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A. Background 

1. At the request of the Royal Government of Cambodia, the Asian Development Bank 
(ADB) approved a $20.0 million loan for the Provincial Towns Improvement Project on 
19 December 1999, and a supplementary loan of $6.26 million on 28 October 2003 to cover the 
cost over-run.1

 

 The Asian Development Assistance Facility of New Zealand provided a grant of 
$0.23 million for initial project management support. The first loan closed on 12 December 2007 
after nearly 2 years delay, and the supplementary loan closed on 17 May 2007 with 11 months 
delay. ADB prepared the project completion report (PCR) in November 2008 and the 
Independent Evaluation Department (IED) issued a validation report in December 2012. 
The PCR rated the project performance as successful, but the validation report downgraded the 
overall performance to less than successful. In response to the draft validation report, the 
Southeast Asia Regional Department (SERD) of ADB did not agree with the validation report 
and requested for a more detailed evaluation of the project by IED in December 2009, and the 
final validation report also recommended that IED may consider a project performance 
evaluation. The validation report differed from PCR in the efficiency and sustainability 
parameters. IED plans to prepare a project performance evaluation report (PPER) in 2013 
based on a more detailed analysis with a greater focus on efficiency and sustainability of the 
project. 

B. Project Objectives and Scope 

2. The project aimed to improve the urban environment, public health, and basic urban 
services in seven towns.2 It comprised five components: (i) community sanitation and health 
awareness in three towns;3 (ii) water supply improvement in six towns;4

                                                
1 ADB. 1999. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Sector Loan to the 

Kingdom of Cambodia for the Provincial Towns Improvement Project, Manila; ADB. 2003. Report and 
Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Supplementary Loan to the Kingdom of 
Cambodia for the Provincial Towns Improvement Project. Manila. 

 (iii) wastewater 
management in Sihanoukville; (iv) local governance and resource mobilization at the local level; 
and (v) implementation assistance through the provision of consulting services, project 
administration, equipment and facilities, and incremental administrative costs; and training. 
The rationale for the supplementary loan was cost overruns and included construction of new, 
rather than rehabilitation of existing, water intake and treatment facilities; installation of 
generators, rather than reliance on the grid, to provide electric power; an increased sewer pipe 
diameter because of changes in layout and incomplete topographical surveys; a change in the 

2 Battambang, Kampot, Kompong Cham, Kompong Thom, Pusat, Sihanoukville, and Svay Rieng. 
3 Battambang, Kompong Cham, and Sihanoukville. 
4 Battambang, Kampot, Kompong Cham, Kompong Thom, Pusat, and Svay Rieng. 
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lining of wastewater ponds due to higher than expected groundwater levels and unstable soil 
conditions; and generally higher unit prices for pipe materials (PCR, para. 8). Appendix 1 
provides basic data for the project. 
 
C. Rationale for the Evaluation 

3. The evaluation is planned for four key reasons:  
(i) ADB support for the project ended with its support to the government in 2008 but 

the project benefits were not fully realized at project completion. The PCR 
prepared in 2008 (para. 13) stated that the coverage of water companies was 
expected to be achieved by 2011 and only 20% of the properties in Sihanoukville 
were connected to wastewater treatment plant (para. 17). Furthermore, while a 
community sanitation and health awareness program was implemented from 
May 2002 to June 2004, the outcome of this program was not assessed 
(para. 20). It went on to add that a study on local government reform was 
prepared in 2002 and it was not implemented due to lack of government support 
(para. 22). Moreover, several inconsistencies were noted across the project 
documents, PCR and IED validation reports, which call for a systematic analysis 
of the performance of the project. The PCR raises several questions regarding 
the justification for the supplementary loan (para. 8) which points to inadequate 
technical due diligence during project preparation. 

(ii) IED’s validation report for the PCR noted that the quality of PCR was less than 
satisfactory on the ground of data inconsistencies, conflicting statements, 
inadequate reasoning and evidence supporting the conclusions, and non 
reporting of progress against the targets set in the project design and monitoring 
framework. In addition, the PCR makes no reference to monitoring and 
evaluation arrangements for the project. 

