
CHANGES AND CLARIFICATIONS TO EARLIER PROJECT EVALUATION GUIDELINES 

These guidelines supersede IED’s 2006 Guidelines for Preparing Performance Evaluation 
Reports for Public Sector Operations and the 2014 Guidelines for the Validation of 
Project/Program Completion Reports. They clarify the principles and rating standards to be used 
in preparing self-evaluations and independent evaluations. In addition, some changes are made 
to the guidelines and formats of:   

(i) the project performance evaluation report  (PPER),  
(ii) the technical assistance performance evaluation report (TPER), and  
(iii) the project completion report validation (PVR).  

These are included in the appendixes. 
 
The preparation of Project Completion Reports (PCRs) and Technical Assistance Completion 
Reports (TCRs) is guided by the Project Administration Instructions (PAIs) 6.07 and 6.08 
respectively. ADB Management may decide to update these PAIs to reflect the changes in the 
new PPER, TPER and PVR guidelines.  
 
The following are 10 main additions and changes to the earlier project evaluation guidelines:  
 
1. Criteria for rating a project highly relevant have changed. In order to be rated highly 

relevant, project design must include additional features with the potential for 
transformational effects or which demonstrate innovation.  

2. Project Effectiveness to incorporate assessment of results of safeguard measures 
and gender action plans. The assessment of unintended safeguard outcomes and the 
implementation of safeguard and gender action plans are included when assessing 
project effectiveness. 

3. Specific guidance now given for evaluation of a Multitranche financing facility 
(MFF) (or a tranche of this), sector project, sector development program, policy 
based loan, emergency assistance project, and financial intermediary loan project. 
The guidance takes into account the special Operations Manual sections on the use and 
design of these modalities. The guidelines do not yet have separate guidance for 
designing (and evaluating) Results Based Lending, which ADB is piloting up to 2019, 
and which may be developed in the future. 

4. Specific guidance added for the evaluation of groups of Technical Assistance 
projects. This is now much more elaborated than before, and has main text guidance 
and a separate appendix on the TPER. 

5. Climate change effects of the project (if any) now to be assessed under 
sustainability. The assessment of sustainability will incorporate the positive and 
negative contributions of the project to climate change.  

6. Development impact assessment is changed. Long term impacts of project 
interventions are to be assessed, including unintended impacts, but negative impacts 
from problems with or lack of implementation of safeguards measures are no longer part 
of this. There is more attention for results in thematic areas for which the project is 
categorized under this assessment. From mid 2015 project DMFs no longer include 
indicators for development impact. IED will continue to rate development impact, but will 
make its own assessment of the most suitable indicators and rating points for this.  



7. Evaluation of policy-based operations and investment projects now follow the 
same criteria. The method for rating the success of policy-based operations will be 
identical to that used for investment projects and rely on four core criteria (relevance, 
effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability). The assessment and rating of institutional 
development is abolished. Impact will continue to be rated but the rating will not matter 
for the success rating.  

8. ADB performance assessment to add assessment of major co-financing partners. 
Next to providing an assessment and rating of ADB’s performance, the performance of 
significant cofinancing partners (if applicable) will also be assessed. 

9. Thresholds and cut-off points for success rating are amended. Threshold scores 
are now 0.75, 1.5, and 2.5, the minimum being 0 and the maximum 3. These replace 
earlier thresholds. IED uses equal weights of 25% for each of the four criteria, and the 
criterion scores remain 0, 1, 2 and 3. An average score below 0.75 is rated 
unsuccessful. A score from 0.75 to 1.50 is rated less than successful. A score greater 
than 1.50 but less than 2.50 is rated successful. A score of 2.50 and above is rated 
highly successful. A project cannot be successful if one of the four ratings = 0. 

For the highly successful overall rating, the new threshold constitutes a real 
change. Previously, a project needed three maximum criterion ratings (e.g. highly 
relevant, highly effective and highly efficient) and a second-highest rating (e.g. likely 
sustainable) to be highly successful. The lower threshold now allows the same rating 
with the two highest such ratings and the two second-highest ratings (e.g., highly 
relevant and highly effective, and efficient and likely sustainable).  

