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ADB = Asian Development Bank, ADF = Asian Development Fund, IED2 = Independent Evaluation Department 
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resources, PCR = project completion report.  
a Formerly known as Overseas Economic Cooperation Fund, which was merged with Export-Import Bank of Japan to 

form the Japan Bank for International Cooperation in 1999. This (parallel) loan was closed in December 2009. 

I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A. Rationale 

1. According to the report and recommendation of the president (RRP),1 the Secondary 
Education Development and Improvement Project (SEDIP) sought to address the below-
average rates of enrolment, completion and student achievement in secondary education 
(grades 7 to 10) across poverty-affected rural areas. Improving such performance is critical 
because secondary education serves to enhance the trainability of students who will enter the 
workforce and to provide academic preparation for students continuing into higher education. 

B. Expected Impact 

2. According to the RRP and project completion report (PCR),2 SEDIP sought to improve 
equitable access to quality secondary education in poverty-affected rural provinces through a 5% 
increase in the net enrolment rate and a 2% increase in the completion rate.3 However, these 
impact indicators were also reflected as outcome indicators in the design and monitoring 
framework (DMF). 

                                                 
1  ADB. 1998. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan and Technical 

Assistance Grant to the Republic of the Philippines for the Secondary Education Development and Improvement 
Project. Manila.  

2  ADB. 2009. Completion Report: Secondary Education Development and Improvement Project in the Philippines. 
Manila. 

3  Footnote 1, para. 109; however, the target increase for the net enrolment rate was only 2.5%. 
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C. Objectives or Expected Outcomes 

3. SEDIP sought to improve the quality and relevance of secondary education in 14 poor 
provinces and facilitate decentralization to improve subsector efficiency. Expected outcomes 
were: 4  (i) improved quality and relevance of secondary education in project provinces; (ii) 
increased rates of participation in, and completion of, secondary education in underserved 
areas; and (iii) better capacity of division education officials for school-based management. 

D. Components and Outputs 

4. The project components and target outputs comprised: 
(i) Component 1: Improved school effectiveness and learning. Sub-outputs 

included (a) better skills and competence of school heads in planning, 
management and instructional support to teachers; (b) improved teaching skills 
and subject matter knowledge among teachers; (c) improved availability of 
learning materials; (d) improved physical environment through construction and 
rehabilitation of classrooms and other facilities; and (e) piloting of the High 
School Innovation Fund (HSIF).5 

(ii) Component 2: Improved access to secondary education in underserved 
areas. Implemented a dropout reduction program by (a) establishing new 
schools in underserved areas with the provision of facilities, equipment and 
training of teachers and school heads for about 15 new public secondary schools; 
and (b) implementing a module-based secondary school alternative program. 

(iii) Component 3: Decentralized secondary education management. Supported 
(a) a capacity building process for division offices in planning and management 
of secondary education, central and regional offices in monitoring and evaluation 
(M&E), and the Bureau of Secondary Education (BSE) in sector policy research 
management; (b) improvement of the education management information system 
(EMIS); (c) new textbook procurement and delivery system; and (d) development 
of a local and school-based in-service training mechanism. 

E. Provision of Inputs 

5. Actual project cost ($137 million) was 16% lower than the appraised $163 million due to 
substantial savings from the textbook procurement. The actual funding comprised the (i) Asian 
Development Bank (ADB) loan (23%), (ii) Japan Bank for International Cooperation (JBIC) 
financing (43%), and (iii) government‘s contribution (34%). The JBIC contribution was used only 
for component 1 civil works, furniture, and equipment and related consulting services. Slow 
implementation in the initial years of the project resulted in total disbursement being 39% below 
the original loan amount, with $17 million cancelled in two batches.6 

F. Implementation Arrangements 

6. SEDIP implementation followed a quasi-mainstreamed approach through the integration 
of BSE staff in the National Project Management Office (NPMO) and the direct involvement of 
regular BSE staff in leading implementation. The Department of Education (DepEd) Executive 

                                                 
4  Indicators included participation and completion rates (also identified as impact indicators, described in para. 2 of 

this validation report), along with a 2.0%–2.5% reduction in dropout rate (although this difference is not consistent 
with the expected reduction of dropouts from 6.8% in 1998 to 3.8% in 2006) and repetition rate (from 4.1% in 1998 
to 1.6% in 2006). The PCR noted that no indicator was identified for student achievement. Other outcome 
indicators that seemed more appropriate for outputs included the training of 70% of school heads and 60% of math 
and science teachers; 700,000 students were also expected to benefit from textbooks. 

