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GUIDELINES FOR THE VALIDATION OF PROJECT COMPLETION REPORTS  
 
A. Objective and Approach  

1. Asian Development Bank (ADB) prepares project/program completion reports 
(PCRs) as a way to self-evaluate all sovereign projects/programs implemented and 
completed in ADB’s developing member countries. PCRs are circulated by ADB operations 
and non-operations departments to ADB Management and Board of Directors and copies 
are also made available to the general public on ADB’s website. The Independent Evaluation 
Department (IED) does not participate in any way in the preparation of PCRs but validates 
these on a sample basis after they are approved.1 In a given year, IED either validates or 
conducts in-depth performance evaluations on at least 75% of all PCRs completed. 2 
Findings of the validation process are contained in the PCR validation reports (PVRs) which 
are non-Board information papers, made publicly available on IED’s website, upon their 
approval by IED. Benefits of validation include the following:  
 

(i) independent assessment of project performance,  
(ii) improved analysis and reporting of ADB results and higher accountability 

towards ADB clients and shareholders, 
(iii) improved identification of lessons to strengthen the design and 

implementation of future operations,  
(iv) improved quality of the PCRs in the long run, and 
(v) inputs for higher level IED evaluations.  

 
2. The validation exercise is a desk review of the PCR and associated documents. It 
benefits from review and comments from within ADB on the draft PVR. The PVR may 
consider updated information in its assessment and ratings, particularly when a significant 
amount of time has passed between the PCR mission and preparation of the PVR.  Detailed 
guidance for the preparation of PVRs and the associated template is provided in Appendixes 
1–3. 
 
B. PCR Validation Process  

3. The PCR validation process has the following steps:  
 

(i) IED conducts a stratified random sampling to select a minimum of 75% 
PCRs to validate in a given period (e.g., 6 or 12 months). Stratification is done 
by sector to ensure adequate sector representation in the validation process.3 
After random sampling within each sector of operations, special consideration 
may be given on exceptional basis to regions with small number of projects to 
improve regional representation. Due to a prior agreement with the Global 
Environment Fund, all PCRs for projects drawing on this fund will be validated 
(1-2 PCRs per year). Projects that are not validated may subsequently be 

                                                 
1  ADB. 2008. Review of the Independence and Effectiveness of the Operations Evaluation Department. Manila. 

Memorandum of Director General, IED, dated 27 March 2012, on Follow up on Proposed Changes 
in IED’s Approach. 

2  Validation and evaluation on a sample basis (75 percent coverage) replaced an earlier approach 
where ADB evaluated all PCRs. This was intended to allow IED to pursue higher level evaluation 
studies and less project or program focused evaluations. To maintain objectiveness in validation, 
since 2007 IED has no longer commented on draft PCRs being prepared by operations and other 
departments. 

3  Stratification or grouping of PCRs is limited to one level (i.e., by sector) because PCR population 
size in a given year is usually small.  One level stratification allows adequate number in each strata 
to be randomly selected to arrive at the 75% sample size. 
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identified for evaluation and the findings reported in project performance 
evaluation report (PPER). For each project that is originally excluded by 
random selection but that is subsequently included in the PVR or PPER 
sample to improve regional representation, IED may replace a project with 
similar characteristics (sector and region) from the randomly selected sample. 
This replacement process is to be kept to a minimum so as not to undermine 
the random selection process. 4  Replacement of PCR samples may be 
necessary because of potential conflicts of interest on the part of persons 
involved (IED’s staff and staff consultants) who are difficult to replace. The 
selection of the PCRs to be validated can and shall take place only after the 
end of the calendar year or after the date of latest mandatory completion of 
PCRs during a calendar year, to ensure the quality of the stratified sampling 
process. 

(ii) IED assigns quality reviewer(s), validators and peer reviewers. To start 
the validation process, IED assigns a quality reviewer(s) whose main 
responsibility is to coordinate the validation work and ensure the quality of the 
final PVR.  Quality reviewer(s) may be assisted by other staff in a team. For 
each PCR to be validated, a validator (consultant or IED staff) will be 
assigned to prepare the draft PVR. This is subsequently reviewed by a peer 
reviewer (IED staff specialized in the sector or country of the PCR) and the 
quality reviewer, and other relevant staff as required.  

(iii) Validators are provided with necessary documents and data for PVR 
drafting. The main documents to be provided are the Report and 
Recommendations of the President (RRP) for the project/program, the PCR, 
and ADB strategy documents, which should be available on the ADB website. 
Operations departments need to provide back-to-office reports (BTORs) of 
the midterm and final project implementation review missions, survey reports 
if available, and the client’s PCR, as well as other relevant documents. 5 If 
necessary, IED may communicate with relevant operations staff and the 
executing agency. The validator subsequently submits the first draft PVR to 
the quality reviewer.  

(iv) The quality reviewer, with support of other IED staff, undertakes the 
initial review of the draft PVR and works with the validators to improve 
the draft before submitting the draft for a peer review process.  

