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PROJECT COMPLETION REPORT VALIDATION 
 

A. Basic Project Data PCR Validation Date: April 2010 
Project Number: 
Loan Number: 

33062 
1798 

Approved Actual 

Project Name: Road Rehabilitation (Sector) 
Project 

Total Project Costs 
($ million): 

250.0 261.0 

Country: Indonesia Loan/Grant ($ million): 190.0 180.7 
Sectors: Transport (Road Transport) and 

Information and Communications 
Technology 

Total Cofinancing 
($ million): 

0.0 0.0 

ADF: 0.0 Borrower ($ million): 60.0 80.3 ADB Financing 
($ million): OCR: 190.0 Beneficiaries ($ million): 0.0 0.0 
Cofinanciers: None Others ($ million): 0.0 0.0 
Approval Date: 11 December 2000 Effectiveness Date: 28 Jun 2001 28 Sep 2001
Signing Date: 27 March 2001 Closing Date: 31 Mar 2005 31 Jul 2007
Project Officers: Name: 

P. Giraud 
M. Rehman 
L. Pochard 
J. Lacombe 
R. Valkovic 
R. Kausar 
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ADB headquarters 
ADB headquarters 
ADB headquarters 
Indonesia Resident Mission 
Indonesia Resident Mission 
Indonesia Resident Mission 

From 
2000 
2001 
2004 
2004 
2005 
2007 

To 
2001 
2004 
2004 
2005 
2007 
2007 

Validator: 
Quality Control 
Reviewers: 

T. F. Jones III, Consultant 
N. Singru, Senior Evaluation 
  Specialist, IED2 
R. Lumain, Senior Evaluation 
  Officer, IED2 

Director: H. Hettige, IED2 

 
B. Project Description (summarized from the report and recommendation of the President) 
 

(i) Rationale. After the Asian financial crisis in the late 1990s, the Government of Indonesia has 
focused on macroeconomic stabilization, corporate sector restructuring, bank recapitalization, and 
augmenting resources for social safety nets. During 1998–2000, the budget was under severe 
stress and fiscal adjustment entailed cuts in essential expenditures in the road sector. That resulted 
in a need for greater flow of external assistance to the sector to enable the government to sustain 
periodic road maintenance and betterment activities. It is estimated that the road system required a 
minimum investment of Rp5.5 trillion (about $700 million) per year to prevent deterioration of the 
road system. As the government’s fiscal position was likely to remain tight in the medium term, 
continued external support to the road sector was critical to preserve priority road sections and 
support economic recovery. 
 
Road rehabilitation requirements were high in Java, Kalimantan, Sulawesi, and Sumatra. Asian 
Development Bank (ADB) assistance under the project was directed to cover 15 provinces 
distributed over these islands. 
 
The project aimed to support pro-poor growth through an appropriate selection of subprojects with 
an acceptable level of economic return on investment and potential for direct poverty reduction due 
to their being located in poor areas. The project was to facilitate access of the poor to opportunities 
in order to improve their living standards and provide employment to underemployed rural workers. 
Official poverty data indicated that eight of the 15 provinces covered by the project had poverty 
incidence higher than the national average. In the seven provinces that were below the national 
average in terms of poverty incidence, the project targeted the poorest areas. 
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The government also requested assistance to reformulate its road sector policies to take into 
account the impact of the financial crisis and the new decentralization policy, as well as to 
strengthen its institutions to facilitate policy implementation. Policy work was particularly needed in 
the areas of road user charges, cost recovery, adequate funding of road maintenance works, 
limiting vehicle weight, road safety, and regional road planning and road management. 
 

(ii) Impact. The project aimed to support pro-poor growth through road rehabilitation in 15 provinces of 
Indonesia. 
 

(iii) Objectives or expected outcomes. The main objective of the project was to continue supporting 
the government’s road sector programs by funding a 4-year time slice (2001–2004) of civil works for 
priority roads in 15 provinces of Java, Kalimantan, Sulawesi, and Sumatra: Riau, Jambi, Bengkulu, 
South Sumatra, Lampung, West Java, Central Java, East Java, Yogyakarta Special Region, West 
Kalimantan, Central Kalimantan, East Kalimantan, South Kalimantan, North Sulawesi, and 
Southeast Sulawesi. Other objectives were to help the government (a) implement road sector 
policies, particularly those related to road user charges, cost recovery, maintenance fund allocation, 
vehicle overloading, road safety, and road planning and management; and (b) build capacity for 
road and bridge works. 
 

