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2. Project Objectives and Components:    

 a. Objectives:

  Project objectives were to: (a) build institutional capacity of the Department of Education to manage the change  
process associated with the project; and  (b) improve learning achievement, completion rate, and access to quality  
elementary education in 20 provinces included in the Social Reform Agenda provinces, and six provinces identified  
by the Presidential Commission to Fight Poverty . 

 b.Were the project objectives/key associated outcome targets revised during implementation?     

    No

 c. Components (or Key Conditions in the case of DPLs, as appropriate): 
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        (a) Capacity building at the central and regional levelsCapacity building at the central and regional levelsCapacity building at the central and regional levelsCapacity building at the central and regional levels  (US$28.0 million at appraisal, US$61.42 million actual) to 
establish a national management structure to help the Department of Education manage the project and build  
capacity at the local level . The component comprised three subcomponents : (i) national management structure; (ii) 
support to policy and decision-making; and (iii) support for decentralized management .
(b) Elementary education improvement inElementary education improvement inElementary education improvement inElementary education improvement in     26262626    provincesprovincesprovincesprovinces     (US$453.7 million at appraisal, US$159.74 million actual ). 
The component was to strengthen the capacity of the Department of Education, divisional offices, the Local  
Government Units, Parent-Teacher Associations, Teacher Education Institutes, non -government organizations, and 
communities to implement educational development plans with detailed stakeholder inputs . The component 
comprised two subcomponents: (i) capacity building for divisional and provincial management and  (ii) funding of the 
divisional elementary education development plans .
At midterm review, the above two components were reconfigured into three, which were :
(a) Education developmentEducation developmentEducation developmentEducation development     (US$83.53 million actual) to cover inservice training, school management, and  
assessment functions.
(b) Civil worksCivil worksCivil worksCivil works  (US$136.3 million actual) for a school building and repair program. According to loan amendment 
documents, the number of classrooms to be constructed was reduced from  5397 to about 9,150 and repairs were 
reduced from 23,700 to about 17,110 classrooms. 
(c) Finance and administrationFinance and administrationFinance and administrationFinance and administration     (US$17.74 million actual) for project management, capacity building, monitoring, and  
management information system.

 d. Comments on Project Cost, Financing, Borrower Contribution, and Dates:     
        The project closed on 6/30/2006 after extensions totaling 24 months.  It was restructured at midterm, and although  
the objectives remained unchanged, its scope was reduced in terms of numbers of school divisions  (from 26 to 22).  
US$20 million were cancelled at midterm and another US9.8 million at project completion. Due to currency 
devaluation and severe fiscal constraints, final project cost was only about  36% of project costs at appraisal .

 3. Relevance of Objectives & Design:         
   Overall, the issues and activities described in the project documents were aligned with the goals of the Bank's  
Country Assistance Strategy (CAS; dated February 15, 1996) as well as with the Philippine government's education  
sector strategy. The CAS aimed to contribute to the government strategy to address inequities, alleviate poverty, and  
improve performance in primary education through improved targeting of funding, cost -sharing with local 
government, and decentralizing some aspects of education . The 26 provinces selected for the project contained  20% 
of the country's school-age population and 24%  of the country's poor, but accounted for only  16.7% of the education 
resources.

However, the wording of the first objective was vague, and the  "change process" that should be managed by the 
project is unclear.  The Staff Appraisal Report refers to various issues : impact of poverty, funding mechanisms,  
pedagogy, need for strengthening management mechanisms .  Para 3.1 refers to "modernizing education" as an 
explanation, but it is unclear which systemic issues are considered archaic or why  "modernizing education" per se 
would be a development objective.  SAR para. 3.3 states that this was a "process project characterized by a flexible  
design", but offered no criteria for judging the relevance of the process . The names of the components,  "Elementary 
education improvement in 26 provinces" and subsequently "Education development" further contribute to confusion.  
It is unclear how the various activities described in the three components correspond to each of the objectives, so it  
is difficult to use the data (e.g. of civil works targets) to rate the achievement of the objectives .   No research or line of 
reasoning is used to show how various  management -oriented activities would result in improved outcomes .