(v) Peer reviewer reviews the draft PVR. Peer review is critical in two aspects. 
First, a peer reviewer needs to ensure the draft PVR takes into account, and 
is consistent with the other sector and country/region-focused studies, done 
by IED and ADB in general. Pertinent findings from other studies should be 
referenced to the extent possible in the PVR. Inconsistencies in findings 
between the PVR with other IED studies should be flagged and resolved. 
Second, the peer review needs to assess the soundness of the ratings 
proposed in the PVR against those in the PCR. It is preferred that a matrix is 
prepared that summarizes the comments and specific actions to be taken for 
improving the draft. The peer reviewer sends the comments matrix to the 
quality reviewer. If comments are limited, the peer reviewer can incorporate 
suggested revisions and provide comments directly onto the draft PVR, as 
long as key inputs sought in the comments matrix are provided. 

                                                 
4  In contrast, if a project is randomly selected for validation but subsequently identified for PPER 

preparation, IED may elect not to find another project for validation. This is because a PPER is a 
more in-depth evaluation report in any case than a PVR. 

5  PCR originating departments are responsible for timely provision of relevant documents and data, particularly 
those not readily accessible to IED.  
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(vi) After reviewing inputs of the peer review, the quality reviewer may seek 
further assistance from the validator and other relevant IED staff 
(including the peer reviewer) to revise and further improve the PVR.   

(vii) IED Director subsequently reviews and endorses the PVR draft for circulation 
to the PCR-originating department for its review.  

(viii) The quality reviewer considers the comments received from PCR 
originating departments and seeks assistance from other IED staff, 
including the peer reviewer as necessary. IED will incorporate requested 
changes if it deems these improve the draft, or note different views briefly, 
even if it disagrees with these views, normally in the assessment sections of 
the PVR. The differences and other IED responses are recorded in an 
interdepartmental comments matrix, which is then shared with the PCR-
originating department(s) for their information. The contents and final rating of 
the validation report is IED’s responsibility.  

(ix) Quality reviewer submits the final draft PVR together with the 
interdepartmental comment matrix, if any, 6  to the IED Director for 
approval. The time between the sharing of comments matrix with PCR-
originating department and the submission to IED Director of the final draft 
PVR should be at least a week. Upon Director’s approval, the PVR report is 
considered finalized.  
 

(x) The final validation report is posted on the IED website within 14 
calendar days upon its approval and an email notification is sent to 
ADB’s Management and Board of Directors. Should the department disagree 
with IED’s final overall assessment rating in the posted validation report, it 
has the option to indicate its disagreement in a final response. This response 
will then be added as an attachment to the final validation report. IED may 
subsequently react with its own final response if this is deemed to add value. 
ADB’s Board of Directors will be alerted accordingly. 
   

C. Validating PCR Ratings and Other Assessment of Project Performance  

4. All persons involved in validating PCRs should have a good understanding of the 
mechanics and definitions on how overall project/program performance is assessed.  
Following the Guidelines for Performance Evaluation Reports for Public Sector Operations 
(PPER Guidelines) the overall rating for projects is determined based on four key criteria 
which are relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability (REES).7  Following the 
PPER Guidelines, Addendum 1, for program loans/grants8 the overall ratings are to be 
based on 6 criteria, namely REES plus institutional development and impact of the 
concerned programs. Instructions on the criteria assessment are presented in Appendix 3. In 
addition to these criteria, Appendix 3 outlines approaches to use other criteria assessments 
made in the PVR. These additional criteria include impacts, performance of borrower and 
executing agency, performance of ADB, and PCR quality. Ratings from the IED’s validation 
exercise supersede the PCR ratings in ADB’s overall reporting systems. However, if a 
validated project is subsequently evaluated through a PPER, the ratings from such an 
exercise supersede the ratings of the PVR in ADB and IED reporting systems.    

 
 

                                                 
6  Comments matrix is prepared only if comments are received from the PCR-originating department. 
7  ADB. 2006. Guidelines for Preparing Performance Evaluation Reports for Public Sector Operations. 

Manila. The guidelines were amended in March 2013. 
8  Programs include sector development programs. 
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TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR PCR VALIDATOR 
 
1. The validator will examine the Project/Program Completion Report (PCR) prepared 
by the PCR-originating departments. He/she will critically assess the evidence and analysis, 
quality of background information and findings, lessons and recommendations, and 
performance ratings presented in the PCR. Validation is designed mainly as a desk exercise 
where assessments are made based on readily available information (reports and data). 
However, the validator is encouraged to consult relevant staff of the PCR-originating 
department and even the executing agency, when possible. If necessary, the validator, 
through IED, may request additional information from the operations division. 
 
2. In reviewing the PCR, the validator makes an independent assessment of:               
(i) relevance of project design in addressing stated sector constraints and development 
issues, effectiveness in achieving project outcomes and outputs, efficiency in achieving 
project outcomes and outputs, and likely sustainability; (ii) likely impact of the 
project/program;  (iii) performance of the Asian Development Bank; (iv) performance of the 
borrower and executing agency in relation to the project/program under review; and           
(v) adequacy of PCR discussion on or treatment of project monitoring arrangements, 
safeguard issues, gender issues, procurement, funds flow, governance and fiduciary aspects 
as applicable. The validator will summarize his/her findings in the PCR Validation Report 
(PVR). Separate appendixes of these guidelines provide a template and instructions on the 
drafting of PVR. 
 