(iii) After 5 years of completion, it is expected that the project would be fully mature 
and delivering the intended benefits to respective provincial towns. 
With additional evidence, after the cessation of ADB support, the evaluation aims 
to provide a conclusive assessment of the project performance.  

(iv) Improved access to water supply and basic sanitation is closely linked to 
Cambodia’s achievement of the Millennium Development Goal 7 (Target C). 
There is a need to further analyze the extent to which the project served the 
purpose, and what lessons could be derived for future intervention in Cambodia 
and elsewhere under similar situations.  

 
D. Scope for the Evaluation 

4. The project performance evaluation would be conducted in accordance with IED’s 
guidelines5

(i) A large discrepancy in the reporting of the number of beneficiary households of 
community sanitation and health awareness program in the original loan 
document (1,500) and the supplementary loan (3,500); 

 and cover four key parameters—relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, and 
sustainability. In addition, it will also identify any other impacts, including those pertaining to 
communities, environment, and local institutions. The evaluation will also address specific 
concerns, inconsistencies, and deficiencies identified in the validation report. Among other 
things, these include: 

                                                
5 IED. 2006. Guidelines for Preparing Performance Evaluation Reports for Public Sector Operations. Manila: ADB. 
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(ii) Reasons for changes in planned physical outputs under all four parts of the 
project in the supplementary loan document; 

(iii) Reasons for inadequate technical due diligence done in the original project 
design which led to significant cost overruns and need for a supplementary loan; 

(iv) Reasons for low coverage of water supply at the end of the project—99,000 
against a target of 350,000 households; 

(v) Reasons for underachievement of nonrevenue water (28% achievement against 
a target of 35%), and 55% and 47% unaccounted-for-water for Kampong Cham 
and Pursat, respectively, as reported by the validation report; 

(vi) Reasons for rerouting some pipelines during implementation; 
(vii) Non achievement of a key policy dialogue agenda on decentralization and 

devolution of urban functions to provincial and municipal governments; 
(viii) Reasons for very low uptake of wastewater treatment connection in Sihanoukville 

(only 20%); 
(ix) Discrepancies in the computation of economic and financial rates of returns 

(EIRR and FIRR)  for water supply and wastewater management between the 
PCR and the validation report; 

(x) Reasons for design changes which led to the supplementary loan; 
(xi) Inadequate tariff structure which led to insufficient operation and maintenance 

(O&M); 
(xii) Conflicting statements in para. 40(i) and para. 25 of the PCR (on tariff increases 

being inadequate to cover O&M of the water supply companies on the one hand, 
and the 2007 water tariff increases resulting in positive cash flow for the same 
water supply companies). The discrepancies are serious as they affect the 
project sustainability; 

(xiii) No discussion on the gender, governance, anticorruption, and fiduciary aspects 
of the project; 

(xiv) Reasons for committees formed for wastewater treatment plant becoming 
inactive; and 

(xv) Reasons for the cessation of the community sanitation committees. 
  
E. Other Issues of Interest in the PCR for the Evaluation 

5. The PCR noted that there were no significant adverse environmental impacts, and 
assumed that the environmental management plans had addressed negative environmental 
impacts during implementation (para. 66). It, however, did not specify if the environmental 
management plan was effectively implemented as envisaged in the project design. It further 
stated that the social impact of the project had been moderate because the connections were 
still being established and the number of beneficiaries was below the target at the time of PCR 
review mission (para. 67). It raises an important question for the evaluation—How did the 
project improve public health in the towns by providing safe water and sanitation, and ensured 
equitable access to these services by limiting the cost for the poor who had no access to safe 
water before the project. Furthermore, the five lessons presented in the PCR relates to 
weaknesses in project design suitable for the local context which could have been addressed 
with due diligence at the time of project preparation. The report makes no mention of the quality 
of water provided to the consumers. 
 
F. Evaluation Approach 

6. The evaluation will be conducted using a four-step procedure as follows: 
(i) The evaluation team will review available project related documents, including 
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project preparatory technical assistance report, project approval documents for 
the two loans (Loan 1725-CAM and Loan 2013-CAM), PCR, IED’s PCR 
validation report, country portfolio performance review of Cambodia, back-to-
office reports, and other relevant documents, as deemed necessary. 
The supplementary loan preparation replaced the mid-term review of the project. 