 4. Achievement of Objectives (Efficacy):     
    The objectives were partly achieved, as follows :
(a) Building institutional capacity in the Department of Education to manage a change processBuilding institutional capacity in the Department of Education to manage a change processBuilding institutional capacity in the Department of Education to manage a change processBuilding institutional capacity in the Department of Education to manage a change process  (rated modest).  
Many activities were implemented, aimed at increasing school -based management and community involvement .  The 
borrower's report states that 95% of the project schools developed improvement plans that were approved, and  84% 
received school-based management funds. (The extent to which school plans were actually implemented is not  
stated.)  Also, a School Improvement and Innovation Facility was set up to award grants to schools for specific  
problems identified in the school improvement plans, such as reducing student dropout, increasing students' access,  
and improving students' learning outcomes . Overall, 3,069 grants were given at the local level  (of which 2,990 had 
been completed by the end of the project ) to 2,583 schools (including 726 multigrade schools and 1857 single-room 
schools). The target of 2,261 local-level grants was surpassed.  A beneficiary assessment showed community  
support and interest by students and faculty, who considered the grants to be an important aspect of capacity  
building at the local level.   An Adopt-A- Child Trust Fund supported school -community partnerships and grants to  
beneficiary schools that required  10% matching funds from the local community;  633 schools and 232 districts in 13 
geographic divisions took advantage of this funding facility .  A 10% random sample of project schools in  17 
geographic divisions showed that, on average, they had been successful in doubling the annual amount of locally  
raised funds raised per year after project implementation .  The grants given to schools for management constituted,  



on average, only 33% of the funds available at the school level .  However, about 362 grants were to be given for 
research studies and experimentation at the national level . The latter activity experienced delays, and only about  10 
were conducted.  No data were produced to show the effects of these interventions on improved learning outcomes  
or on prerequisite conditions, such as increased instructional time .
(b)    Improve learning achievement, completion rate, and access to quality elementary educationImprove learning achievement, completion rate, and access to quality elementary educationImprove learning achievement, completion rate, and access to quality elementary educationImprove learning achievement, completion rate, and access to quality elementary education  (rated modest).  
Evidence included the following: 
- The completion rate of project schools was expected to improve from  55% in 1996 to 64-72%  At project completion 
it was 60.4%, and even missed the lower targets of  58-78% set during midterm review.  Though increases were 
modest, the completion rate nationwide declined by  0.7 percentage points.
-The net enrollment ratio was to increase to  91-95% from the 1996 baseline of 72-97%, but it decreased instead to  
79.4%.
- Scores in a sample-based achievement test showed a small increase from  39.9$ in 1996 to 45.8% in 2005 (target 
was 40-75%).  By comparison, performance in non-project schools decreased from 45.8% in 1999 to 39.9% in 2005. 
- Nearly all 62,251 teachers in the areas supported by the project received about  116,600 hours of training; 95% of 
them participated in five or more training events .  Most training involved English (30%), math (20%), science (17%), 
Filipino language (8%) and the remaining 19% was devoted to other subjects, such as utilization of textbooks and  
school kits. However, the activities were planned on a top -down basis, did not emphasize pedagogy, and did not use  
existing master teachers.  Furthermore, the teachers' learning outcomes were not measured, and it is difficult to  
attribute student performance changes to teacher training .
- The textbook-student ratio increased from one book per  4 students to one for each student in four main subjects,  
surpassing the appraisal target ratio of one set of four textbooks for two students .  About 10,164,625 textbooks and 
supplementary materials were to be distributed .   
- National and sample-based tests suggest that the quality in project schools has improved . (However, tests had 
some problems that made certain comparisons difficult .)  The project schools improved their performance by  5.8 
percentage points between baseline year  (1999) and 2004-05, and targets were met.  The project schools also 
performed significantly better in each grade level and in the individual subject areas tested .  
- The school building program included construction of  5,397 classrooms and repair of 17,110 (100% and 90% of the 
target respectively).  