3. The validator will make an overall assessment of the project/program performance, 
and state the key recommendations and lessons. The validator will substantiate his/her 
independent assessment of each of the evaluation criteria, particularly where his/her 
assessment differs from the PCR rating. In addition, the validator will rate the quality of the 
PCR, with adequate substantiation for this rating. 
 
4. If requested, the validator will make him/herself available to IED staff to discuss the 
validation process and findings. The validator will take into account comments from IED 
validation team members (including quality and peer reviewers) and will revise the draft PVR 
as appropriate.  
 
5. The following information will generally be made available on each project/program. 
 

(i) PCR, Report and Recommendations of the President (RRP), Government’s 
PCR or consultant’s final reports (if available), Technical Assistance 
Completion Reports TCR(s) (if relevant)  

(ii) Management Review Meeting and Staff Review Committee documents 
(iii) Tranche release documents, progress reports, cost benefit monitoring and 

evaluation reports, and/or other survey type reports, where available  
(iv) Supervision reports, including mid-term review reports and back-to-office 

report of the PCR Mission  
(v) PAI 6.07, PCR Guidelines 
(vi) Guidelines for preparing Performance Evaluation Reports for Public Sector 

Operations  
(vii) Online access to IED’s website and evaluation information system  
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PROJECT COMPLETION VALIDATION REPORT 
(report template) 

 
PROJECT/PROGRAM BASIC DATA 

Project Number:    PCR Circulation Date:    
Loan/Grant Number:  PCR Validation Date:  
Project Name:    
Country:      Approved 

($ million) 
Actual

($ million) 
Sector(s):    Total Project Cost:     
ADB Financing:  
($ million)  

ADF:   
 

Loan/Grant:  
(SDR equivalent, million)  

    

Borrower:
(SDR equivalent, million)  

    

OCR: Beneficiaries:   
Others:   

Cofinancier(s):  [Name/s]  Total Cofinancing:   
Approval Date:    Effectiveness Date:      
Signing Date:    Closing Date:    
Project Officers:  [Name/s]  

  
Location: 
 

From: To: 

Validator(s):  
  

[Name, Title]  
  

Peer Reviewer:  [Name, Title]  

Quality Reviewer(s):  
 

[Name, Title] Director:  [Name, Division]  

Insert list of abbreviations used in this table. 

 
(Appendix 3 describes the intended contents of section headings outlined below).  
 

I. PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 
 
A. Rationale 
B. Expected Impact 
C. Objectives or Expected Outcomes 
D. Outputs 
E. Activities and Inputs 
F. Implementation Arrangements 

 
II. EVALUATION OF PERFORMANCE AND RATINGS 

 
A. Relevance of Design and Formulation 

 
B. Effectiveness in Achieving Project/Program Outcomes and Outputs 

 
C. Efficiency of Resource Use in Achieving Outputs and Outcomes 

 
D. Preliminary Assessment of Sustainability  

 
E. Impact on Institutional Development  [only for program loans/grants] 

 
F. Preliminary Assessment of Impact 
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III. OTHER PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENTS 
  

A. Performance of the Borrower and Executing Agency (in relation to the 
project/program, compliance with loan/grant covenants) 

 
B. Performance of the Asian Development Bank 
 
C. Others (e.g. social and environment safeguards, gender, governance, 

procurement, funds flow, and government assessment of the project/program, 
as applicable) 

 
IV.  OVERALL ASSESSMENT, LESSONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

 
A. Overall Assessment and Ratings1 

(including a summarized table on the ratings) 
 

Overall Ratings 
(for projects) 

 
 PCR IED Review Reason for Disagreement and/or 

Comments 
Relevance   
Effectiveness of outputs in 
achieving outcome 

   

Efficiency of resource use 
in achieving outcome and 
outputs 

   

Preliminary assessment of 
sustainability 

   

Overall Assessment    
Preliminary Assessment of 
Impact 

   

Borrower and executing 
agency 

  
 

Performance of ADB    
Quality of PCR    

Insert list of abbreviations used in this table 
 
 
  

                                                 
1  In case there remains a disagreement by the PCR originating department on the ratings or certain key aspects 

of the PVR, to ensure the transparency this may be presented in the final PVR (e.g., a footnote to the ratings 
section). 
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Overall Ratings 
(for program loans/grants) 

 
 PCR IED Review Reason for Disagreement and/or 

Comments 
Relevance    
Effectiveness of outputs in 
achieving outcome 

   

Efficiency of resource use 
in achieving outcome and 
outputs 

   

Preliminary assessment of 
sustainability 

   

Impacts on institutional 
development 

   

Preliminary Assessment of 
Impact 

   

