATION FRAMEWORK 
 

Evaluation 
Criteria 

Evaluation 
Scope/Sub-criteria 

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. Relevance of the 
project (and its 
components) at the 
time of approval and at 
the time of evaluation  

• 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 EA 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 

• Views of stakeholders 
 

• Project performance 
reports 

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

• Discussions with EA and 
other stakeholders  

• Discussions with 
concerned ADB staff 

• Pertinent data from 
government sources 
 

• 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 

c. Timeliness of grant 
financing 

• Efficiency indicators (e.g. cost 
per beneficiary, noting there 
was no comprehensive 
assessment of costs and 
benefits of the project) 

• Grant utilization 
• Appropriateness of 

implementation arrangements 
and processes 

• Timeliness of financing and 
disbursements 

• Performance and portfolio 
reports of EA and 
participating organizations 

• PCRs, BTORs and other 
project documents/reports 

• Discussions with EA  
• Discussions with 

concerned ADB staff 
• Financial statements of 

implementing agencies 

• Estimation and 
analysis of 
efficiency 
indicators  

• Key informant 
interviews 

• Desk review of 
pertinent 
documents and 
reports 

 

Sustainability a. Likelihood that project 
outcome and outputs 
will be maintained over 
a meaningful timeframe  

b. Continued support from 
stakeholders 

c. Institutional capacity 
and viability to sustain 
the project outcome 

d. Conducive policy 
environment 

• Sustainability indicators 
(portfolio quality, financial 
sustainability ratios) 

• Continued interest of 
stakeholders to support project 
outcomes 

• Capacity and sustainability of 
EA in continuing operations  

• Policy reforms and 
infrastructure instituted  

• EA performance and 
operations reports  

• EA financial statements  
• Discussions with EA and 

participating organizations 
• Discussions with 

concerned ADB staff 
 

• Estimation and 
analysis of 
sustainability 
indicators 

• Key informant 
interviews 

• Desk review of 
pertinent 
documents and 
reports 
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Evaluation 
Criteria 

Evaluation 
Scope/Sub-criteria 

Indicators/Information 
Required 

Sources 
of Information Method 

Performance 
of Executing 
Agency 

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 

• Grant arrangements complied 
with  

• Monitoring, evaluation and 
reporting system instituted and 
operated. 

• Discussions with EA and 
participating organizations 

• Discussions with 
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 
evaluation system and clear 
reporting arrangements 

• Adequacy of supervision 
• Responsiveness to project 

issues and requests for 
changes during implementation 

• Discussions with EA and 
participating organizations 

• Discussions with 
concerned ADB staff 

• ADB staff reports 

• Key informant 
interviews 

• Review of 
pertinent 
documents and 
reports (BTORs, 
etc.) 

Development 
Impacts 

a. Socioeconomic, 
institutional and policy 
impact 

b. Sector impacts 

• Income opportunities and 
employment created through 
the grant 

• Grosse enrolment rate 
maintained, and net enrolment 
increased among school-age 
population 

• Improved performance in 
assessment exams for 
graduates from teacher training 
institutes (2015 baseline) 

• Improved financial policies in 
schools (total recurrent budget 
for primary and secondary 
education increased; and an 
assessment on the 
performance of project schools 
in managing increased budget) 

• Parental costs of education 
reduced in real terms 

• Gender parity index at the 
secondary level 

• Average dropout rate by grade 
• Generation of gender 

disaggregated data 

• Project reports 
• ADB data, performance 

and mission reports 
• Discussions with EA and 

participating 
organizations,  

• Discussions with 
concerned ADB staff 

• Government data 
• Surveys conducted by the 

project and EA and other 
institutions 

• Key informant 
interviews 

• Direct 
observation 
through field 
visits/interviews 

• Review of impact 
assessment 
surveys 

 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, BTOR = back-to-office report, EA = executing agency, PCR = project completion report. RRP = report 
and recommendation of the President,  
Source: Evaluation team leader 