10. Formats and structures for PPER, TPER and PVR have changed somewhat. The 
procedures, processes, and templates for PPERs, TPERs and PVRs are updated and 
shown in the appendixes with the following changes to the formats: 

(i) Descriptions of rationale and project formulation are to be discussed when 
assessing project relevance. 

(ii) New sections are added in chapter II for (a) safeguard arrangements and gender 
action plans, and (b) monitoring and reporting. 

(iii) A section to describe consultants’ inputs is consolidated with the section to 
describe other inputs (procurement, construction, and scheduling). 

(iv) The overall assessment section is moved toward the end of the report, after 
discussions of core criteria and other assessments. 

(v) The ‘ADB performance’ section becomes ‘ADB and cofinanciers performance’. 
(vi) Follow-up actions, if any, are to be provided within the lessons section. 

 
The guidelines contain many clarifications, and below are 10 that are key. 
 

1. When to assign a highly satisfactory versus just a satisfactory rating. The criteria 
for assigning a maximum score (e.g. highly relevant) versus a medium or satisfactory 
score (e.g. relevant) are made clear – the maximum rating score is provided if the result 
achieved is more than what was expected or intended. The same applies to the 
differences between the other scores. 

2. The independence of the four core criteria of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency 
and sustainability. The four core assessments are logically complementary and 
interrelated but are rated independently. A project can be less than sustainable but still 



be successful, if it is rated relevant, effective and efficient. A less than relevant project 
can still be successful, if it is rated effective, efficient, and sustainable.  

3. Whether a less than effective project can be efficient. A less than effective project 
delivering less than 80% of its anticipated outcomes and outputs may be less than 
efficient if 100% or more of the original cost was incurred, but may be efficient if 80% or 
less of the cost was incurred (other things equal). 

4. Project design weaknesses which may lead to downgrades of relevance and 
effectiveness. Weak design can be improved through changes of scope, but the scope 
change is not automatically sufficient to turn a project effective. If the weak design was 
preventable, and the scope change came late and then led to a substantial reduction in 
outcomes and outputs, the evaluator may still decide to downgrade effectiveness. Weak 
design should not be mistaken for poor project readiness. The latter is more of an 
efficiency issue. 

5. Scope changes that restore or upgrade the project’s relevance. If the relevance has 
gone down due to an unforeseeable development during implementation, such as a 
natural disaster or an economic crisis, a scope change that is swiftly done and responds 
adequately to the event may restore a project’s relevance and even make it highly 
relevant if the response was innovative and/or transformative.  

6. Circumstances leading to a project rating of less than effective even if the 
intended outcomes have been achieved. This is when the outcomes are formulated 
as national developments (e.g. improved literacy rate) but other interventions or 
developments are responsible for it. The outcomes must be attributable to the project. 

7. Whether project effectiveness is about achieving outcomes or outputs. Project 
effectiveness is about the achievement of project outcomes mainly. Project outputs are 
assessed to ascertain their contributions to the intended outcomes – and to make sure 
the outcomes can be attributed to the project. Footnote: A satisfactory outcome is 
equivalent to achieving 80% or more of the intended outcomes and 85% or more of the 
outputs if the outcomes are difficult to quantify.   

8. What to do if there is a discrepancy between outcome statements in various parts 
of the RRP, design and monitoring framework (DMF), loan or project agreement, 
and PCR. An analysis needs to be made, and agreement on the outcomes should be 
pursued with the department in ADB responsible for the project, preferably at the 
approach paper stage, before the evaluation is written up. The rationale for the project in 
the RRP remains important. 

9. Circumstances under which alternative measures of project efficiency than the 
EIRR are allowed. The EIRR remains a key indicator to assess project efficiency and 
should be calculated whenever feasible. When credible economic costs and benefits 
cannot be calculated, alternative measures of project efficiency can be considered which 
are described in the main text. 

10. Circumstances under which a project for which a high EIRR is calculated still is 
rated less than efficient. This can happen if the EIRR is applicable only to a part or 
some components of the project. If the EIRR is borderline efficient (12%-13%) process 
efficiency factors (especially long delays, which lead to extra costs for ADB and 
counterparts in terms of extended project administration), may lead to a less than 
efficient rating as well. ADB and executing agency internal costs are not generally part of 
the EIRR calculation. 

 