Overall Assessment    
Borrower and executing 
agency 

  
 

Performance of ADB    
Quality of PCR    

Insert list of abbreviations used in this table 
 
 

B. Lessons 
 

C. Recommendations for Follow Up  
 

V. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS AND FOLLOW-UP 
 

A. Monitoring and Evaluation Design, Implementation and Utilization 
 

B. Comments on Project Completion Report Quality 
 

C. Data Sources for Validation 
 

D. Recommendation for Independent Evaluation Department Follow-up 
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR PCR VALIDATION 
 
I. OVERALL GUIDANCE 
  
1. The project/program completion validation report (PVR) should be written as 
succinctly as possible following the template in Appendix 2. PVR length should be limited to 
about 8 pages (letter size, font 11 Arial) to the extent possible. Up to two pages may be 
added for complex operations such as sector development programs and projects with 
complex issues and modalities. In drafting the PVR, the validator should provide his/her 
assessment of the project completion report (PCR). The validation exercise should be based 
primarily on a desk review relying on existing documents (e.g., reports and data). However, 
the validator, peer reviewer, quality reviewer and other IED staff are encouraged to consult 
the PCR-originating department and even executing agency, when necessary. Quotations 
from other documents (e.g., RRP, PCR and mission reports) are encouraged but should be 
presented in quotation marks. To the extent possible, figures should be provided in one 
decimal place in the text (e.g., $19.6 million, 20.1%). Documents used as references in the 
PVR should be properly cited in the footnotes. ADB’s style and handbook should generally 
be followed. 
 
II. PROJECT/PROGRAM BASIC DATA 
 
2. A format for basic data table is provided in Appendix 2. List of co-financiers should 
be provided, but not donors providing parallel financing.1  
 
III. SECTION I: PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
3. This section should state the project’s rationale, expected impacts, 
objectives/expected outcomes, outputs and milestones, activities, inputs, and 
implementation arrangements as in the RRP.  
 
4. For expected impacts, outcomes, and outputs, indicators and their time-bound 
targets as presented in the RRP should be summarized. A description of the project 
components should be provided with sufficient detail. The PVR can clarify whether project 
components are grouped by similar outputs generated or similar input activities since these 
groupings vary from project to project. In the case of program loans, output milestones 
comprise conditions of the program. Provision of inputs should include brief description of 
related technical assistance, planned activities, inputs, project costs of components, and key 
features of financing arrangements. Implementation arrangements should be briefly 
described, including executing and implementing agencies, governance arrangements, 
funds flow mechanism, risks and mitigation measures, conditions and covenants, and 
procurement and consulting services arrangements. No evaluation is needed here—only 
description. Certain flexibility can be given to the subheadings, as RRP formats have 
changed over time. 
 
5. This section should succinctly describe any scope change(s) in the project design 
during project implementation. These include associated change(s) in the design monitoring 
framework, outcomes, outputs, activities, estimated costs, financing and implementation 
arrangements. The timing and reasons for the change(s) should be discussed.  
 
 
 

                                                 
1  Cofinanciers fund a joint operation with ADB in which expenditures from a common list of goods and services 

are financed in agreed proportions. Parallel financing is defined as an operation in which ADB and other 
financing source(s) finance different services, goods, or parts of the project.  
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IV. SECTION II —EVALUATION OF PERFORMANCE AND RATINGS  
 
6. Relevance of design and formulation. This section should state the PCR’s rating 
and provide comments on this culminating in the validator’s judgment of the overall ex-ante 
relevance, and continued relevance of the project during and after implementation. 
Assessment of relevance considers both, the relevance of objectives and the relevance of 
design. This should take into account the extent to which:  (i)  the project’s objectives (its 
intended outcomes and outputs) are consistent with country’s development priorities and 
strategy, beneficiary needs, and ADB’s country and sector assistance strategies and 
corporate goals and policies; (ii) the results chain of project inputs, activities, outputs, 
outcomes and impacts is logical and underlying assumptions are appropriate; and (iii) 
project design and approach including modalities and instruments are responsive the 
identified development problem. There should be a good match between sector-wide and 
project-level results chains, modalities and instruments adopted. Relevance of a 
project/program should take into account the coordination among stakeholders (e.g., 
national and local governments, beneficiaries, and development partners). The section 
should also comment on the process of project formulation particularly the adequacy of 
stakeholder consultations, analysis of the history of the sector, and the effort made to 
ensure beneficiary and government ownership of the project/program.  
 
7. Adequacy and appropriateness of project design have to be considered, in relation to 
the project’s ultimate objectives. This requirement pertains to the matching between 
envisaged impacts/outcomes with the scale and form of outputs, inputs, financing modality, 
implementation arrangements, and includes any TA(s) associated with the project. Project 
solutions should be assessed against good practice standards where these exist. In 
assessing relevance, appreciation should be given to innovation and creativity in project 
design and the approach to implementation, whether it has in practice contributed to 
attainment of project outcomes and outputs or not. The piloting of innovative approaches 
may make project implementation more difficult and subject to more unforeseeable 
challenges and even design changes during implementation (para. 8), but the experience 
with this may generate valuable lessons and thereby lead to better projects in the future.  
 