5  A $1.9 million fund will finance initiatives that address constraints to quality teaching and learning. 
6  This comprised $8 million for textbooks and materials, $5 million for total financing charges during implementation, 

and $4 million in unallocated funds. 
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Committee replaced the Project Management Advisory Committee for policy guidance. NPMO 
was headed by (i) a project manager (the director of BSE), assisted by a deputy manager for 
NPMO’s daily operations; and (ii) chiefs of the different components supported by technical and 
administrative staff. A division implementation office was set up for each of the 15 SEDIP 
divisions, headed by the school division superintendent. 

II. EVALUATION OF PERFORMANCE AND RATINGS 

A. Relevance of Design and Formulation 

7. The PCR rated the SEDIP highly relevant because its design (i) was fully consistent with 
government’s policy and ADB sector strategies at appraisal and completion; (ii) reflected 
lessons from previous ADB7 and World Bank projects; and (iii) focused assistance on poorer 
provinces,8 and gave priority to needy and disadvantaged schools. This validation agrees with 
the PCR’s rating of highly relevant. The RRP provided an excellent analysis of subsector 
constraints and its investment support was timely in offsetting the adverse effects of the 
government’s budget deficits on social spending at the time. The project design (i) envisioned a 
phased implementation to pilot the decentralization process, (ii) piloted the HSIF to identify 
creative solutions to teaching and learning problems, (iii) allowed the establishment of a second-
tier imprest account at the division offices to facilitate disbursement for local expenditures, and 
(iv) proposed strategies to address issues specific to indigenous people. The decision to 
reorient the HSIF from innovation to remediation also showed design flexibility. SEDIP was also 
harmonized well with parallel World Bank and JBIC efforts by targeting the same provinces, 
applying similar support strategies and coordinating implementation schedules and phases. 

8. However, it was not clear why the RRP assigned net enrolment and completion rates as 
indicators for both impact and outcomes.9 Paragraph 66 and Appendix 1 of the PCR implied that 
it would have been more appropriate to measure the performance of such a poverty-targeted 
project on the basis of relative disparities (between national and project indicators) instead of 
straightforward improvements in performance indicators; this validation maintains that the best 
approach would have been to measure and compare the indicators for project and non-project 
provinces. SEDIP also lacked an intervention to address the problem of repetition, which is 
linked to the poor capacity of elementary school graduates to absorb the high school curriculum. 
Because the benefits from the World Bank’s Third Elementary Education Project project—in 
terms of better-prepared students—could potentially not be felt until 1–2 years after 
implementation, the project could have designed a transitional mechanism to support students 
during that period. The PCR confirmed this need when it reported that the HSIF had to be 
reoriented to finance remediation for weakly-performing first- and second-year students. 
Nonetheless, these observations were not sufficient to downgrade the rating of the PCR. 

B. Effectiveness in Achieving Project Outcomes 

9. The PCR rated the project effective in achieving outcomes because (i) although average 
competency scores of SEDIP students increased only slightly (to 51% in 2003–2006 from the 
1997–2001 average of 50%), scores were well above the 2003–2006 national average of 45%; 
(ii) student dropout was reduced through an array of very successful programs; (iii) the net 

                                                 
7  ADB. 1988. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan to the 

Republic of the Philippines for the Secondary Education Development Sector Project. Manila; and ADB. 1993. 
Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan to the Republic of the 
Philippines for the Nonformal Education Project. Manila. 

