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A. Introduction 
 

1. The Independent Evaluation Department (IED) annually produces a number of 
project performance evaluation reports (PPERs) to assess project performance and 
contribute to learning and accountability within the Asian Development Bank (ADB). The 
proposed PPER will evaluate the Cambodia Commune Council Development Project 
(CCDP) which was approved in December 2002, financially closed in November 2007, and 
had a Project Completion Report (PCR) circulated in September 2008, and which rated it 
“highly successful”.1 The project validation report (PVR) that was approved in November 
2012 corrected the PCR’s overall rating to “successful”. The PCR’s overall project 
performance of highly successful was overrated, miscalculating the weighted score. The 
PPER will feed into the forthcoming Special Evaluation Study on Good Governance in 2013 
and the on-going Decentralized Public Service and Financial Management Sector 
Development Program in Cambodia (Loans 2886 and 2887).2 This evaluation approach 
paper outlines the project background, issues to be addressed, and the proposed evaluation 
design and timeframe for the PPER.  

 
B. Background 

 
2. Country context. Cambodia is transforming from a post-conflict to a market-oriented 
economy. The country’s economic growth rate registered an annual average of 10.2% for 
the period 2004–2008, but it fell temporarily in 2009.3  The decline was a result of the global 
financial crisis on the garments, tourism, and construction sectors - the three traditional 
growth drivers of the economy which collectively account for nearly 40% of GDP. However, 
all three sectors experienced higher than expected growth in 2010, and this is expected to 
have continued in 2011 and 2012 although the figures are not yet available for these two 
years. The government responded effectively to the financial crisis through a fiscal 
expansion equivalent to 3.3% of GDP. The experience nevertheless highlights the 
vulnerability of the economy to external shocks and hence the requisite to pursue economic 
diversification.   
 
3. Cambodia’s gross domestic product (GDP) per capita steadily increased from $297 
in 1995 to $731 in 2009. However, poverty incidence declined annually by just over 1 
percentage point (34.7% in 2004 to 30.1% in 2007). Rural poverty also declined but remains 

                                                 
1 ADB 2008. Completion Report: Commune Council Development Project. Manila. 
2 ADB 2012. Report and Recommendation to the President to the Board of Directors. Proposed Decentralized 
Public Service and Financial Management Sector Development Program in Cambodia. September 2012. 
Manila. A follow-up project was approved in 2006 - ADB. 2006. Report and Recommendation of the President to 
the Board of Directors on the Proposed Asian Development Fund Grant and Technical Assistance Grant to the 
Kingdom of Cambodia: Commune Council Development Project 2. Manila (Grant 0066-CAM for $7.8 million). 

3 The Government official estimate in 2009 was 0.1%. The estimated growth in 2010 was 6.3%. 
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relatively higher at 35%, indicating a better situation in urban areas. Food price inflation in 
2008 disproportionately affected the non-farming rural and urban poor and near-poor, whose 
welfare was further threatened by the global economic crisis. The creation of an elected local 
government tier in 2002 offered significant new opportunities for the country to improve the 
state of governance and support its thrust towards poverty reduction.  
 
4. Strategic Context. At the time of CCDP’s approval, ADB’s strategy was based on 
the Country Strategy and Program Update 2003-054 which was anchored on the priority 
areas of rural economic development, human resources development, and private sector 
development, and had a focus on the implications of the state reform program particularly 
public sector management and support to decentralization. In mid-2010, the government 
launched the National Strategic Development Plan Update with the primary objective of 
reducing poverty to 19.5% by 2015. The major strategic thrusts included the following: (i) 
good governance; (ii) agriculture; (iii) physical infrastructure; (iv) private sector development; 
(v) capacity building and human resources development; and (vi) the creation of a conducive 
environment for the Rectangular Strategy.  
 