8. Any design change made during project implementation should be assessed 
carefully in relation to the scale and reason(s) for such changes. In validating PCRs, 
acknowledged revisions in the project design and design and monitoring framework (DMF) 
should be approved by the ADB Management or Board of Directors following ADB’s project 
administration instructions (PAI). If a major scope change is initiated and approved in a 
timely manner in response to unforeseeable circumstances then the project’s relevance 
should be rated in accordance with this revised scope. Slow response to adapt to 
unforeseen developments may lead to loss of relevance of the project and affect its rating. If 
the scope change is related to poor design or issues that should have been anticipated 
during the project processing, then the new scope should not necessarily be the basis for 
the project’s rating, and the project’s relevance rating should then be lowered.2  
 
9. Project/Program Performance Evaluation Report (PPER) Guidelines should be 
followed with respect to the following rating categories (highly relevant, relevant, less than 
relevant, and irrelevant). 3  Referring to para. 6, in assessing relevance, project 
responsiveness to underlying development problems will be accorded more consideration 
than mere alignment with ADB and government development priorities, which can normally 
be assumed. A Highly Relevant rating cannot not be justified only on the basis that project 
objectives very well match the country’s and ADB’s strategies on ex ante or even ex post 
basis. 

                                                 
2  A change in the 2006 PPER guidelines to this effect will also be made in 2014. 
3  ADB. 2006. Guidelines for Preparing Performance Evaluation Reports for Public Sector Operations. Manila. 

Amendments made to the Guidelines on 27 March 2013.  
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10. Effectiveness in achieving project/program outcomes and outputs (or 
attainment of loan conditions for program loans). This section should state the PCR’s rating 
and provide comments on effectiveness, culminating in the validator’s own rating. As much 
as possible, the validator should assess the extent to which the outcomes (results) and 
outputs defined in the final DMF were achieved or are expected to be achieved.  Outcome 
information should weigh heavier in the assessment than outputs information.4 Explanation 
of success in attaining outcomes and outputs may refer to design relevance as assessed in 
the preceding section or other factors such as implementation quality. In principle though, 
when it comes to ratings, there should be a clear demarcation between rating categories to 
avoid double-counting. For example, a project may be rated less than relevant if it is not 
aligned with a country or sector strategy (e.g., in activity selection, area focus, 
implementation approach), however the project may still achieve its intended outputs and 
outcomes. PPER Guidelines should be followed with respect to the choice of rating category 
(highly effective, effective, less than effective, or ineffective). A highly effective rating 
assumes that anticipated outcome was exceeded, while an effective rating reflects that 
project outcome has been achieved in line with expectations. In the case of program loans, 
the section should also discuss whether the program conditions (policy actions) are met and 
reasons in PCRs for non-compliance are properly described.  
 
11. Efficiency in Achieving Outcome and Outputs. This section should reflect the 
PCR’s rating and provide comments on efficiency of resource use over the whole life of the 
project, culminating in the validator’s own rating. The validation should review the 
appropriateness of the assumptions and parameters used in the economic analysis. For 
investment projects, the assessment is based on economic cost-benefit analysis such as the 
calculation of economic internal rate of return (EIRR). To the extent feasible, least cost 
analysis should have been performed to help ensure the project achieved its benefits at the 
least cost compared to known alternative ways of achieving the same results. In order to be 
rated efficient, the project should achieve an economic internal rate of return (EIRR) higher 
than the opportunity cost of capital (or 12%). Highly efficient projects should reach EIRRs 
greater than 18%.  However, the validation should only assign a high weighting in the 
efficiency rating to the EIRR if there is a high level of confidence in the calculation, and it 
captures most or all of the benefits and the costs of the project. If benefits are difficult to 
estimate accurately, average/unit cost analyses may be carried out. These must be 
compared against benchmarks. 

12. In exceptional, well justified cases, when neither cost–benefit analysis nor unit cost 
analysis are feasible, or where the PCR did not undertake any analysis of the efficiency of 
the investment and the validator cannot easily provide it, the analysis may focus on process 
efficiency, looking into such matters as the scale of delays and cost overruns and their 
reasons and impact on project performance, and the timeliness of scope changes. These 
provide a proxy for evidence of efficiency, although they are not a complete assessment. 
The rating categories for efficiency should follow the PPER Guidelines (highly efficient, 
efficient, less than efficient, or inefficient).  

13. In the case of program loans, it may be difficult to make a comprehensive estimate of 
efficiency within a realistic time or cost framework for the program. Generally, efficiency can 
be assessed only in a second-best manner, through partial assessment of key reform costs 
and returns, an analysis of process efficiency (i.e.,  the timeliness of finance and program 
outcomes), or a qualitative assessment of whether the significance of program outcomes 
warranted allocated levels of reform support. To the extent available data permit, the 
resource efficiency of major reforms should be assessed. Where a direct assessment of 
efficiency is not possible, evaluations should at a minimum assess the efficiency of the 

                                                 
4  In the project’s results chain is not properly elaborated (e.g., outcomes are recognized as outputs and outputs 

as sub-outputs), the validation has the option to restate it so that outcomes and outputs can be properly 
identified for the assessment of effectiveness.     
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preparation and implementation processes. If the program completion report does not make 
any assessment and does not provide a rating, the PVR may not provide a rating either.  
 
