
F. ANALYSIS OF FACTORS AFFECTING PROJECT EFFICIENCY AND SUSTAINABILITY 

 

1. A regression analysis is used to determine the factors that affect efficiency, severity of 

implementation delay (process efficiency) and sustainability of a development project.
1
 The binary nature 

of the dependent variables (e.g. efficient/ inefficient) requires the use of a discrete choice model to 

empirically test the relationship between the dependent variables and a set of project- and country-level 

characteristics. In the probit model, for example, a project rated (Y) efficient is given a value 1 while a 

project rated inefficient is given a value of 0. The probability 𝑝
𝑖
 of having an efficient rating over an 

inefficient rating can be expressed as: 
2
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where Φ is the cumulative distribution function of a standard normal variable which ensures 0≤ 𝑝𝑖 ≤ 1, 

𝒙 is a vector of factors that determine or explain the variation in the project’s efficiency rating and 𝛽 is a 

vector of parameters or coefficients that reflects the effect of changes in 𝒙 on the probability of efficiency. 

The relationship between a specific factor and the outcome of the probability is interpreted by the means 

of the marginal effect which accounts for the partial change in the probability.
3
 The marginal effects 

provide insights into how the explanatory variables change the predicted probability of project efficiency. 

 

2. The efficiency, severity of implementation delay, and sustainability of a development project are 

determined by several complex observable and unobservable factors. These observable factors are the 

elements of vector 𝒙 representing the explanatory variables in the model. The dependent variables: 

efficiency and sustainability are measured as ratings (transformed into binary) provided in validated 

project completion report (PVR). The severity of implementation delay is measured in binary number 

whether a project had severe or less delay in implementation. Table F.1 describes the variables, including 

how each was specified in the econometric model. The project-level characteristics include (i) design and 

preparation related variables: presence of project preparation technical assistance (PPTA), presence of 

mid-term review (MTR), design complexity (number of project components, location impact and 

environmental safeguards category); (ii) implementation variables: performance prior to MTR, 

implementation arrangements, number of project officers involved, length of involvement of Team 

Leader, months delegated to resident mission, and number of supervision missions; (iii) other project 

characteristics: estimated project cost,  a dummy category based on year of approval to control for 

unobserved time effects (e.g., improvement in the system over time, in general), indicators of project 

administration (i.e., percentage of cost overrun, lending modality, and sector classification). Other 

project-level characteristics that indicate the quality of project design and preparation (e.g. quality of 

dialogue, presence of detailed design) and sustainability- specific indicators were not included either due 

to missing information or lack of statistical significance.
4
  

 

3. The efficiency and sustainability of a development project also depend on the conditions in the 

country in which the project is being implemented. Among these are the economic environment and the 

political stability of a country. In controlling for these country-level effects, gross domestic product 

                                                           
1
  The efficiency rating takes into account the project’s economic internal rate of return (EIRR), implementation delay or a 

combination of both. Most of the project’s efficiency rating is often EIRR driven but in cases where projects experience undue 

delays, the efficiency rating would often be mainly driven by the delay. Hence, assessing factors that influence implementation 

delay is also important as it will provide a better understanding of the project’s overall efficiency.  

2
 The inverse standard normal distribution of the probability is modeled as a linear combination of predictors. See W.H. Greene. 

2011. Econometric Analysis, Prentice Hall. 7th ed. Upper Saddle River, New Jersey, USA. 

3
   Compared to linear or logit regression coefficients, the interpretation of probit regression coefficients is not straightforward as 

these relate the change in the z-score or probit index to a one-unit change in the predictor. Instead, the average marginal effect 

is computed where it represents the change in response to a change in a covariate (predictor). Nevertheless, the interpretation 

of direction (sign) and variable significance of the coefficients in the first-step of probit estimation is similar to other linear or 

logit regression coefficients. 

4
  See Table F.4 for complete list of the initial variables considered for this statistical exercise. 
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averaged over the project implementation period is included to account for the economic environment 

and the political stability index for the political environment at loan approval. The regional location of a 

development project is also included to control for regional differences that may affect the probability 

of project efficiency and sustainability but which are not captured by the country-level variables. 