(iv) Components and/or outputs. The project comprised three components: (a) road and bridge 
works, (b) road sector policies, and (c) building capacity for road and bridge works. 

 
C. Evaluation of Design and Implementation (project completion report assessment and validation) 

 
(i) Relevance of design and formulation. The project was formulated shortly after the Asian financial 

crisis of 1997–2000. It aimed to support pro-poor growth by selecting subprojects located in 
relatively poorer areas. Use of the sector approach was justified on grounds that the implementing 
agency had established sound procedures for programming annual works and budgeting, as 
demonstrated in previous road projects.1  Also, this approach allowed considerable flexibility in 
design and subproject identification, which was appropriate in this case where conditions and 
priorities were subject to change. The project was considered relevant and remains so as it was in 
line with ADB’s country strategy and the government’s objectives and strategy. Formulation of the 
project left room for improvement, however, in view of the poor institutional capacity within the 
government. The report and recommendation of the President (RRP) had acknowledged a risk that 
“the institutional capability of the government may be weakened during the transition to 
decentralization, and affect project implementation.” The government had provided assurance 
mitigating this risk, but start-up delays—including those related to procurement issues—were 
caused by lack of readiness.2 This indicates room for improvement in project formulation. Overall, 
the rating of relevant for the project is validated. 

 
(ii) Project outputs. For the road and bridge works, the emphasis was on periodic road maintenance 

and less so on road betterment. However, implementation delays resulted in further deterioration of 
the roads to the point where rehabilitation or betterment was required. This resulted in higher project 
costs. As a result, the actual outputs were lower than expected since the project could improve 
fewer kilometers (km) of road works than originally envisaged. Similarly, some bridges were beyond 
rehabilitation and replacement was required. Table 1 summarizes works expected and 
accomplished. 

 
 

                                                 
1 The project was the sixth ADB sector loan assistance project for Indonesia’s roads and highways subsector since 

1984. 
2 This was a complex and difficult project with many contracts, contractors, and consultants. It was spread over a 

large geographic area where situations and problems varied widely. In addition, it was implemented when the 
government was engaged in a large decentralization and reorganization exercise. 
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Table 1: Civil Works Outputs Expected at Appraisal and Actual 

Category Appraisal (km) Actual (km) Achievement (%) 
Road Betterment 500 955.2 191 
Periodic Road Maintenance 2,500 1,466.3 59 
Bridge Works 3 1.216 41 
Bridge Rehabilitation  0.148  
Bridge Replacement  1.068  

km = kilometer. 
Note: The average cost per km was $86,000. 
Source: Asian Development Bank. 2008. Project Completion Report: Road Rehabilitation (Sector) Project in 

Indonesia. Manila. 
 
Consultants were recruited to assist the government in implementing its road sector policies. 
Guidance papers were produced for a range of important issues. Implementation was funded in part 
under the project, such as to purchase vehicle weighbridges, correct accident blackspots, and 
provide some road safety training. Overall, outputs fell below what could have been reasonably 
expected and investments made under the project were not used to best possible effect. The project 
completion report (PCR)3 notes that the regulations and guidelines in respect of vehicle weights and 
dimensions have not been updated to reflect changes in vehicle technology or the government’s 
decentralization policy. Furthermore, enforcement of the vehicle axle load and vehicle safety 
regulations was totally ineffective because facilities (such as weighbridges and vehicle inspection 
centers) and regulations related to road traffic and transport are not being used to control road 
damage or enhance road safety. Rather, they became means of collecting legal and illegal levies 
and for retribution. The public driver certification facility also is not being used effectively, because 
the related regulations have not been issued and operating funds are lacking (PCR, para. 22). 
 
The capacity building measures under the project included training, and relevant advanced degrees 
were generally achieved. A total of 76 students were initially enrolled for higher degrees (masters 
and above). Seventy-three completed their studies, while three completed their PhD degrees at 
various Indonesian universities. While some were expected to study overseas, this was cancelled 
so that more students could be funded for study at local universities. Capacity building for road and 
bridge works was formulated to complement earlier Directorate General of Highways (DGH) training 
programs. The number of persons participating in the training is not given, but study materials were 
prepared and training courses were undertaken in 13 provinces and included training of trainers. 
 

