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PROJECT COMPLETION REPORTS AND VALIDATIONS 
 
1. The performance of individual Asian Development Bank (ADB) sovereign lending and grant 
operations is assessed through project/program completion reports (PCRs) prepared by the regional 
departments, and through PCR validation reports (PVRs) and project/program performance 
evaluation reports (PPERs) prepared by the Independent Evaluation Department (IED).1

 

 A three-
category rating system—generally successful, partly successful, and unsuccessful—was used to 
assess performance before 2000. To harmonize ADB’s evaluation methodology with the 
methodology of other multilateral development banks, a four-category system—highly successful, 
successful, less than successful  (previously worded partly successful, with the same meaning), and 
unsuccessful—has been used since 2000. The overall project rating is derived on the basis of four 
evaluation criteria: relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability. 

2. Projects and programs are considered “successful” when their rating is highly successful, 
successful, or generally successful. Projects and programs rated unsuccessful are failures, while those 
rated less than successful achieve some development results, but fall short of their objectives. 
 
3. This linked document draws some conclusions from IED’s evaluations of ADB projects in the 
form of PPERs and PVRs. IED has been engaged in undertaking PPERs of selected projects since 
1981. In 2007, it also started to produce PVRs based on a desk review, and since then the share of 
PPERs has gone down, while that of the PVRs has increased greatly, moving up the proportion of 
projects evaluated and/or validated, as can be seen from Table C.1. The 5-year average success rates 
for independent evaluations (PPERs and PVRs combined) moved between 57% and 68%, while those 
of PCRs remained somewhat more stable between 65% and 73%.  
 

Table C.1. PCR, PPER, and PVR Numbers Completed, Ratings, and Shares (1995–2011) 
PCR 

Circulation 
Year 

PCRs PPERs PVRs PPERs + PVRs PPER/PCR 

No. 
Success 
Rate (%) No. 

Success 
Rate (%) No. 

Success 
Rate (%) No. 

Success 
Rate (%) 

Validation 
Share (%) 

1995–1999 237 65 105 57 
  

105 57 44 
2000–2004 302 73 101 68 

  
101 68 33 

2005–2009 288 71 39 64 150 55 189 57 66 
2010–2011 154 73 1 0 76 62 77 61 50 

PCR = project completion report, PPER = project performance evaluation report, PVR = project completion report 
validation report.  
Note: This table excludes 14 extended annual review reports for nonsovereign projects validated by IED. PCRs for 2012 
and their ratings were excluded, as almost none had been validated or evaluated so far. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

 
4. Self-evaluation through PCRs. All public sector projects require a PCR to be prepared within 
2 years of their completion or closing of the accounts. PCRs should also be prepared for completed 
multitranche financing facility tranches. A PCR for the whole facility is to be prepared additionally. 
As more and more tranches are completed, these requirements may well lead to an increase in the 
number of PCRs that operations departments need to prepare in the coming years.  
 
5. Independent evaluation of projects. In the past decade, IED gradually reduced the number 
of PPERs each year to focus more on high-level evaluations. IED also applied a more purposeful 
sample selection of the projects to be evaluated, mostly in the context of CAPEs and sector and/or 
thematic studies. While reducing the number of PPERs, IED studied other options2

                                        
1  PCRs, PVRs, and PPERs follow the same rating methodology—that specified in the PPER guidelines. ADB. 2006. Guidelines 

for Preparing Performance Evaluation Reports for Public Sector Operations. Manila. Available: 

 and introduced 

http://www.adb.org/Documents/Guidelines/Evaluation/PPER-PSO/default.asp  
2 The then Operations Evaluation Department experimented for a few years with a review of the success rating of each PCR as 

it was being prepared, which led to a footnote being added to either endorse or dispute the success rating of the PCR. 
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the PCR validation process in 2007, initially aiming to validate all PCRs. As a PPER is prepared based 
on more thorough investigation including field visits and extensive interviewing and sometimes 
surveying, its rating replaces that of the PCR or PVR rating. In 2012, IED decided to reduce the 
validation of PCRs to a minimum of 75% of all PCRs issued in a year.  
 
6. IED’s validation of PCRs. IED normally prepares a PVR within a year from the PCR circulation. 
It uses an externally contracted validator in most cases, with tight quality control from within IED. By 
the end of 2011, IED had accumulated a backlog of unfinished PVRs for the PCRs of 2007–2010, 
which was largely cleared in 2012 owing to the streamlined process of PVR preparation that IED 
adopted in March of that year. Over a quarter of the 241 PCRs validated so far are related to the 
agriculture and natural resources (ANR) sector, while another 17% belong to the transport and 
information and communications technology sector. Thus, these two sectors accounted for 43% of 
all projects validated. The remaining 137 PCRs were divided among the eight other sectors, with the 
smallest number (7) in the case of the health and social protection sector. At present 90% of all PCRs 
issued over 2007–2010 have been validated or the corresponding project evaluated. More than two-
thirds of the operations (68%) were assessed by the regional departments as successful or highly 
successful. In 2012, IED validated 71 PCRs for sovereign operations and found 64% successful. IED 
also conducted five PPERs for sovereign operations and found two successful. Overall, this implies a 
62% success rate for PCRs validated and operations evaluated in 2012. Over 1995–2012, IED 
evaluated 246 projects and validated 241 PCRs, finding a success rate of 61%. 
 