 

Table F.1: Description of the Variables Used in the Probit Regression Model 

Variable Description 

Dependent Variable 

Efficiency Rating A binary variable that takes a value of 1 if the project is rated efficient or highly efficient 

and 0 otherwise 

Implementation 

Delay
a
  

A binary variable that takes a value of 1 if the project is above the average of the 

implementation delay for investment projects (19.32 months) and 0 otherwise 

Sustainability Rating  A binary variable that takes a value of 1 if the project is rated likely sustainable or most 

likely sustainable and 0 otherwise 

Explanatory Variables 

Project Design and Preparation  

Presence of Project 

Preparatory TA 

(PPTA) 

A binary variable that takes a value of 1 if the project has a project preparatory technical 

assistance (PPTA) and 0 otherwise 

Presence of Mid-

Term Review (MTR) 

A binary variable that takes a value of 1 if the project has undergone Mid-Term Review 

(MTR) and 0 otherwise 

Design Complexity 

(No. of Components) 

Number of project components as a proxy for design complexity. A dummy categorical 

variable that takes a value of 1 if a project is classified under a specified category and 0 

otherwise. The categories are 1-2 components, 3-5 components, more than 5 

components, and a category for missing data 

Location Impact
b
 Indicates the type of location where the project is designed to have a high impact. A 

dummy categorical variable that takes a value of 1 if a project is classified under a 

specified category and 0 otherwise. The categories are rural, urban, and both (includes 

projects that are classified as nationwide). 

Environment 

Safeguards
c
 

Indicates the level of project’s environmental risks. A dummy categorical variable that 

takes a value of 1 if a project is classified under a specified category and 0 otherwise. The 

categories are A & B and C & FI. The reference category is A & B. 

Project Implementation 

Performance Prior to 

MTR 

Indicates project’s performance in the last 12 months prior to MTR. A binary variable that 

takes a value of 1 if the project has an unsatisfactory performance and 0 otherwise 

Implementation 

arrangements 

Adequacy of planned implementation arrangements measured as number of 

implementation agencies/ units involved in the project  

Number of Project 

Officers Involved
 d
 

Number of Team Leader/ project officers involved in project implementation (number of 

project officers per month of project implementation) 

Length of 

Involvement of 

Team Leader
 d
  

Length of involvement by Team Leader for project preparation in project implementation 

(percentage to the length of project implementation) 

Months Delegated 

to RM
 d
 

Number of months where project implementation was delegated to the resident mission 

(RM) (percentage to the length of project implementation) 

Number of 

Supervision 

missions
d 
 

Number of supervision missions (number of supervision missions per month of project 

implementation) 

Project Characteristics 

Estimated Project 

Cost 

Includes government counterpart financing, the ADB loan, and cofinancing (natural log, 

$ million) 

Period of Loan 

Approval 

A binary variable that takes a value of 1 if the project is approved from ‘2010-onwards’ 

and 0 otherwise. The reference period is ‘Prior to 2010’. 

Cost Overrun (%)  Measure of cost slippage. Estimated as a percentage of the estimated project cost: 

(actual project cost-estimated project cost)/ estimated project cost 

Lending Modality A binary variable that takes a value of 1 if a project is classified as a policy-based 

program and 0 if it is an investment project (reference category). 
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Variable Description 

Sector
e
 A binary variable that takes a value of 1 if a project is under infrastructure sector 

(reference sector) and 0 if it is under non-infrastructure sector. The sectors classified 

under ‘infrastructure sector’ are transport, energy, ICT, and water and other urban 

infrastructure services; and for non-infrastructure sector: agriculture, natural resources 

and rural development, education, finance, health, public sector management, and 

industry and trade.  

Region A dummy categorical variable that takes a value of 1 if a project is located in a specified 

Asian region and 0 otherwise. The regions are (i) East Asia, (ii) Southeast Asia, (iii) South 

Asia (reference region), (iv) The Pacific Asia, and (v) Central and West Asia region. 

Country Characteristics 

Gross Domestic 

Product 

gross domestic product (GDP), averaged over the project implementation period (natural 

log, $ million) 

Political Stability 

Index
f
 

Political stability index averaged over the project implementation period 

a 
The determination of severe delay in projects is based from the statement of agreed actions (para 53, item (ii)) in sovereign 

portfolio of the 2016 APPR which states “Monitor closely projects already delayed by 2 years or more beyond the original 

implementation, and close projects past closing date”. This statement may imply that at this point of delay, projects start to 

have serious efficiency issues.  ADB. 2017. 2016 Annual Portfolio Performance Report. Manila.
 

b 
The classification on location impact follows the 2014 ADB project classification system. This classification is based on ex-ante 

estimates of the project budget allocations to each geographic area. 

c
 ADB classifies projects with environmental risks in three categories: A (high risk), B (medium risk), and C (low or no risk). A 

separate category exists for investment of funds through a financial intermediary with unknown risk at the initial stage. 

d 
The implementation variables (number of project officers involved, length of involvement of Team Leader, months delegated to 

resident mission, and number of supervision missions) are normalized by the length of project implementation (in months). 