(iii) Project cost, disbursements, borrower’s contribution, and conformance to schedule (as 
relevant to project performance). The project cost was originally estimated at $250.0 million, while 
at completion it was $261.0 million. When the $186.3 million loan account (originally $190.0 million 
but reduced due to cancellation of $3.7 million) was closed, $5.6 million remained. The government 
funded the rest. Disbursements were slow at first but picked up substantially at the later stages. 
Cost details are given in Table 2. There were increases in most components except equipment and 
minor civil works and those relating to categories C and D, which declined. Some consulting 
services increased, mainly due to the extended implementation period. 
 
 
 
 

 
 

                                                 
3  ADB. 2008. Project Completion Report: Road Rehabilitation (Sector) Project. Manila. 
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Table 2: Project Cost at Appraisal and Actual 

Project Component Appraisal Actual Actual/Appraisal (%) 
A. Road and Bridge    
 1. Civil Works 195.80 209.47 107.0 
 2. Consulting Services     
  a. Core Team Consultants 8.20 10.11 123.3 
  b. Design and Field Team Consultants 11.80 15.09 127.9 
 Subtotal A  215.80 234.67 108.7 
    

B. Road Sector Policies    
 1. Consulting Services 2.00 3.45 172.5 
 2. Equipment 2.00 0.77 38.5 
 3. Minor Civil Works 3.00 2.27 75.7 
 Subtotal B 7.00 6.49 92.7 

    

C. Capacity Building in Road and Bridge Works    
 1. Consulting Services, Equipment, and Training 2.00 1.87 93.5 
 Subtotal C 2.00 1.87 93.5 

    

D. Interest During Construction and Other Charges 25.20 18.01 71.5 
    

  Total 250.00 261.04 104.4 
Source: Asian Development Bank. 2008. Project Completion Report: Road Rehabilitation (Sector) Project in 

Indonesia. Manila. 
 
Implementation was delayed for a number of reasons, but mostly this related to lengthy recruitment 
of consultants. The delays had the effect of increasing project costs, largely due to continued road 
and bridge deterioration leading to a need for more betterment of roads and bridge replacement. 
Also, there was a mismatch between the implementation schedule and the commencement of civil 
works affecting design consultants, development of road sector policies, and capacity building. For 
the project to be most effective, these consulting services should have started well before civil works 
instead of much later. The loan closing date was extended twice by a total of 28 months to 
accommodate the delays. 
 

(iv) Implementation arrangements, conditions and covenants, related technical assistance, and 
procurement and consultant performance. The project was formulated when the government 
was in the early stages of a large decentralization program. There was, therefore, no model in place 
for implementing such a project. Accordingly, arrangements were modified from time to time. The 
PCR explains this well. 
 
The PCR found compliance with 34 of 38 covenants. Three of four important covenants were not 
complied with or only partly so. They are summarized here and explained more fully in PCR 
Appendix 8. First, several of the contractors and field team consultants did not meet the required 
standards or competency. Second, actions and target dates were supposed to have been 
established in the policy action plan as a condition for submission and approval by ADB of 
successive groups of civil works subprojects and policy-related equipment. This was not done. 
Third, there was improper operation of road sector equipment and facilities as described in Section 
C(ii) above. 
 
The project included three international consulting firms and 17 national firms. The international 
consultants were recruited following ADB guidelines, while the national consultants were recruited 
following procedures acceptable to ADB. The international consultants performed satisfactorily, 
while the national consultants’ performance was partly satisfactorily. The PCR noted that the 
national consultants’ supervising engineer was not present full-time at the civil works sites 
(especially during critical stages of construction) and that the relevant experience of some of the 
other staff was inadequate. The validator agrees with the partly satisfactory rating. 
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Procurement of civil works contracts followed procedures as set out by ADB. Overall, and in spite of 
cash flow problems, the performance of contractors for large civil works contracts was rated as 
satisfactory by the PCR. The validator rates the contractors for the large civil works as partly 
satisfactory due to the poor quality of some civil works. Contractors selected for the remedial 
accident blackspot works were rated only partly satisfactory by the PCR due to poor works quality 
and other factors, and this validation agrees. Equipment suppliers performed satisfactorily. This 
rating is agreed by the validator. 
 