14. Preliminary Assessment of Sustainability. This section should reflect the PCR’s 
rating and give comments on expected sustainability, culminating in the validator’s own 
rating. This assessment covers the likelihood of continuity of project outcomes and outputs 
of the whole life of the project (e.g., the expected life of an infrastructure asset financed 
under a project loan) or program, based on an assessment of market, technical, and 
financing aspects of operations and maintenance, financial internal rate of return, and 
institutional capacity. The evaluation should asses the likelihood that human, institutional, 
financial and other resources are sufficient to maintain project/program outputs and 
outcomes over its economic life.5 This assessment should include an appraisal of expected 
risks and the adequacy of risk mitigation arrangements in place to underpin expected 
sustainability. A project can be rated as less than effective (i.e., intended outcomes and 
outputs are not fully achieved) but the outcomes that were achieved can still be sustainable. 
In less common cases, a project may be rated less than efficient during construction, but its 
outcomes could under some circumstances still be rated sustainable because of reforms 
undertaken after project closing. Higher government ownership of outcomes after the end of 
the project can improve the benefit—cost balance and thereby improve the likelihood of 
ultimate sustainability. The choice of a sustainability rating category should follow the PPER 
Guidelines (most likely sustainable, likely to be sustainable, less than likely sustainable, or 
unlikely to be sustainable). 
 
15. Impacts on Institutional Development. This section should be written and rated 
separately from the section on impact below only for program loans/grants. The section 
should briefly reflect the PCR’s assessment and give comments on project impact, 
culminating in the validator’s own rating. Under this criterion, the contribution of the program 
to institutional development is assessed. These include improvements in the governance of 
public institutions, institutional ability to produce better results (effectiveness), and in 
organizational resource-use efficiency. These are achieved through requisite changes in 
laws, regulations and procedures, actual compliance with regulatory changes, improvement 
in staff skills and incentive, and changes institutional structure. The rating categories for 
institutional development are highly significant, significant, moderate or negligible. 
 
16. Preliminary Assessment of Impact.6 This section should briefly reflect the PCR’s 
assessment and give comments on project impact, culminating in the validator’s own rating.  
The validation should take into account the final DMF impact (goal) indicators of the project, 
when assessing likely achievement of intended impacts. The section should further consider 
other impacts, whether intended or unintended. Impacts are higher-level development 
results, such as impacts on poverty, institutional development, 7  governance, economic 
growth, environment, and social. 8   Assessment of unintended impacts usually involves 
examination of the implementation and effectiveness of safeguards measures (i.e., 
environment protection and impact on indigenous people and of involuntary resettlement).  
 
17. Care should be taken that the discussion under impact is different from the 
discussion under effectiveness. An effective project that achieves its stated outcomes and 
outputs can have a moderate or even negligible impact if complementary measures or 
                                                 

5  Back-to-office reports of project monitoring missions generally provide insights to prospects of sustainability 
and how to improve these. 

6  Impact is currently one of six core criteria to determine the overall rating of program loans/grants 
but not of projects. The ongoing review of PPER Guidelines is considering the inclusion of impact 
as a core criterion for success for all projects and programs.   

7  For programs, assessment of institutional development impacts are presented in a separate section and rated 
separately. 

8  Environmental outcomes of projects with primarily environment improvement objectives should be assessed 
under effectiveness and impacts, as required in the DMF. For other projects, the implementation and 
effectiveness of required environmental control and other safeguards measures should be assessed only 
under impacts. 
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developments external to the project did not materialize as anticipated, or if the results chain 
was flawed in the first place. Conversely, satisfactory impacts can be realized despite 
shortfalls in outcomes, due to unforeseen events and positive developments in areas 
outside the project scope. These impacts should however not be attributed to the project. 
Also, activities under a project to achieve one impact can undermine other intended impacts. 
For example, an electricity project may help reduce power losses and contribute to 
economic development, but may affect the environment negatively, or it may have had 
negative resettlement impacts. The rating categories for impact are highly significant, 
significant, moderate or negligible. 

 
V. SECTION III – OTHER PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENTS 

 
18. Performance of the Borrower and Executing Agency. This section should 
validate whether the PCR provides a fair assessment of the performance of the Borrower 
and Executing/Implementing Agency, and forms the basis for the validator’s own 
assessment borrower and executing agency performance over the project life cycle. The 
rating categories for institutional performance should follow the PPER Guidelines (highly 
satisfactory, satisfactory, less than satisfactory, or unsatisfactory). If it is deemed to add 
value, the validation can provide separate ratings for the Borrower, executing and 
implementing agencies. Then an overall rating is not required.  
  