 5. Efficiency (not applicable to DPLs):         
         There is evidence of substantial efficiency .  Textbook costs were reduced by at least  40% and procurement timing 
decreased to 12 months from the usual 24-36 months. The project achieved an overall  1:1 textbook: student ratio 
(rather than the 2:1 target).  Construction managed by principals was typically completed in  90 days as compared to 
120 days required for government-led construction. Multigrade schools cost 6% less to build through 
community-oriented procurement. 

aaaa....    If available, enter theIf available, enter theIf available, enter theIf available, enter the     Economic Rate of ReturnEconomic Rate of ReturnEconomic Rate of ReturnEconomic Rate of Return     ((((ERRERRERRERR))))////Financial Rate of ReturnFinancial Rate of ReturnFinancial Rate of ReturnFinancial Rate of Return ((((FRRFRRFRRFRR))))    at appraisal and theat appraisal and theat appraisal and theat appraisal and the     
rererere----estimated value at  evaluationestimated value at  evaluationestimated value at  evaluationestimated value at  evaluation ::::        

                     Rate Available? Point Value Coverage/Scope*

Appraisal % %

ICR estimate % %
* Refers to percent of total project cost for which ERR/FRR was calculated.

 6. Outcome:     

    The borrower's report considers the reform successfully implemented, but completion and net enrollment rate  
targets were not met.  (Nationwide primary school completion,  63% in 2004-05, remains low.)  Learning outcome 
indicators suggest that project helped improve achievement in low -income areas compared to baseline conditions,  
but composite achievement data (across all subjects tested in  2004-95) for grade six fall below the desired target of  
75% items correct. Thus, efficiency was modest.  Decentralization to the school and community level may be a  
long-term means of improving quality of education .  However, relevance of many activities to learning outcomes was  
unclear, and the ICR offers no evidence that these interventions specifically were responsible for improved learning  
outcomes.   The absence of clear information about activities corresponding to the objectives and the wording of the  
first objective make it hard to rate the project .  Furthermore, performance was unsatisfactory before the midterm  
review, when only 10% of the loan had been disbursed.  For these reasons, outcome is rated moderately  
satisfactory.
  aaaa.... Outcome RatingOutcome RatingOutcome RatingOutcome Rating ::::  Moderately Satisfactory



 7. Rationale for Risk to Development Outcome Rating:     
    The Department of Education has taken steps to institutionalize the initiatives taken by the project with respect to  
community involvement, and the donor community will continue to finance the sector in the medium term . 
Stakeholder involvement may also help sustainability . It is unclear, however, whether implementation capacity and  
interest in the project has improved at the district level .
   
     aaaa....    Risk to Development Outcome RatingRisk to Development Outcome RatingRisk to Development Outcome RatingRisk to Development Outcome Rating ::::  Moderate

 8. Assessment of Bank Performance:        

  The project design was innovative and attempted to increase outcomes by increasing community involvement  
and school-based management.  But the Bank appraised a larger project than the country could absorb .  Also the 
Bank initially did not pay sufficient attention to the risk scenarios associated with the human capacity and  
financial preconditions necessary for decentralizing initiatives to communities and local governments .  
Subsequently the Bank made concerted efforts to resolve issues and assist the government .  However, project 
objectives and outcomes should have been more clearly stated .

    aaaa....    Ensuring QualityEnsuring QualityEnsuring QualityEnsuring Quality ----atatatat----EntryEntryEntryEntry ::::Unsatisfactory

    bbbb....    Quality of SupervisionQuality of SupervisionQuality of SupervisionQuality of Supervision ::::Satisfactory

    cccc....    Overall Bank PerformanceOverall Bank PerformanceOverall Bank PerformanceOverall Bank Performance ::::Moderately Satisfactory

 9. Assessment of Borrower Performance:        
There were initial delays in the release of project funds, only  10% of the funds were spent until mid-term review, 
and the project scope was reduced . The project suffered from scarcity of personnel able to assume responsibility;  
staff familiar with the project were often assigned to other positions .   Oversight and implementation capacity at  
the district level were limited, while officials in the central government changed often .  However, the government 
was able to speed up implementation and improve performance by the end .   
    aaaa....    Government PerformanceGovernment PerformanceGovernment PerformanceGovernment Performance ::::Satisfactory

    bbbb....    Implementing Agency PerformanceImplementing Agency PerformanceImplementing Agency PerformanceImplementing Agency Performance ::::Moderately Satisfactory

    cccc....    Overall Borrower PerformanceOverall Borrower PerformanceOverall Borrower PerformanceOverall Borrower Performance ::::Satisfactory