The RRP provided a rather lenient target for outputs: lowering the international roughness index 
(IRI) to less than 8. The PCR’s design and monitoring framework continues to use this target. Such 
a lenient target conceals poor quality of road design and construction. Despite its being so liberal, at 
least two subprojects did not meet this target (PCR, Table A9, Appendix 9). This indicates issues 
with design, performance of contractors, as well as supervision by the Government and ADB.4 
 

(v) Performance of the borrower and executing agency. The PCR rated the performance of the 
borrower and executing agency (EA) as satisfactory. Taking into account the prompt provision of 
counterpart funds and loan administration, this rating is validated for the borrower’s performance, 
but the performance of the EA left room for improvement. The Directorate General of Regional 
Infrastructure Development (DGRID) of the Ministry of Settlements and Regional Infrastructure was 
the EA. It had overall responsibility for project implementation and coordination with other agencies 
involved. DGRID was the successor agency to DGH under the Ministry of Public Works. In June 
2005, a recreated DGH was appointed as the EA and the Ministry of Public Works was 
reestablished. The Directorate General of Land Transport of the Ministry of Transportation was the 
implementing agency for the road sector policy component. The EA’s performance was apparently 
affected by the organizational changes taking place. In view of the overall poor quality of the 
outputs, the performance of the EA has been downgraded to partly satisfactory by the validator. The 
performance of the implementing agency for the road sector policies component was also assessed 
only partly satisfactory, considering that the resources provided under the project have not been 
used effectively. Overall, the performance of the borrower is rated satisfactory, but the performance 
of the EA is rated partly satisfactory. 
 

(vi) Performance of the Asian Development Bank. Project progress, combined with the ongoing 
decentralization process, required considerable input and guidance from ADB. There were 
125 contracts for civil works and 20 consulting services contracts. This placed a heavy load on ADB 
headquarters staff for the review, comment, and approval of the numerous documents involved. The 
PCR states that ADB was slow in taking decisions. Once this responsibility was transferred from 
ADB headquarters to the Indonesia Resident Mission in 2004, turnaround time was considerably 
reduced. All in all, the PCR rates the performance of ADB as satisfactory on average. However, this 
rating is debatable. As part of its supervisory role, ADB should have ensured that loan covenants 
were not circumvented. ADB did not ensure compliance of an important covenant relating to 
approval of subprojects by ADB being contingent on the government’s meeting certain conditions 
(Section C[iv]). This would seem to be a major oversight on the part of ADB and a failure to use the 
leverage afforded by the link between subproject approval and policy action. The validation 
downgrades ADB’s performance to partly satisfactory. 

 
 

                                                 
4 Subprojects selection was confirmed during implementation, but IRI is not reported for the before-improvement 

condition either in the RRP or in the PCR. This lack of information makes it impossible to judge the level of 
improvement achieved. In any case, an IRI of 8 or more should have been considered unacceptable. 
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D. Evaluation of Performance (project completion report assessment and validation)5 
 
(i) Relevance. The project was rated relevant by the PCR, considering that it was consistent with 

ADB’s country strategy and the government’s development objectives and challenges. However, 
issues with project formulation (Section C[i]) as well as poor ownership within the government to 
implement the policy components detract from a higher relevance rating for the project. This 
validator concurs with the PCR rating of relevant. 

 
(ii) Effectiveness. The PCR does not provide a clear rating on project effectiveness, although it rated 

each of the three project components separately. For the civil works, the PCR states that the 
outcomes were generally achieved but with variable, often poor quality. Capacity building was 
achieved, but it was too late to have the intended impact during implementation. The traffic and 
transport policy component produced relevant outputs, recommendations, and proposals, but these 
policies have yet to be implemented. Overall, taking into account the lower level of achievement of 
the outcomes, this validator considers the project to be less effective. 

 
(iii) Efficiency. There were a total of 112 subprojects, a sample of which was subjected to economic 

reevaluation. All of the subprojects approved had economic internal rates of return (EIRRs) of 15% 
or more. Upon reevaluation, the EIRRs averaged 65% and none of the subprojects had an EIRR of 
less than estimated at subproject selection. This is not surprising when one considers that 
maintenance and rehabilitation projects have very significant positive effects on vehicle operating 
costs at a much lower expenditure than for road construction or improvement. Nevertheless, the 
economic reevaluation raises some questions. Discussions with the Indonesia Resident Mission 
could not provide sufficient evidence to rate this project. 
 
While traffic volumes range from 200 vehicles per day to over 15,000 vehicles per day, the IRI after 
betterment ranges from an acceptable 3.1 meters (m) per km to an unacceptable 8.4 m per km 
(PCR, Appendix 9). The IRI after betterment is bunched around 5.0 m per km, which indicates a 
rather rough surface. This yields relatively small vehicle operating savings unless the IRIs before 
betterment were very high, but these have not been provided in the PCR. If the IRI before 
improvement had been very high, then the project would normally be economically feasible for 
reconstruction. However, this is not clear from the PCR. The PCR does not rate project efficiency. 
Taking into account the insufficient data provided in the PCR to validate the high EIRRs, this PCR 
validation report is "unable to validate" the PCR, since the high EIRR cannot be substantiated. 
Moreover, the implementation efficiency of the project was found lacking in several instances. The 
project faced an implementation delay of more than 2 years. 
 