19. Performance of the Asian Development Bank. This section should assess 
whether the PCR gives a fair assessment of ADB’s performance, and provide the validator’s 
own assessment of ADB performance over the entire project life cycle, including frequency 
of missions, and compliance with safeguard and fiduciary responsibilities. Ratings should be 
made in accordance with the PPER Guidelines and rating categories (highly satisfactory, 
satisfactory, less than satisfactory, or unsatisfactory). 
 
20. Assessments of other aspects. This section validates substantial PCR findings on 
other aspects of implementation that have not been covered in the previous sections. These 
may cover project governance, financial fiduciary, anticorruption, funds flow arrangements, 
procurement. This section can be omitted if there no other substantive matter to highlight. 
 
VI. SECTION IV—OVERALL ASSESSMENT, LESSONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
21. Overall Assessment and Ratings. The validator should provide an overall 
assessment of project/program performance in accordance with PPER Guidelines and 
include a table summarizing the ratings of the PCR and the ratings of the validation. The 
format of the summary rating table is provided in Appendix 2. Reasons for a difference in 
ratings between the PCR and PVR should be presented. Comments can be provided where 
there is no disagreement, such as in the case where strong project supervision overcame 
unsatisfactory quality at entry and resulted in successful project achievement and 
satisfactory ADB performance. The overall assessment rating for projects is derived from 
ratings on 4 core criteria (relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability) following 
the method provided in Table 1, whereas the overall rating for programs is derived from 
ratings for 6 core criteria (relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability, institutional 
development, and impact). Each core criterion carries an equal weight in determining the 
overall rating. Statements in this section should be brief and refer to the more detailed 
discussions in the main text. In case there is insufficient evidence available from the PCR or 
other readily available sources to arrive at a conclusion on a criterion rating, and further 
evidence is also not provided during the inter-departmental consultation/commenting, then 
the category will be rated below the line (i.e., less than satisfactory or unsatisfactory). The 
PPER Guidelines should be followed with respect to the overall rating categories (highly 
successful, successful, less than successful, and not successful) 
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Table 1: Overall Assessment Methodology 

Criterion* Weighta 
(%) 

Definition Rating 
Description 

Rating 
Value 

1. Relevance 25 Relevance is the consistency of a project’s 
impact and outcome with the government’s and 
Asian Development Bank’s strategies, at the 
time of approval and completion as well as the 
adequacy of the project design. 
A Highly Relevant rating cannot be given only 
on the basis that the project objectives 
matched the country’s and ADB’s strategies 
very well.

Highly relevant 
Relevant 
Less than relevant 
Irrelevant  

3 
2 
1 
0 

2. Effectiveness 25 
 

Effectiveness describes the extent to which the 
outcomes and outputs, as specified in the 
design and monitoring framework, either as 
agreed at approval or as subsequently 
modified, have been achieved. 

Highly effective 
Effective 
Less than effective 
Ineffective 

3 
2 
1 
0 

3.  Efficiency 25 
 

Efficiency describes, ex post, how economic 
resources have been converted to results 
(outputs and estimated benefits), primarily 
using cost-benefit analysis such as EIRR. 
Least cost analysis should be assessed to the 
extent possible. If benefits are difficult to 
estimate accurately, average/unit cost 
analyses may be carried out.  These must be 
compared against benchmarks. Process 
efficiency assessments and qualitative 
assessments of project input versus outcome 
relationships need to be noted and justified in 
relevant PVR section and in a footnote to the 
ratings table. 

Highly efficient 
Efficient 
Less than efficient 
Inefficient 

3 
2 
1 
0 

4.  Sustainability 25 
 

Sustainability considers the likelihood that 
human, institutional, financial, and other 
resource and procedures are sufficient to 
maintain the planned outputs and outcomes 
over the project’s economic life, taking into 
account likely risks and mitigation 
arrangements. 

Most likely 
Likely 
Less than likely 
Unlikely 

3 
2 
1 
0 

5. Institutional 
Development 

*  Institutional development is rated separately 
from impact (below) only for programs. Rating 
encompasses contribution of a program to 
improvements in the governance of public 
institutions, institutional ability to produce better 
results (effectiveness), and in organizational 
resource-use efficiency.

Highly significant 
Significant 
Moderate 
Negligible 
 

3 
2 
1 
0 

6. Impact * Impact is rated for all projects and programs. 
However, it is a part of the core criteria 
(determining overall rating) only for programs. 
Validation should take into account the 
attainment of final DMF impact indicators and 
consider other impacts (poverty, economic, 
social, and safeguards).