6. Support for decentralization and deconcentration (D&D) has been the rationale for 
the CCDP. The long-term institutional reform process of D&D, started in 2001, concerns both 
government decision making and public service delivery. The 2009 Country Assistance 
Program Evaluation (CAPE) for Cambodia has noted some of ADB’s contribution to D&D.8   
As cited in the CAPE, the CCDP is the only public sector loan project in governance that has 
been completed. ADB-financed offices and equipment are a visible manifestation that the 
commune councils are open for business and are providing some basic services in a 
responsive and participatory manner. The civil registration program has been a tremendous 
success with an immediate nationwide impact, considering that most of the population lost 
their identification during the Khmer Rouge period. This program established a foundation for 
facilitating school attendance, marriage licenses, job applications, passport applications, and 
national statistics. The preparation of photomaps has also begun to play a valuable role in 
identifying commune boundaries and in assisting in the local planning process. ADB also 
contributed to building the basic capacities and competencies within the Government to 
manage externally-assisted loan projects. 
 
7. Project Description. As per its RRP9, CCDP’s intended impact was enhanced 
poverty reduction through more participatory, transparent and accountable governance at 
commune-sangkat10 level throughout Cambodia. The CCDP’s main objective was for 
commune councils to effectively manage the democratic development of their newly elected 
communes by supporting their operations through (i) improving and strengthening operating 
facilities, communication, and transport equipment in selected rural communes and 
provincial departments (Component 1); (ii) financing capacity development, including (a) 
councilor and officer training; (b) a mass media awareness campaign; and (c) policy, legal, 
and decentralization TA (Component 2); (iii) providing communes with photomaps as part of 
the jointly funded national orthophoto mapping initiative (Component 3); and (iv) supporting 
the establishment of the new national civil registration system for births, deaths, and 
marriages (Component 4). The CCDP was supported by a grant financing from the Swedish 
International Development Cooperation Agency (TA 4007) and the Government of 
Netherlands (TA 4008).11 The CCDP’s basic details are in Appendix 1.   

                                                 
4 ADB 2002. Country Strategy and Program Update 2003-2005. Manila. 
8 ADB. 2009. CAPE Cambodia: Growth and Sector Reform. Manila. 
9 ADB. 2002. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan and 

Technical Assistance Grant to the Kingdom of Cambodia for the Commune Council Development Project. 
Manila (L1953-CAM for $10.0 million. 

10 A commune is the lowest administrative unit in a province while a sangkat is its urban counterpart. 
11 ADB 2002. TA 4007-CAM: Commune Council Development Project. Manila; TA 4008-CAM: Commune  
Council Development Project. Manila 



   3 

 
8. Major Points Raised during Preparation. The project was approved using 
summary procedure but the Management Review Meeting (August 2002) raised the 
following concerns (i) state of cofinancing, particularly on when the cofinancing would be 
formalized; (ii) the definition of the role of commune councils and their expected outputs as 
facilitated by the project; (iii) inclusion of all risks in the project framework to facilitate 
monitoring and evaluation; and (iv) the need for clear establishment of the cost effectiveness 
of civil works. Meanwhile, the Staff Review Committee Meeting (September 2002) raised the 
issue of the role of commune councils in land dispute issues since all references to their 
roles has been removed in the RRP; and also raised the issue of the importance of a good 
risk monitoring system, given that this is one of ADB’s first initiatives supporting a 
decentralized program. The evaluation will investigate if these issues have indeed been 
addressed.12 
 
8. Major Findings of the PCR. The highly relevant rating in the PCRs was based on 
the project’s contribution to achieving the Government’s policy of decentralization at the time 
the elected commune councils were being introduced. The PCR argued that the CCDP 
activities addressed some of the essential requirements for implementing the commune 
council system. This will be further investigated. 
 