(iv) Preliminary assessment of sustainability. The PCR rates each of the three components 
separately as likely to be sustainable but states that questions remain on whether (a) adequate 
funds will effectively be budgeted for road maintenance, and (b) the funds allocated are used to 
best possible effect. More importantly, the PCR stated that the government had insufficiently 
budgeted for routine maintenance. Appendix 8 of the PCR states that “…implementation of road 
user taxation and earmarking of road maintenance funds were hampered; it will take longer time to 
implement since it involved political issues.” This clearly shows that the project’s sustainability could 
be difficult. In view of this, the validation report rates the project as less likely to be sustainable. 

 
(v) Impact. Although the project included a socioeconomic monitoring and evaluation program, the 

PCR could attribute no benefits to poverty reduction from the project. It did record anecdotal 
evidence indicating that the project could have contributed positively to the rise in economic 
activities. The PCR states that the benefits would likely be modest. The PCR validation report 
concurs with the PCR’s assessment and rates the project impact as moderate in line with 
performance evaluation guidelines. 

 

                                                 
5 ADB. 2006. Guidelines for Preparing Performance Evaluation Reports for Public Sector Operations. Manila. 
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E. Overall Assessment, Lessons, and Recommendations (validation of project completion report 
assessment) 
 
(i) Overall assessment. The project was rated successful by the PCR. However, the PCR validation 

report has identified several issues that affect this rating: (a) weaknesses in design and formulation 
including liberal targets for IRI improvement; (b) outputs that were less than expected, including 
some poor quality of civil works; (c) an implementation process that was marked by a delay of 
28 months, resources not effectively used, and a partly satisfactory performance for both ADB and 
EA; (d) failure to comply with important covenants; and (e) capacity building too late to make an 
impact during implementation. Finally, since the PCR does not provide sufficient data to validate the 
high EIRR, this PCR validation report is "unable to validate" the efficiency rating. Taking into 
consideration the available evaluation criteria, the project is rated partly successful.6 

 
(ii) Lessons. The PCR identifies a number of relevant lessons that need to be learned and acted upon. 

The validator agrees with these lessons. Adequate provision for supervisory resources should be 
made reflecting a project’s complexity and geographic spread. Enforcing covenants that cut across 
government agencies can cause significant delays, but an integrated approach also has its benefits. 
Procurement and supervision and related project management activities need to be improved by 
DGH. Other lessons identified by the PCR validation report are (a) to ensure sustainability, the 
government needs to establish sound road maintenance regimes and provide sufficient resources; 
and (b) institutional development is clearly an area which the government could improve upon. The 
PCR has identified six recommendations. As it is rather ambitious and difficult for the regional 
department to monitor all of these, some of these recommendations could be shifted to lessons 
identified. 

 
(iii) Recommendations. The PCR suggests several recommendations with which the validation agrees 

(see comment in Section E[ii]). The preparation of realistic implementation schedules needs to be 
improved upon. In addition, ADB’s performance in this project leaves room for improvement on 
several fronts, which could have been included as a recommendation. 

 
F. Monitoring and Evaluation Design, Implementation, and Utilization (PCR assessment and validation) 

 
The project included a socioeconomic monitoring and evaluation program. This monitoring was useful in 
identifying intended and other benefits. This program was implemented by the supervision consultant (as 
envisaged in the RRP). Since the supervision consultant’s focus is usually on the road construction, 
however, monitoring of socioeconomic impacts is usually a secondary priority. This project design aspect left 
room for improvement. The PCR is silent on this issue. 
 

G. Other (e.g., safeguards, including governance and anticorruption; fiduciary aspects; government’s 
assessment of the project, as applicable) (PCR assessment and validation) 
 
Environmental safeguards were generally adhered to, but considerable effort on ADB’s part was required for 
the EA to prepare the land acquisition and resettlement plans. The PCR has identified several governance 
issues. These include delayed recruitment of consultants, prequalification of unqualified contractors, and 
selection of questionably qualified local consultants. This may have been due, in part, to decentralization 
and local authorities’ lack of experience. The PCR also noted that some equipment purchased under the 
project was not used to promote transport efficiency but rather was often used as a means for extracting 
illegal levies and retributions (Section C[ii]). 
 