These variables are highly positively-correlated to the length of project implementation. Moreover, the variables “length of 

involvement of the Team Leader” and “months delegated to resident mission” are binned into four categories that follows an 

ordinal ranking—of increasing order—from 1 to 4. The discretization (binning) of a continuous variable and the inclusion of a 

category (Cat 5) for observations with missing information is necessary to avoid omitting the variable or a large number of 

observations in the estimation. The average value per category is presented in Table F.2. Note that the coefficient of Cat 5 (and 

for No data in ‘Design Complexity’ and ‘Performance Prior to MTR’) does not have any interpretation. 

e 
The sector classification follows the 2014 ADB project classification system. Only the primary sector classification is included in 

the regression analysis to avoid double counting. 

f 
The Political Stability and Absence of Violence/Terrorism Index measures perceptions of the likelihood of political instability and/or 

politically-motivated violence, including terrorism. It is one of the six aggregate worldwide governance indicators (WGIs) based 

on 31 underlying data sources reporting the perceptions of governance of a large number of survey respondents and expert 

assessments worldwide. For details, see D. Kaufmann, A. Kraay and M. Mastruzzi. 2010. The Worldwide Governance Indicators: 

A Summary of Methodology, Data and Analytical Issues. World Bank Policy Research Working Paper No. 5430 

(http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1682130). 

Source: Asian Development Bank Independent Evaluation Department. 

 

4. The regression analyses include a sample of 286 projects validated by IED from 2012 to 2017.
 5,6

 

The sample consists of project completion report validation reports (PVRs) and project or program 

performance evaluation reports (PPERs). The descriptive statistics of the variables used in the econometric 

analysis are shown in Table F.2. 

 

Table F.2: Descriptive Statistics of the Variables Used 

Variables Mean 
Standard 

Deviation  
Min Max  

Dependent Variables     

Efficiency Rating 0.668 0.472 0 1 

Implementation Delay 0.413 0.493 0 1 

Sustainability Rating 0.633 0.483 0 1 

 

                                                           
5 A total of 313 project completion reports were validated by IED from 2012 to 2017. Only 286 evaluated projects were included 

in the regression analysis. There are 10 regional projects with no country-specific data; these were dropped in the regression 

estimation along with other projects that have missing information.  

6
 It is acknowledged that the sample size is not very large but deemed sufficient enough to detect fairly large or significant 

population differences. In future evaluation studies, a fairly large sample size will be highly considered to further increase model’s 

statistical power. 



4 2018 Annual Evaluation Review  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    

Explanatory Variables     

Project Design and Preparation Related      

Presence of Project Preparatory TA (PPTA) 0.594 0.492 0 1 

Presence of Mid-Term Review (MTR) 0.801 0.400 0 1 

Complexity (No. of Components)     