(ii) IED will field an Independent Evaluation Mission to Cambodia. The mission will: 
(a) Meet with relevant executing and implementing agencies to discuss 

project performance and take stock of post-project progress and 
constraints.  

(b) Consult with other development partners active in water supply and 
sanitation, and seek their views on project performance; 

(c) Visit selected field sites in Battambang, Kampong Cham, Sihanoukville, 
and Svay Rieng to seek views and experiences of local water companies 
and beneficiaries. In addition, it will also collect secondary data from the 
water companies and relevant local industries; and  

(d) Prepare a willingness to pay survey questionnaire, and conduct 
affordability analysis based on the survey data. The survey will be 
conducted by a national consultant. 

(iii) The evaluation team will analyze project related data, undertake cost-benefit 
analysis, and compute the EIRR and FIRR at post-evaluation. This will form the 
basis for assessing the project efficiency. The sustainability of the project will be 
analyzed based on financial data of water companies, results of willingness to 
pay for water and sanitation services, an assessment of the institutional capacity 
of executing and implementing agencies, and an analysis of the policy 
environment for promoting access to safe water and basic sanitation in selected 
urban towns. 

(iv) Based on the mission findings, data analysis, and inputs from relevant 
stakeholders including the Cambodia Resident Mission, the evaluation team will 
prepare a draft PPER report consistent with IED’s guidelines (footnote 5). Due 
attention will be paid to the compliance to loan covenants, safeguards, gender 
issues, and fiduciary risks, if any.  

 
7. The evaluation team will also update the project framework with the latest available data 
from the executing and implementing agencies as it was not done in the PCR. The evaluation 
team will review the adequacy of performance assumptions, hierarchy of objectives, indicators 
of success with their targets, and methods for measuring the indicators. The updated project 
framework will provide additional information in determining relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, 
and sustainability of the project. 
 
G. Data Sources 

8. The evaluation will be based on data from multiple sources, including both primary and 
secondary data. The evaluation team will conduct focus group discussions with project 
beneficiaries and project staff. Other key informants at the executing and implementing 
agencies, and civil society organizations will be interviewed using a semi-structured 
questionnaire. Available statistics on demand and supply for water and sanitation, as well as the 
fixed and recurring expenditure on the project-supported infrastructure and their maintenance, 
will be collected based on secondary information from the water companies and implementing 
agencies.  
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9. Two small sample surveys will be conducted to support the study. The first survey will 
focus on knowledge, attitude, and practice (KAP) about safe drinking water and sanitation 
practices with 800 individuals (200 per provincial town), selected randomly. The second survey 
will cover willingness to pay and affordability analysis with 800 households (200 per provincial 
town). The sample surveys will comprise provincial town and a comparison town that did not 
receive ADB support. In addition, selected industries benefitting from the project support will 
also be interviewed as a part of willingness to pay survey. The number of industry surveys will 
be determined in consultation with the relevant key informants and the implementing agencies. 
The findings from the two surveys will be used to assess project effectiveness and 
sustainability. 
 
10. The evaluation team has access to worksheets used for computing the EIRR and FIRR. 
The team will assess the appropriateness of the assumptions used for the analysis and re-
estimate rates of returns using the current data and any changes in the project performance, 
including O&M and economic life of the project. The annual data from the implementing 
agencies will be sought as stated in Appendix 2 for the period 2004–2012. 
 
H. Peer Reviews and Report Finalization 

11. The draft report is proposed to be peer reviewed by Tomoo Ueda, Principal Evaluation 
Specialist, IED1 and Jean Foerster, Evaluation Specialist, IED1. Following IED’s internal review 
process, the report will be shared with SERD and CARM soliciting their views on the report and 
any factual inconsistencies, if any. The evaluation team will finalize the report by incorporating 
relevant comments and suggestions from SERD and CARM, and submit for approval to the 
Director General, IED through Director, IED Division 1.  
 