8  Selected in coordination with World Bank. 1996. Third Elementary Education Project. Washington. 
9  To provide indicators for  the improvement in the quality of secondary education, the DMF could possibly have 

adopted as impact indicators (i) national achievement test scores (literacy and numeracy); and (ii) the transition 
rate from secondary to tertiary education, and/or the increase in employability. 
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enrollment rate (NER) in SEDIP schools increased from 38% in 2004 to 40% in 2007, while the 
average completion rate of SEDIP divisions reached 57%, against a national completion rate of 
55%; (iv) national achievement test scores for SEDIP divisions tend to outperform the national 
average scores; and (v) (a) 93% of project schools adopted school improvement planning in 
their regular operations; (b) 70% of school heads claimed improved performance as a result of 
school-based management training; and (c) the capacity of division office for strategic planning 
was strengthened, as evidenced by the preparation of district education development plans and 
establishment of division in-service training mechanisms. This validation agrees with the PCR 
rating of effective. 

10. The positive achievements in participation improvement and dropout reduction fell short 
of original targets in the DMF.10 Moreover, the completion rate in SEDIP schools deteriorated 
from start to end of the implementation period, although as explained in para. 61 of the PCR, 
such decline was slower than the decline at the national level even though the project provinces 
were among the poorest in the country. The PCR attributed the performance shortfalls to the 
increasing level of poverty and persistent child labor; project documents also referenced non-
economic issues like the presence of school gangs, outside distractions (drugs, alcoholism, 
gambling, and frequenting of internet cafes), separation of parents; and civil unrest (in the case 
of schools in Mindanao). The PCR also contains a detailed discussion of what went right, what 
went wrong and how changes were made during implementation to support the delivery of 
outputs and achievement of outcomes that were better than national averages. 

C. Efficiency in Achieving Outcome and Outputs 

11. The PCR rated the SEDIP less efficient because of (i) substantial implementation delays 
up to the midterm review (MTR),11 which resulted in a change in the implementation strategy 
from the original plan calling for two sequential batches of provinces to simultaneous 
implementation in all provinces; this prevented the project from drawing lessons from the pilot 
implementation as designed; and (ii) project extension to complete procurement of books, which 
was put on hold for 2 years while DepEd undertook a major review and revision of all books in 
use after numerous complaints of errors. 

12. This validation agrees with the PCR rating of less efficient, highlighting the key reasons 
for substantial delays, which include: (i) the political change in early 2001, which caused 
changes in DepEd leadership and contributed to the initial lack of support of its senior 
management for the project’s decentralization approach, the separation of NPMO from BSE, 
and the 2-year delay in approval of major contracts; (ii) management and staffing problems at 
NPMO;12 and (iii) greater focus of the executing agency and the local government units on the 
World Bank-funded Third Elementary Education Project (footnote 8),13 which started 1 year 
earlier than SEDIP. The delay in mobilizing the package B consultants and in the completion of 
the school mapping study also adversely affected implementation of the JBIC-funded physical 
facility improvement. Most of these issues were resolved only after the MTR; however, delays in 

                                                 
10  For instance, NER rose by 1.7 percentage points from 1997 to 2002–2006 versus the 5 percentage points 

envisaged in the DMF or the 2.5 percentage-point target in para. 109 of the RRP; the dropout rate fell by 0.6 
percentage points versus the DMF target of 2 percentage points. 

11  Contract awards were 9% as of the end of June 2002, and disbursement 3% as of that date, against the elapsed 
loan period of 44%, which put the project at risk at the time. The MTR found that the NPMO did not follow the 
original design of training and training materials, leading to training that was not in line with project objectives and 
of questionable quality. Delays in awarding contracts for the school mapping exercise and associated consultants 
meant school construction was also hindered.  

12  Such as unfamiliarity with bidding and procurement procedures, lack of clear guidelines and communications, poor 
monitoring, and changing project activities and covenants without prior concurrence from ADB. 