1-2 components (reference category) 0.191  0 1 

3-5 components 0.493 0.501 0 1 

More than 5 components 0.070 0.255 0 1 

No data 0.238 0.426 0 1 

Location Impact     

  Rural (reference category) 0.343  0 1 

Urban  0.147 0.355 0 1 

Both Rural & Urban 0.510 0.501 0 1 

Environment Safeguards Category      

Cat A & B (reference category) 0.619  0 1 

Cat C & FI  0.381 0.486 0 1 

Project Implementation     

Performance Prior to MTR     

Satisfactory (reference category) 0.851  0 1 

Unsatisfactory 0.101 0.302 0 1 

No data 0.049 0.216 0 1 

Implementation Arrangements 2.168 1.858 1 12 

Number of Project Officers Involved 0.073 0.171 0 1.901 

Length of Involvement of Team Leader     

Cat 1: ~5% (reference category) 0.179  0 1 

Cat 2: ~15% 0.168 0.374 0 1 

Cat 3: ~36% 0.168 0.374 0 1 

Cat 4: >60% 0.153 0.361 0 1 

   Cat 5 (no data) 0.332 0.471 0 1 

Months Delegated to RM     

Cat 1: 0% (reference category) 0.434  0 1 

Cat 2: ~10% 0.035 0.184 0 1 

Cat 3: ~52% 0.248 0.433 0 1 

Cat 4: >77% 0.224 0.418 0 1 

   Cat 5 (no data) 0.059 0.237 0 1 

Number of Supervision missions 0.185 0.415 0 5.703 

Project Characteristics     

Estimated Project Cost (LN) 4.451 1.347 0.854 8.030 

Period of Loan Approval     

Prior to 2010 0.902  0 1 

2010-onwards 0.098 0.298 0 1 

Cost Overrun (%) 8.985 28.187 0 323.8 

Lending Modality     

Investment Project (reference category) 0.808  0 1 

Policy-based Programs 0.192 0.395 0 1 

Sector     

Core Infrastructure (reference category) 0.486  0 1 

Non-Infrastructure 0.514 0.501 0 1 

Region     

East Asia  0.154 0.361 0 1 

Southeast Asia 0.259 0.439 0 1 

South Asia (reference region) 0.301  0 1 

The Pacific Asia 0.077 0.267 0 1 

Central and West Asia 0.209 0.408 0 1 

Country Characteristics     

Gross Domestic Product
a
 (LN) 12.257 2.768 3.454 16.567 

Political Stability Index
 b
 -0.747 0.902 -2.810 1.454 

 
    

LN = natural log, Cat = category 

a 
GDP, purchasing power parity (PPP), constant 2011 international $, Source: World Development Indicators; 

http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.MKTP.PP.KD (accessed 09 November 2017).  

b
 Source: Data from Worldwide Governance Indicators Database:  http://databank.worldbank.org/ 

data/reports.aspx?Report_Name=WGI-Table&Id=ceea4d8b# (accessed 07 November 2017). The estimate of this governance 

index ranges from approximately -2.5 (weak) to +2.5 (strong) performance 

    Source: Asian Development Bank Independent Evaluation Department. 

http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.MKTP.PP.KD
http://databank.worldbank.org/
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5. The final model specification and estimation results of the regression analyses are presented in 

Table F.3.
 7

 In general, the sign of the coefficients is consistent with the variables that have a priori 

expectations. A likelihood-ratio test rejected the hypothesis that the coefficients are jointly zero. Likewise, 

all three models passed the specification and goodness-of-fit tests and correctly classified at least 72% 

of the sample.  

 

6. On efficiency model. Regression results show that projects approved in 2010-2017 are more 

efficient relative to those approved prior to 2010. The average marginal effects suggests that, on average, 

the predicted probability of efficiency of projects approved in 2010–onwards (94%) is 31 percentage 

points higher than those approved prior to 2010 (63%). The efficiency of project loans was also found to 

be significantly better than of policy-based (program) loans at the 5% significance level. The average 

predicted probability of efficiency for project loans (71%) is 23 percentage points higher than for 

program loans (48%). Non-infrastructure projects are also found to be more efficient compared to core-

infrastructure projects. On average, the predicted probability of efficiency among non-infra projects 

(76%) is higher by 21 percentage points than core-infra projects (55%). Only ‘design complexity’ was 

found to be statistically significant among project design and preparation factors considered. Results 

indicate that projects with more components are less likely to be efficient. 

 

7. Among the project implementation variables considered, results indicate that projects with 

satisfactory implementation performance prior to MTR, projects in which processing staff are extended 

into project implementation, and projects that are partly delegated to resident are more likely to be 

efficient.  
 

8. On implementation delay model. The implementation delay reflects the process efficiency of a 

project. Regression results show that projects with PPTA are more likely to have less delay. Other project 

design and preparation factors that were found to be statistically significant in determining the likelihood 

of having less delays include projects with less components, and projects with ‘low or no environmental 

risks’ (Cat C & FI) probably due to the complex nature of projects with more components, and those with 

‘medium to high environmental risks’ (Cat A & B). The average predicted probability of having an above 

average implementation delay for Category A&B projects (47%) is 17 percentage points higher than 

Category C&FI projects (30%).  

 

9. With regard to project implementation variables, the regression estimates indicate that projects 

with satisfactory implementation performance prior to MTR, projects in which processing staff are 

extended into project implementation, and projects with more supervision missions are likely to have less 

delay. Results also indicate that political stability of a country is a strong determinant of more delays in 

the implementation of a project. 