                                                 
6  ADB. 2008. Guidelines for the Validation of Project Completion Reports and Extended Annual Review Reports. 

Manila; and ADB. 2007. Guidelines for the Preparation of Project Completion Report Validation Reports. Manila. 
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H. Ratings PCR IED Review Reason for Disagreement/Comments 
Relevance: Relevant Relevant  
Effectiveness in 
Achieving 
Outcome: 

Not Rated Less Effective Although outputs were completed, the 
outcomes were not achieved effectively. 
The quality of the roads improved was 
not consistent. The policy component 
was not effective. 

Efficiency in 
Achieving Outcome 
and Outputs: 

Not Rated Unable to Validate IED does not have adequate information 
on assumptions to validate the high 
EIRRs reported by the PCR. 

Preliminary 
Assessment of 
Sustainability: 

Sustainable Less Likely This rating is subject to fulfillment of the 
conditions identified by the PCR (e.g., 
funding allocation, reconstruction of poor 
civil works, and availability and 
utilization of institutional capacity). 

Borrower and 
Executing Agency: 

Borrower—Satisfactory 
EA—Satisfactory 

Borrower—Satisfactory
EA—Partly 
Satisfactory 

The EA’s performance left room for 
improvement on several fronts, as 
outlined in Section C(v). 

Performance of 
ADB: 

Satisfactory Partly Satisfactory ADB was slow in approvals and 
displayed inadequate supervision of loan 
covenant compliance.  

Impact: Modest Moderate  
Overall 
Assessment: 

Successful Partly Successful Based on IED assessment of relevant, 
less effective, and less likely to be 
sustainable. 

Quality of PCR:  Partly Satisfactory  See Section I. 
 

I. Comments on PCR Quality 
 
The PCR leaves room for improvement in the following areas: 
 
(i) The PCR did not provide a clear rating for effectiveness and efficiency. The PCR validation report 

found that negative points outweighed the positives on project design and implementation, which 
seem to indicate a relative disconnect with the overall assessment. The assessment on 
sustainability also appears to have been assumed only on the basis of things to be done in the 
future and does not reflect the poor quality of construction. 

(ii) The PCR assessment did not provide enough data on assumptions underlying the economic 
analysis. Appendix 9 provides no evidence on factors concerning roughness, traffic volumes and 
growth, and vehicle operating costs as related to roughness before and after betterment. This lack 
of data has resulted in an "unable to validate" rating.  

(iii) The PCR seems to imply a rating for impact of modest. However, the PCR does not specify these 
ratings as per IED’s evaluation guidelines (footnote 5). 

(iv) The design and monitoring framework in Appendix 1 continues to be in the old style and is 
incorrectly drafted. The impact achievement provides no indicators. The outcomes do not state what 
is the result of the road improvement (i.e., what are the indicators showing facilitation of the 
movement of freight and passengers). The outcome indicators incorrectly state the outputs (i.e., 
2,421.5 km of road received road betterment or periodic road maintenance). 

 
J. Recommendation for Independent Evaluation Department Follow-Up 

 
Taking into account the relatively high EIRRs calculated for the project and the issues relating to project 
effectiveness, it would be useful to carry out a postevaluation about 2 years after project completion. 
Moreover, effects from the lack of policy measures could become clearer at that stage. 
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K. Data Sources for Validation 
 
PCR, RRP, legal documents, Management Review Meeting and Staff Review Committee documents, 
summary record of ADB’s Board of Directors, ADB mission back-to-office reports, previous validation 
reports, and World Bank documents. In addition, IED requested for additional data to substantiate the EIRR 
calculation. This was found to be inadequate since the Indonesia Resident Mission had archived their 
project documents. 
 
 



REGIONAL DEPARTMENT’S RESPONSE TO THE PROJECT COMPLETION REPORT 
VALIDATION REPORT 

 
 
On 26 August 2009, Director, IED2, Independent Evaluation Department, received the following 
comments from the Indonesia Resident Mission (IRM), Southeast Asia Department. 
 
We have reviewed IED’s earlier draft Project Completion Report (PCR) Validation Report 
circulated to us and its final draft that was sent to us for IRM's review. We appreciate that the 
comments we made to IED on the earlier draft have been adequately incorporated in the final 
draft. Therefore, we have no formal comment to make on the final draft. 