13  As early as 2002, the MTR noted that the lack of counterpart funds from some local government units (which also 
supported the 10% counterpart fund for Third Elementary Education Project schools) would constitute a future 
problem for SEDIP. 
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the textbook procurement process resulted in the extension of project completion by 22 months. 
This validation also notes that detailed analysis of efficiency was not possible because both the 
RRP and the PCR did not carry out economic analysis to estimate economic internal rate of 
return.14 The PCR also did not include a discussion of least-cost options, cost effectiveness or 
efficiency of process; instead it primarily discussed implementation delays. 

D. Preliminary Assessment of Sustainability 

13. The PCR rated the SEDIP most likely sustainable. The PCR emphasized that during the 
project’s final year, activities were focused on mainstreaming the most successful project 
outputs into the 2008 and 2009 budgets for the secondary education system: (i) the HSIF as a 
national program; (ii) the dropout reduction program, including the open high school system and 
effective alternative secondary education; (iii) in-service training mechanism at the division level 
to build capacity of teachers and school heads on a regular basis; (iv) development of school 
improvement plans by school heads; and (v) development of division education development 
plans. 

14. This validation downgrades the PCR’s sustainability rating to likely sustainable. The 
outputs mainstreamed into the national program require mainly incremental capacity-building 
resources (i.e., the costs for materials development and training-of-trainers had already been 
invested), estimated in the RRP to be 1.2%–2.4% of DepEd’s total personnel and operating 
budget. On the other hand, the RRP projected the cost of replenishing or replacing textbooks to 
account for 58% to 80% of the total annual recurrent cost, which would represent a very 
significant commitment from the government. The PCR did not update this estimate nor did it 
carry out a financial sustainability analysis of the secondary education subsector showing 
improvements in the disbursement of the recurrent secondary education budget, especially at 
the provincial and division levels. This validation finds it encouraging that the 2007 conditional 
cash transfer program financed by the World Bank (with ADB cofinancing beginning in 2010) 
required children below 13–14 years old to stay in secondary school and maintain class 
attendance of at least 85% per month to enable the household to continue receiving cash grants. 
Such cash transfers would help the parents meet the associated costs of schooling and reduce 
the incentive to remove children from school in order to work, thereby addressing 
socioeconomic factors that affect secondary school participation and completion. 

E. Impact  

15. The PCR indicates the SEDIP had (i) a significant impact in terms of decentralizing 
education management and supporting students at risk of dropping out; and (ii) a moderate 
impact in reducing the gap in the participation and completion rates between project provinces 
and the country overall.15 This validation rates project impact moderate, based on the original 
DMF targets (para. 10). The PCR did not clearly show the gender or socioeconomic impacts on 
the education of children from ethnic groups and poor families, especially those from the five 
SEDIP provinces in Mindanao, who are among the poorest in the country. 

                                                 
14  Para. 114 of the RRP stated that no attempt was made to calculate the direct economic returns of the project in 

deference to ADB’s guidelines on project appraisal in the basic education sector. 
15  As indicated by the reduction of disparity in (i) NER between SEDIP divisions (average 40.3%) and the country as 

a whole (average 45.0%) during 2002–2008 by 4.7 percentage points; and (ii) completion rate between SEDIP 
provinces (average 56.7%) against the country as a whole (average 55.3%) during 2002–2007 by 1.4 percentage 
points. 
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III. OTHER PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT 

A. Performance of the Borrower and Executing Agencies 

16. The PCR rated the performance of the borrower and executing agency satisfactory. This 
validation rates the performance of the borrower satisfactory because of its timely compliance 
with effectiveness conditions and loan covenants. Although the government’s share of the 
actual project cost was $10 million less than appraised, it was still able to provide counterpart 
financing for the project, except in 2006 when Congress failed to approve the national budget 
that incorporated supplementary counterpart funds for SEDIP. This validation also rates 
executing agency performance satisfactory. The performance of the executing agency improved 
after the MTR, and especially with the appointment of a new secretary of education in 
September 2002, and overcame the (i) weak initial support of senior management, (ii) continued 
vacant positions at NPMO because of the presidential order banning hiring of new staff,16 and 
(iii) high turnover of NPMO staff. NPMO also facilitated project implementation by developing 
manuals, handbooks and guidebooks. DepEd’s Executive Committee served in place of a 
program management advisory committee to give policy guidance to the project; while this 
committee eventually addressed the delays stemming from textbook quality and procurement 
issues, it failed to resolve them in a more expeditious manner 