 10. M&E Design, Implementation, & Utilization:     
   The project collected a great deal of quantitative data about attendance, achievement as well as qualitative data  
from beneficiary assessments.  Concerted efforts were made to give feedback and make decisions on the basis of  
the data. The evaluation design permitted some comparisons between schools that had benefited from the project  
and others that had not. Activities included feedback to schools and efforts to improve achievement on the basis of  
results.  However, the design could have been stronger .  For example, no effort was made to measure performance     
improvements of the 62,251 educators who received training.  
 aaaa....  M&E Quality RatingM&E Quality RatingM&E Quality RatingM&E Quality Rating ::::  Substantial

 11. Other Issues (Safeguards, Fiduciary, Unintended Positive and Negative Impacts): 

    A large technical assistance contract had no accountability built in for results, and subcontractors worked in silos,  
without adequate qualifications and skills .  

12121212....    RatingsRatingsRatingsRatings:::: ICRICRICRICR  IEG ReviewIEG ReviewIEG ReviewIEG Review Reason forReason forReason forReason for     
DisagreementDisagreementDisagreementDisagreement ////CommentsCommentsCommentsComments

OutcomeOutcomeOutcomeOutcome :::: Satisfactory Moderately 
Satisfactory

The first of the two objectives was 
unclear, and it is difficult to ascertain  
whether it was met.  No data were 
produced to show the effects of  
management-oriented interventions on 



learning outcomes.  Completion and 
net enrollment rates fell below targets,  
and some learning outcome targets  
were barely met.

Risk to DevelopmentRisk to DevelopmentRisk to DevelopmentRisk to Development     
OutcomeOutcomeOutcomeOutcome ::::

Negligible to Low Moderate It is uncertain whether the 
implementation capacity and interest at  
the district level has improved.

Bank PerformanceBank PerformanceBank PerformanceBank Performance :::: Satisfactory Moderately 
Satisfactory

The Bank appraised a complex and  
innovative project with unclear  
objectives, that performed poorly until  
mid-term review.

Borrower PerformanceBorrower PerformanceBorrower PerformanceBorrower Performance :::: Satisfactory Satisfactory Most activities were carried out as  
expected, but the borrower had limited  
oversight of implementation.  Delays 
prolonged the implementation period by  
two years.

Quality of ICRQuality of ICRQuality of ICRQuality of ICR ::::
    

Satisfactory

NOTESNOTESNOTESNOTES:
- When insufficient information is provided by the Bank for IEG  to  
arrive at a clear rating, IEG will downgrade the relevant  ratings as  
warranted beginning July 1, 2006.
- The "Reason for Disagreement/Comments" column could 
cross-reference other sections of the ICR Review, as appropriate .

 13. Lessons:     
   

Implementation modes that include broad participation and consultation may boost the interest and morale of  �

stakeholders and result in client satisfaction .
When innovative activities are introduced to remedy long -standing problems, it is important to establish a  �

research-based line of reasoning leading from the activities to improved outcomes .  Without a chain of 
causality and measurements to show that it has occurred, it is difficult to establish that activities such as  
grants to schools result in improved learning outcomes .
Technical assistance providers must be accountable for results, and quantitative benchmarks should be built  �

into plans and contracts.  Without accountability it is unclear how well skills transfer to clients .  

 

 14. Assessment Recommended?     Yes No

 15. Comments on Quality of ICR:     

Overall the ICR is rated satisfactory because it contains a great deal of information, but the information raises many  
questions that remain unanswered. The text does not clearly give the reader an account of what happened during the  
project, such as the reasons for the limited disbursements up to the midterm review .  A large number of acronyms 
(some unexplained) make the document very hard to understand .  The ICR does not try to clarify the confusion about  
project objectives, how they were mapped into components, and how the new components rearranged at mid -term 
review mapped on to the initial ones.  (Annex 1 shows disbursements of the components as developed at appraisal .)  
There is also confusion about how many components there were; in fact, p . 41 of the borrower's report mentions 9. 
Data on table 1 focus on just the two last years of the project  2003-2005 rather than the project period of  10 years.  
Table 2 shows broad ranges in baselines and targets, and it is difficult to figure out whether targets were achieved .
    aaaa....Quality of ICR RatingQuality of ICR RatingQuality of ICR RatingQuality of ICR Rating ::::    Satisfactory