 

10. On sustainability model
8
. Regression results show that four project design and preparation 

factors are statistically significant in determining the sustainability outcome of a project. Projects with 

                                                           
7
   A series of iterations were undertaken as part of the modeling (estimation) process to arrive at the best specification. The process 

includes diagnostic checks to improve and ensure that the final model does not significantly suffer from any form of 

misspecification errors (i.e., from omitted variables or endogeneity of explanatory variables) and multicollinearity among 

explanatory variables, and is robust to heteroskedasticity in errors. In checking for perfect or high collinearity among explanatory 

variables, appropriate pairwise correlations were estimated for the following: (i) point biserial correlation is used when 

correlating a dichotomous variable with a continuous variable; (ii) tetrachoric (polychoric) correlation coefficient is used when 

correlating a paired dichotomous (polytomous) variable. Moreover, the variance-covariance matrix of estimators (VCE) and thus 

the standard errors are calculated using the Huber/White sandwich estimator which is known to be robust to heteroskedasticity 

of the errors. 
8
 The statistical analyses also estimated a pairwise tetrachoric correlation—on 142 observations—between each identified 

sustainability indicators (i.e., whether the project design was prepared to address the following sustainability concerns: O&M 

systems/plans; O&M funds etc.; recurrent budget allocation for O&M; Tariff setting; Institutional policies, structures, systems; 

and Human capacity development) and the sustainability ratings. The estimated pairwise tetrachoric correlation coefficients were 

all statistically insignificant (not different from zero). 
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MTR are found to be more likely sustainable along with projects designed with high rural impact, and 

projects with ‘low or no environmental risk’. The average predicted probability in projects with MTR 

(66%) is higher compared to those without MTR (53%); rural projects (73%) are higher by at least 21 

percentage points than in urban projects (48%) and in nationwide projects (61%); ‘low or no 

environmental risks’ projects (73%) are higher by 16 percentage points than in projects with ‘medium to 

high environmental risks’. Moreover, projects with less components are also found to be more likely 

sustainable. The gross domestic product (GDP) of a country is also found to be a strong determinant of 

a project’s sustainability outcome.  
 

Table F.3: Estimating the Probability of Project’s Efficiency, Implementation Delay,  

and Sustainability 

Variables 

EFFICIENCY MODEL 
IMPLEMENTATION 

DELAY MODEL 

SUSTAINABILITY 

MODEL 

Coeff 

Ave. 

Marginal 

Effects
 a
  

Coeff 

Ave. 

Marginal 

Effects
 a
  

Coeff 

Ave. 

Marginal 

Effects
 a
  

Project Design and Preparation Related       

Presence of Project Preparatory TA (PPTA)
b 

      

With PPTA - - -0.303* -0.083 -0.187 -0.055 

Without PPTA (reference category)       

Presence of Mid-Term Review (MTR)
b 

      

With MTR - - 0.289 0.080 0.407* 0.123 

Without MTR (reference category)       

Design Complexity (No. of Components)       

1-2 components (reference category)       

3-5 components -0.599** -0.165 0.522** 0.151 -0.727*** -0.196 

More than 5 components -0.515 -0.139 0.312 0.089 -0.962*** -0.268 

No data 0.284 0.064 -0.109 -0.029 -0.508* -0.131 

Location Impact       

  Rural (reference category)       

Urban  0.387 0.094 0.016 0.004 -0.815*** -0.246 

Both Rural & Urban -0.286 -0.079 -0.243 -0.069 -0.406* -0.117 

Environment Safeguards        

Cat A & B (reference category)       

Cat C & FI  -0.341 -0.094 -0.607** -0.170 0.555** 0.161 

Project Implementation       

Performance Prior to MTR      

Satisfactory (reference category)       

Unsatisfactory -0.768** -0.219 0.714** 0.197 0.012 0.003 

No data -0.749 -0.213 0.329 0.092 -0.305 -0.093 

Implementation Arrangements -0.034 -0.009 0.068 0.019 0.029 0.009 

Number of Project Officers Involved 1.425 0.385 -16.591*** -4.612 0.824 0.244 

Length of Involvement of Team Leader       

Cat 1: ~5% (reference category)       

Cat 2: ~15% 0.655** 0.191 -0.143 -0.041 0.082 0.024 

Cat 3: ~36% 0.560* 0.165 -0.663** -0.186 -0.168 -0.050 

Cat 4: >60% 1.034*** 0.284 -0.484 -0.138 0.206 0058 

   Cat 5 (missing info) 0.707** 0.205 -0.209 -0.060 -0.217 -0.065 

Percentage Delegated to RM       

Cat 1: 0% (reference category)       