B. Performance of the Asian Development Bank 

17. The PCR rated the ADB’s overall performance partly satisfactory due to an initial lack of 
monitoring and supervision as indicated by (i) only one review mission17 between the inception 
and MTR missions; (ii) failure to flag non-compliance with loan covenants prior to the MTR; and 
(iii) missed opportunities for ADB to intervene at critical periods, e.g., to learn from the 
implementation of the pilot cases, as designed. However, improved ADB performance during 
and after the MTR enabled the project to achieve almost all of its deliverables. The MTR carried 
out a comprehensive review, provided a road map for project implementation, and reached key 
agreements with the government. The PCR was also finished less than 6 months after project 
completion, and presented an honest assessment of project performance and achievements. 
This validation upgrades the PCR rating of the performance of ADB to satisfactory.  

C. Others 

18. The PCR did not report problems related to safeguards, governance, and anticorruption 
issues. 

19. A technical assistance (TA) project piggybacked to the loan aimed to (i) develop a 10-
year plan for the decentralization of basic education system, and (ii) conduct a cost–benefit 
analysis of a decentralized basic education organization.18 The PCR rated the TA successful 
because (i) it produced a comprehensive model and strategy for decentralizing the management 
of basic education; (ii) its recommendations formed the basis for developing the implementing 
rules and regulations for the Governance of Basic Education Act; and (iii) it provided a road map 
for the policies, strategies and actions being followed by DepEd. This validation agrees with the 
PCR’s successful assessment of the TA, noting that the government became more receptive to 
the TA recommendations following the 2002 change in DepEd leadership, in favor of an 
administration that was more receptive to decentralized education management.  

                                                 
16  For instance, because the NPMO was unable to provide consistent and systematic information required during the 

MTR, ADB had to engage a fulltime staff consultant to assist it. 
17  The back-to-the-office report for this review mission was not made available to IED. 
18  ADB. 1998. Technical Assistance to the Republic of the Philippines for the Decentralization of Basic Education 

Management. Manila (TA 3115). 
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IV. OVERALL ASSESSMENT, LESSONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. Overall Assessment and Ratings 

20. The PCR’s overall project rating was successful, because it was highly relevant, 
effective in achieving outcomes, less efficient in achieving outputs and outcomes, most likely 
sustainable and had positive impacts. This validation also rated the project successful as it is 
relevant, effective, less efficient, and likely sustainable. 
 

Overall Ratings 
 

Criteria PCR IED Review Reason for Disagreement/Comments
Relevance Highly 

relevant 
Highly relevant  

Effectiveness in 
achieving outcome 

Effective Effective  

Efficiency in achieving 
outcome and outputs 

Less efficient Less efficient  

Preliminary 
assessment of 
sustainability 

Most likely 
sustainable 

Likely 
sustainable 

Activities mainstreamed into the national program 
involved capacity development; the rating might have 
been higher if there had been more concrete financing 
commitments for textbooks, additional teachers, school 
facilities and equipment. 

Borrower and 
executing agency 

Satisfactory  Satisfactory  

Performance of ADB Partly 
satisfactory 

Satisfactory Midterm review was comprehensive; improved ADB 
performance after the midterm review enabled the project 
to catch up on its deliverables; the PCR presented a good 
assessment of project performance and achievements. 

Impact Moderate for 
Component 1; 
Significant for 
decentralizatio
n and dropout 
schemes 

Moderate Impact is moderate based on the design and monitoring 
framework targets. Indicators were more appropriate for 
outcomes, and did not clearly show gender or 
socioeconomic impact on the education of children from 
ethnic groups and poor families. 

Overall assessment Successful Successful  
Quality of PCR  Satisfactory  

ADB = Asian Development Bank, IED = Independent Evaluation Division, PCR = project completion report, SEDIP = 
Secondary Education Development and Improvement Project 
Source: ADB IED. 