7. Rating gaps between self-evaluation and independent evaluation. Thirty-one PCRs issued 
over 2007–2012 were downgraded by validation from above to below the line (i.e., from a 
successful rating to a less than successful or unsuccessful rating), whereas 3 PCRs were upgraded 
from below to above the line. Taking the downgrading and upgrading together, the net 
downgrading from above to below the line made by the validation was for 28 projects, or 11.6%, of 
all 241 PCRs. The rating gap between PPERs and PCRs is historically not very large.  

 
8. Rating gaps across sectors. There is little difference in regional departments’ and IED’s 
assessments in some sectors, viz., health and social protection, multisector, ANR, and water supply 
and sanitation (WSS). The relatively larger rating gaps are in sectors like industry and trade (50% 
rating gap3), public sector management (PSM—36%), finance (30%), and energy (31%) (Figure C.1). 
Eleven of 13 PCRs were downgraded over the years on account of the relevance criterion. Changes in 
project scope and design or implementation capacity constraints were found to have compromised 
the projects’ primary objective. Seven projects were downgraded on account of weaker effectiveness 
due to incomplete or partial outputs and outcomes, while questions were also raised about 
sustainability due to limited government ownership or commitment to continue with the envisaged 
activities and reforms including release of counterpart funds. Some validations found that capacity 
constraints were more serious than PCRs assessed, particularly in the PSM and finance sectors. 
Validation also noted severe implementation delays in some energy and PSM sector projects. Major 
factors associated with project performance by sector are noted in the 2012 AER.4

 
  

9. IED suggests that sector specialists preparing PCRs study the PPER guidelines and attend 
training. ADB’s recommendations on this point in the 2012 Development Effectiveness Review5

                                        
3 Calculated as ratio (number of highly successful or successful PCRs minus number of highly successful or successful 

PVRs/number of highly successful or successful PCRs). 

 
include strengthening quality control of PCRs in operations departments, and clarifying expected 
standards by updating guidelines on PCRs, IED validation reports, and PPERs. Although the existing 
2006 PPER guidelines are very clear and include the adequacy of project design as part of the 
project’s relevance, and project administration instructions guidelines have reflected this since 2009, 

4 IED. 2012. 2012 Annual Evaluation Review. Manila: ADB. Appendix 3. 
5 ADB. 2013. 2012 Development Effectiveness Review Report. Manila. 
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IED is updating the PPER guidelines in 2013 to ensure a consistent approach to rating project 
success across these three tools. 
 

 

 
ANR=agriculture and natural resources, HS=highly successful, HSP=health and social protection, 
I&T=industry and trade, PCR=project completion report, PSM=public sector management, 
PVR=project completion report validation report, S=successful, T&ICT=transport and information and 
communications technology, WSS=water supply and sanitation. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

 
10. PCR quality. A PVR assesses the quality of a PCR independent of the quality or success of the 
operation or the design quality of the operation (this is discussed under the relevance criterion). The 
quality of PCRs has been assessed as highly satisfactory or satisfactory in 82.5% of projects, while 
the remaining projects (17.5%) were assessed as less than satisfactory (Figure C.2). PCRs of 
operations rated unsuccessful can still be assessed as highly satisfactory in terms of the quality of 
the PCR analysis.  
 

 
HS=highly satisfactory, PCR=project completion report, S=satisfactory. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

 
11. Factors underlying difference in project assessments. As noted in the 2012 AER, the 
relevance criterion, among the four rating criteria, is the single most important factor responsible for 
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Figure  C.1: Self-assessment and Validation by Sector, 
2007-2012 
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deviations in assessments between the regional departments and IED. Most of the downgraded 
PCRs had problems with this criterion. A PCR often provided an accurate and convincing assessment 
of the project’s relevance in terms of the DMC’s development plans, ADB’s Country Partnership 
Strategy CPS, ADB’s corporate strategies including Strategy 2020, the Poverty Reduction Strategy, 
and sector strategies. It is relatively easier to vouch for compliance with these country and ADB 
policies; hence, the project is often generously assessed as highly relevant. However, many PCRs did 
not pay due attention to the assessment of deficiencies in project design, design quality, and 
adequacy of project preparation that later caused problems in implementing the project and in 
achieving the project outputs and outcomes. The assessment of the institutional capabilities is often 
limited and seldom revisited in light of the project’s implementation experience. This discrepancy lies 
at the heart of divergence between PCRs and PVRs.  
 
12. Based on the 2006 PPER Guidelines, the Project Administration Instructions provide detailed 
guidance on the project design aspect. PCRs need to adhere to these to the maximum extent 
possible. IED, in its self-evaluation training activity, has been drawing staff’s attention to this aspect; 
however, it is obvious that this needs to be absorbed by a much larger number of staff in ADB to 
have an immediate impact on PCRs under preparation. PCRs need to better factor in the findings of 
the midterm reviews and the government’s own PCRs. The economic and financial analysis of 
projects is often of varying quality, and is inadequately analyzed in the reports. IED catalogues 
lessons from PCR validations, and reviews and analyzes them to assess their applicability.
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