I. Milestones 

12. The evaluation will be carried out according to the following schedule: 
 

Activity Provisional Milestone 
Approval of the Evaluation Approach Paper II January 2013 
Independent Evaluation Mission I–II February 2013 
Draft for Peer Review within IED IV March 2013 
Draft for Interdepartmental review I April 2013 
Draft for Editor Review  III April 2013 
Approval by the Director General, IED IV April 2013 

 
J. Dissemination of Findings 

13. Upon approval of the report, the findings will be disseminated through IED’s website, 
social media, and presentation at appropriate knowledge sharing events within and outside 
ADB.  
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BASIC DATA 
 

Loans 1725-CAM and 2013-CAM: Provincial Towns Improvement Project 
 

 Loan 1725-CAM and Loan 2013-CAM 
Appraisal Estimates  

(in $ million) 
Actual 

(in $ million) 
Key Project Data  
Total Project Cost   
Foreign Exchange Cost 
Local Currency Cost 

 
26.30 
  8.00 
18.30 

 
46.13 
25.00 
21.13 

Key Dates Expected Actual Expected Actual 
Appraisal 
Loan Negotiations 
Board Approval 
Loan Agreement 
Loan Effectiveness 
Loan Closing 

 
 
 
 

2 May 2000 
31 Dec 2005 

6–17 Sep 1999 
17–18 Nov 1999 

17 Dec 1999 
2 Feb 2000 

11 Apr 2000 
12 Dec 2007 

 
 
 
 

2 Jan 2003 
30 Jun 2006 

 

20 Jan–7 Feb  2003 
8-9 Sep 2003 
18 Dec 2003 
28 Oct 2003 
17 Mar 2004 
17 May 2007 

DMC 
Executing Agency 

Kingdom of Cambodia 
Ministry of Industry, Mines, and Energy 
Ministry of Public Works and Transport 

Mission Dates 
Inception 
Special Loan Administration 
 
Project Administration   
     Review 
     Mid-term 
Project Completion Review 

 
24–28 Apr 2000 
24–30 Jan 2004 

3–7 Jun 2006 
 
12 Review Missions between 23 October 2000 to 21 February 2007 
Replaced by the Mission for the Supplementary Loan (Loan 2013-CAM) 
20–28 May 2008 
 

Project Performance Report Ratings 
Implementation Period 
December 1999–July 2006 
August 2006–September 2006 
December 200–March 2007 
 

 
S 
PS 
S 

DMC = developing member country, PS = partly satisfactory, S = satisfactory 
Source: ADB. 2008. Completion Report: Provincial Towns Improvement Project in Cambodia. Manila. 
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DATA REQUIRED FOR ECONOMIC AND FINANCIAL ANALYSIS  
(2004–2012) 

 
A. COVERAGE AND OUTPUTS 

Population of Service Area 
Average Annual Household Income 
Minimum Wage Rate (KR/day) 
Number of Connections 
     Domestic 
     Government 
     Commercial 
     Industrial 
     Public Selling Point 
Average No. of Persons per Domestic Connection 
Average No. of Persons per Public Selling Point 
Total Served Population 
Service Coverage (%) 
Capacity of Source 
     Groundwater (lps) 
     Surface Water (lps) 
Capacity of Treatment Plant (m3/day) 
Capacity of Storage (m3) 
Annual Production (m3) 
Average Daily Production (m3/day) 
Annual Billed Water (m3) 
Unaccounted Water (m3) 
Unaccounted Water (%) 
Water Availability (hrs/day) 
Per Capita Consumption (liters/capita/day) 
 

B. TARIFF STRUCTURE 
Average Tariff (KR/m3) 
     Domestic 
     Government 
     Commercial 
     Industrial 
     Public Selling Point 
Connection Fee (KR/connection) 
Meter Rental (KR/month/connection) 
Number of staff 
 

C. REVENUE 
     Water Sales 
          Domestic 
          Government 
          Commercial 
          Industrial 
     New Connection 
     Meter Rental 
     Other Income 

D. OPERATING COSTS 
 
     Personnel 
     Electricity 
     Chemicals 
     Supplies/Materials 
     Others 
Depreciation 
Loan Repayment 

E. NET INCOME/LOSS 
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