B. Identification of Lessons 

21. This validation agrees with the following SEDIP lessons presented in the PCR: (i) a 
holistic approach is needed to improve student achievement and help at-risk students; and (ii) 
projects that aim to achieve synergies in project implementation and amplify project impacts 
should assess the collective capacity of the implementers (human, physical and financial) to 
reduce the burden for implementers. This validation adds a lesson that more innovative cost-
sharing arrangements should be developed to ensure that very poor local government units 
(which find it difficult to provide counterpart equity) are not hindered from participating in 
programs similar to SEDIP. 

C. Recommendations for Follow-Up 

22. The PCR provided general and project-related recommendations. The latter included (i) 
improve strategy for supporting secondary school enrollment, considering students’ specific 
needs and the factors preventing them from enrolling and staying at school until cycle 
completion; (ii) redefine performance indicators to measure efficacy of teachers and school 
heads, focusing on their work at school rather than only on student achievement; and (iii) further 
strengthen capacities for decentralized education management, with particular emphasis on 
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further work to enhance the capacity of school heads and other education managers at the 
division and regional levels, particularly in planning and M&E. The general recommendations for 
future projects were to (i) strengthen project implementation by ensuring deployment of 
competent project managers at the national and local levels for the entire duration of the project, 
and close monitoring and supervision of project activities by ADB; and (ii) prioritize M&E in 
project implementation.  

V. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS AND FOLLOW-UP 

A. Monitoring and Evaluation Design, Implementation, and Utilization 

23. SEDIP envisaged (i) development, testing and installation of a computerized EMIS in the 
batch 1 provinces during the first year of implementation, (ii) installation of an EMIS in all project 
provinces by the third year; (iii) implementation of M&E activities at each level of the project 
implementation structure; and (iv) updating of the baseline information in the batch 1 provinces 
within 6 months of project effectiveness. The EMIS (i) was installed in all provinces without 
testing because of slow implementation prior to the MTR; and (ii) is yet to be installed in all 
SEDIP schools, nine regional offices and the central office. The PCR indicated that baseline 
data (updated in 2000) are being used, but the use of EMIS data was limited by the lack of a 
fully-functioning system to analyze and consolidate information collected from schools at the 
division office and report this back to the schools and regional and national offices. Therefore, 
this validation finds the implementation and use of the SEDIP M&E system weak. 

B. Comments on Project Completion Report Quality 

24. The PCR is satisfactory as it was generally well-written and concise, followed the PCR 
guidelines, and provided sufficient analysis using available information. The PCR also 
presented a performance summary against the DMF in Appendix 1. This validation agrees with 
the satisfactory rating, but notes the following gaps in the PCR: (i) the original and revised 
organograms for DepEd and NPMO were not included; (ii) project accomplishments in reducing 
repetition were not reported; (iii) information on other outcome indicators (student achievements, 
NER, dropout and completion rates) were not disaggregated by gender, ethnic group and 
poverty status of households; (iv) a detailed financial sustainability analysis was not conducted; 
and (v) the working relationship with JBIC was not described. While the PCR did not compare 
actual project cost against the planned cost by cost categories under the JBIC loan (this was 
carried out only for the ADB loan), it implied that the JBIC loan was still active at the time the 
PCR was written (the loan was expected to be closed in December 2009).  

C. Data Sources for Validation 

25. RRP, PCRs (ADB’s and the government’s), Board meeting minutes on the proposed 
loan, minutes of the staff review committee meeting, minutes of the management review 
meeting, and aide memoires of review missions including the MTR. 

D. Recommendation for Independent Evaluation Department Follow-Up 

26. No further evaluation by IED is necessary. 
 



Appendix 9 

 

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

 
 
On 19 December 2011, Independent Evaluation Division 2, Independent Evaluation Department 
(IED), received the following comments from the Human and Social Development Division, 
Southeast Asia Department: 
 

We have reviewed IED’s earlier draft project completion report validation report 
and its final draft. We appreciate that the comments we made to IED on the 
earlier draft have been incorporated to the extent possible in the final draft. We 
have no further comment. 
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