Cat 2: ~10% 0.930** 0.225 -0.630 -0.169 -0.260 -0.081 

Cat 3: ~52% 0.118 0.033 -0.028 -0.008 0.238 0.072 

Cat 4: >77% 0.390 0.106 

106 

-0.067 -0.019 0.363 0.107 

   Cat 5 (missing info) 1.390** 0.296 -0.861* -0.224 0.679 0.190 

Number of Supervision missions -0.472 -0.128 -3.125* -0.869 -0.773 -0.229 

Project Characteristics       

Estimated Project Cost (LN) 0.210* 0.057 0.183 0.051 -0.077 -0.023 

Period of Loan Approval       

Prior to 2010 (reference category)       

2010-onwards 1.694*** 0.315 -0.478 -0.130 0.504 0.138 

Cost Overrun (%) 0.001 0.000 0.004 0.001 -0.001 -0.000 

Lending Modality       
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Variables 

EFFICIENCY MODEL 
IMPLEMENTATION 

DELAY MODEL 

SUSTAINABILITY 

MODEL 

Coeff 

Ave. 

Marginal 

Effects
 a
  

Coeff 

Ave. 

Marginal 

Effects
 a
  

Coeff 

Ave. 

Marginal 

Effects
 a
  

Investment Project (reference category)       

Policy-based Programs -0.804** -0.230 0.267 0.074 0.067 0.020 

Sector       

Core Infrastructure (reference category)       

Non-Infrastructure 0.824*** 0.214 0.120 0.033 0.205 0.061 

Region       

East Asia  0.432 0.110 -1.384*** -0.355 0.798** 0.207 

Southeast Asia 0.349 0.090 -0.631** -0.174 0.168 0.052 

South Asia (reference region)       

The Pacific Asia -2.048*** -0.521 -0.041 -0.011 -0.378 -0.125 

Central and West Asia -0.256 -0.073 -0.698** -0.192 -0.668** -0.223 

Country Characteristics       

Gross Domestic Product -0.069 -0.019 0.056 0.015 0.145** 0.043 

Political Stability Index 0.149 0.040 0.570*** 0.158 -0.096 -0.028 

Constant -0.069  0.415  -0.859  

Number of Observations  286  286  286 

Specification Test
 c
   passed  passed  passed 

Hosmer-Lemeshow goodness-of-fit Test
 
 passed  passed  passed 

Pseudo 𝑅2
  0.2496  0.2758 

 0.3369 

Percentage of Correctly Classified  76.92%  76.22%  72.53% 

Note: *=significant at 10%, **=significant at 5%, ***=significant at 1%, Coeff = coefficient 

a
 Marginal effects are changes in response to a change in a covariate (predictor). The average marginal effect is computed using 

the sample values of the other predictors. On dummy variables, the average marginal effect is the average discrete change from 

the base level. 

b
 These were originally included in the efficiency model estimation but these were found to be individually and jointly highly 

insignificant. Thus, these were removed from the final model specification to improve model efficiency.  

c 
A link test for model specification. A model is correctly specified if the squared prediction (predicted values) have no 

explanatory power.  

Source: Asian Development Bank Independent Evaluation Department. 

 

Table F.4: Initial List of Variables Considered for the Statistical Analysis  

Variable name Proposed indicator Source Remarks 

Dependent variables    

Sustainability Rating as provided in PVR/PPER  Measure of sustainability from 

PVR/PPER 

 

Efficiency Rating as provided in PVR/PPER  

 

Measure of efficiency from 

PVR/PPER 

 

Implementation delay No. of months exceeding the minimum 

duration of the project since board 

approval (Actual Project Duration vs. 

Actual Project Duration) 

Measure of inefficiency from 

ADB projects data 

 

Independent variables    

Administrative variables    

Sector Sector ADB projects data  

Year approved Year approved ADB projects data  

Region Regional location ADB projects data  

Country variables    

Political stability/ no 

violence 

Estimated values as given in the 

worldwide governance indicators at 

board approval date 

http://databank.worldbank.org/

data/rep 

orts.aspx?source=worldwide

- governance- indicators 

 

ADF funding marker ADF grant or loan marker At time of approval  

Macro-economic variable e.g., external debt as % of GDP at 

time of approval 

ADB economic data  

DMC economy size GDP total $ market prices ADB economic data  

http://databank.worldbank.org/data/rep
http://databank.worldbank.org/data/rep
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Variable name Proposed indicator Source Remarks 