Highly significant 
Significant 
Moderate 
Negligible 
 

3 
2 
1 
0 

Overall 
Assessment 
(weighted 
average of 
above criteria) 

Highly Successful: Overall weighted average is greater than 2.7. 
Successful: Overall weighted average is equal to or greater than 1.6 and less than or 
equal to 2.7. 
Less than Successful: Overall weighted average is equal to or greater than 0.8 and less 
than 1.6. 
Unsuccessful: Overall weighted average is less than 0.8.

a In the case of program loans/grants, institutional development and impacts will be included as core criterion and the 
rating weights should be adjusted equally among 6 core criteria.  If a program completion report does not provide a rating 
on efficiency, with sufficient justifications the PVR may exclude efficiency from the overall rating. 
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22. For sector development programs (SDPs), the rating assessments should be done 
separately for the project and program components. Each component is to be assessed for 
its overall rating (highly successful, successful, less than successful, and unsuccessful). The 
project component is based on 4 core criteria and the program is based on a maximum of 6 
core criteria. Equal weights are to be used on these. Finally a unified overall rating is 
required for the whole SDP. This rating is to be determined by averaging the success ratings 
of the two components using weights equivalent to the relative sizes/amounts of realized 
financing under the program and project components. 

  
23. Lessons. Identifying useful lessons for ADB is an important objective of PCR 
preparation. This section should state agreement or disagreement with any or all of the 
PCR’s lessons. Lessons should be important positive and negative aspects of the project 
experience that the validator considers most pertinent to potential similar projects in the 
sector or in the country. Important value adding lessons should be summarized and 
synthesized in the PVR without repeating the PCR lessons verbatim. Additional lessons 
should be presented in the PVR to the extent possible.  
 
24. Recommendations for Follow Up. This section should clearly state whether there 
is agreement or disagreement with any or all of the PCR’s recommendations, without 
repeating all of these recommendations. The PVR may list, if necessary, additional 
recommendations, or reworded PCR recommendations. Recommendations should be 
clearly derived from project experiences that require follow up actions by ADB. If the 
required follow up is the responsibility of the executing agency or borrower or other party 
than ADB, then the action could be worded in such a way as to indicate how ADB should 
follow up with other parties.  
 
VII. SECTION V—OTHER CONSIDERATIONS AND FOLLOW-UP  
 
25. Monitoring and Evaluation Design, Implementation and Utilization. The validator 
should review the PCR assessment of the following aspects of the project’s monitoring and 
evaluation (M&E) system: 
  

(i) design—the extent to which the project aimed at collecting efficacious data,9 
given expected project impacts, outcomes, outputs, given the reasonable 
availability of data;  

(ii) implementation—the extent to which pertinent data were actually collected; 
and  

(iii) utilization—the extent to which the data collected were used to inform 
decision-making and resource allocation within the project.  

 
26. Comments on Project Completion Report Quality. The following three criteria will 
be used to comment on the quality of the PCR, and provide an overall assessment. The 
rating categories for PCR quality are highly satisfactory, satisfactory, less than satisfactory, 
and unsatisfactory. 
 

(i) Quality of presentation: 
 Consistency with PCR Guidelines (ADB’s Project Administration 

Instruction 6.07) and PPER Guidelines. 
 Logical consistency of the PCR, including consistency of appendixes with 

the main text.  
 Adequacy of the treatment of safeguard issues, procurement 

arrangements, fiduciary issues, covenants and cross-cutting concerns. 
 Clarity of the report. 

 
                                                 
9  Data that accurately reflected project impacts and thus enabled a robust assessment of project achievements.  
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(ii) Quality of evidence and analysis: 
 Adequacy of evidence to substantiate ratings (soundness and scale of 

surveys and data). 
 Scope and plausibility of parameters, assumptions, and methods used for 

computation of the EIRR, FIRR, and financial analysis. 
 Identification of exogenous factors affecting results. 
 Candor of PCR ratings assessments and underlying analysis. 

 
(iii) Quality of lessons and recommendations: 

 Offer valuable insights that could be used for the design and 
implementation of future projects. 

 Could PCR be used as take-off points for further assessments or future 
evaluation studies (e.g., PPER, SAPE, CAPE, CPSFR Validation). 

 
27. Data Sources for Validation. Indicate the sources used in conducting the validation. 
Apart from the PCR itself, references may include the five sources of data indicated below. 
However, ADB’s internal documents (e.g., back-to-office reports, Board proceedings) which 
are not public documents may be used, but do not need to be referenced in the PVR.  
 

(i) Report and Recommendations of the President (RRP), Government’s PCR or 
consultant’s final reports, Technical Assistance Completion Reports TCR(s), 
where available  

(ii) Management Review Meeting (MRM) and Staff Review Committee (SRC) 
documents  

(iii) Tranche release documents, progress reports, benefit monitoring and 
evaluation reports, and/or other survey type reports, where available  

(iv) Supervision reports, including and back-to-office report of the mid-term 
project implementation review mission and PCR mission  

(v) Communications with project officers, writers of the PCR, and executing 
agency staff.   

 
28. Recommendation for Independent Evaluation Department Follow-up. This 
section should comment on the need for a PPER or other IED study to follow the validation, 
for instance the need for an outcome survey. This section considers factors such as the 
quality and depth of the PCR and issues or aspects that may require independent evaluation 
at a later stage. With the PCR validation, project/program evaluation and preparation of a 
PPER will be limited to a smaller number of PCRs. 
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