Sector variables    

Quality of dialogue No. of relevant projects in 5 years 

prior to approval 

ADB projects data/ appendix on 

external assistance to sector in 

RRP 

 

Presence of TA before 

loan approved 

PATA, CDTA, related/ attached to loan PCR  

Project Design and Preparation   

Presence of Loan Fact 

Finding  

1=yes, 2 = no ADB  

Presence of PPTA/ size 

of PPTA 

Resources devoted to project 

preparation ($ for PPTA, $0 if no PPTA) 

ADB  

Modality Use classification from ADB database ADB projects data  

Co-finance status $ co-finance in total, $0 if none RRP  

Repeater project Repeater projects (Highway 2, 

Additional finance etc) 

RRP  

Cost over-run Actual vs Planned project cost ($ million) PVR  

Project design  

complexity 1 

No. of sectors/ subsectors – e.g., if 2 

sectors and each 2 subsectors – code 4 

RRP Not checked 

Project design  

complexity 2 

Number of project components (count) RRP  

Adequacy of planned 

implementation 

arrangements 

No. of implementation agencies/ units 

(count) 

RRP  

Safeguards category Cat A, Cat B, Cat C, and Cat FI RRP  

Geographic category Rural, Urban; Both (rural/ 

urban, nationwide, regional) 

RRP  

Presence of a separate risk 

appendix linked to RRP 

yes, no RRP 93% of 313 don’t 

have risk appendix 

Procurement capacity 

risk assessment 

Overall risk assessment: extremely high, 

high, average, low 

ADB procurement capacity 

assessment 

Not checked 

Infrastructure sectors only  (information gathered was only for infrastructure specific projects)  

Extent of design of 

investment subprojects at 

approval 

Time in months from project approval to 

approval of detailed designs 

PCR No definitive 

information/ range 

that would have a 

consistent data 

New project type First of its type in the DMC or City in 

DMC (e.g., first urban rail; first 

national energy efficiency loan) 

RRP  

Use of International 

Competitive Bidding (ICB) 

yes, no RRP appendix 82 out of 313 have 

no info 

Procurement threshold $ amount; or ‘no specifics’ RRP 102 of 313 have no 

info 

Type of assumptions in 

DMF assessment related 

to sustainability of 

outcomes 

O&M systems/plans; O&M funds etc.; 

Recurrent budget allocation for O&M; 

Tariff setting; Institutional policies, 

structures, systems; Human capacity 

development 

RRP Only for 142 infra 

sector projects 

Loan covenants 

related to 

sustainability 

O&M systems/plans; O&M funds etc.; 

Recurrent budget allocation for O&M; 

Tariff setting; Institutional policies, 

structures, systems; Human capacity 

development 

 

ADB Not checked 

Project Implementation Variables   

Length TL for project 

preparation involved 

Number of months PVR Only 206 of 313 

have information 



Linked document F 9 
 

Variable name Proposed indicator Source Remarks 

in implementation 

Total number of 

TL/project officers 

involved in project 

implementation 

Number of persons PVR  

Number of months 

project implementation 

delegated to RM 

Number of months PVR  

Resources devoted 

to supervision 

missions 

No of person months PVR/ADB  

Number of 

supervision missions 

No. of missions PVR/ADB  

Implementation 

performance prior to MTR 

12 months of Unsatisfactory or Highly 

Unsatisfactory rating in years 2 

or 3 of implementation 

PCR  

Presence of Mid-term 

review 

  yes, no PCR  

Cost overruns Difference in between actual and 

estimated project cost expressed as 

a percent of original project cost 

ADB projects data  

Need for significant 

scope change during 

project implementation 

yes, no PVR Not included 

Need for additional 

finance during project 

implementation 

yes, no PVR Not included 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, ADF = Asian Development Fund, CDTA = capacity development technical assistance, DMC = developing 

member country, DMF = design and monitoring framework, GDP = gross domestic product, MTR = mid-term review, O&M = operation and 

maintenance, PATA = policy and advisory technical assistance, PCR = project completion report, PPER = project/program performance 

evaluation report, PVR = project completion report validation, RM = resident mission, RRP = report and recommendation of the President, 

TA = technical assistance, TL = team leader. 

Source: Asian Development Bank Independent Evaluation Department. 

 

 

 