9. The CCDP was rated as effective for having achieved its purpose, i.e., “the majority 
of commune and sangkat councils (will) have the facilities, equipment, systems, training, 
popular understanding and support required to function effectively.” The PCR discussed 
most of the achievements of each component (which are basically outputs) but Appendix 1 
of the PCR noted that (i) the project had improved the capacity of the councils to articulate 
and advocate their communities’ interests; (ii) annual local development plans had been 
prepared; and (iii) the councils had been regularly submitting birth registration data to 
relevant offices on a monthly basis. This will be checked. 
 
10. The PCR assessed the CCDP as efficient citing that the project succeeded in 
producing the planned outputs within the budget and in a timely manner. However, no EIRR 
was calculated, while the PCR noted that there were delays in construction arising from low 
imprest account ceiling, delays in fund transfers and logistical problems including over-
commitment of some contractors who were awarded multiple sites. The EIRR will be 
recalculated. Finally, the PCR assessed sustainability as likely on the basis on a survey, 
which indicated that 70% of councils had already included maintenance in their budgets and 
that the elections in 2007 had resulted in slight changes in commune chiefs and councilors. 
This will also be further investigated. 
 
11. The PCR noted the following lessons: (i) the use of a private bank for transferring 
block grants for construction to commune councils was better than using provincial 
treasuries; (ii) assessment of contractor’s capacity to handle more than one contract is 
needed to minimize delays; and (iii) there is a need to increase the ceiling amount for 
imprest accounts to enhance construction time.  
     

C. Issues to be Addressed in the PPER 
 
12. The proposed PPER aims to assess project performance in the context of the four 
evaluation pillars (relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability) based on IED’s 
Guidelines for Evaluating Public Sector Projects.13  Given that a long time has passed since 
the project finished and the PCR was issued, this PPER will have a better assessment of the 

                                                 
12 The PVR cited that there is lack of sufficient emphasis on benefits monitoring, both in the RRP and during 

implementation. 
13 ADB 2006. Guidelines for Preparing Performance Evaluation Reports for Public Sector Operations. Manila. 
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long-term impacts of the project and its sustainability. As mentioned, the PPER will re-
investigate  the (i) relevance of the project and its contribution to the D&D reforms in 
Cambodia; (ii) its contribution to the development of stronger governance (e.g., planning, 
personnel/resource management, procurement, etc.) and audit systems  (iii) institutional 
development and capacity building (improved governance practices though improved 
capacity to articulate and advocate community interest, skills transfer, targeting of trainees, 
etc.); (iv) appropriateness of the project design features in a decentralized Cambodia; (v) the 
quality of the physical infrastructure built; and (vi) sustainability of government funding for 
operations and maintenance of the buildings built and civil registration. A proposed 
evaluation matrix linking criteria to key evaluation questions is in Appendix 2. 
 

D. PPER Approach and Schedule 
 
13. The Evaluation Team has reviewed the pertinent project documents, which also 
served as basis for this PPER. Primary and secondary data will also be gathered during the 
Independent Evaluation Mission (IEM), which would include project records, key informant 
interviews, and focus group discussions. Also, a survey is planned to be conducted to 
compare baseline situation versus current situation. This will check if communes, through 
the CCDP, have contributed to public service delivery in Cambodia. The IEM is proposed to 
be undertaken during II and III March 2013. It is envisaged that the services of an 
Institutional/Governance Specialist (international consultant) and a Public Sector 
Management/Governance Specialist (domestic consultant) will be required for 22 and 40 
working days, respectively. The international consultant should be familiar with evaluation 
principles in the context of governance and institutional issues particularly decentralization. 
The domestic consultant is expected to have a good grasp of the local institutional issues 
concerning Cambodia’s D&D program. The PPER will be led by an Evaluation Officer under 
the overall guidance of the Director, Division 1 of IED. An Evaluation Assistant will provide 
intermittent administrative and logistical support during the duration of the PPER. The terms 
of reference for the consultants are in Appendix 3. The following proposed schedule is 
subject to clearance from the Government of Cambodia. 

 
Proposed PPER Timeline  

Milestone/Activity Target Date 
Approval of Evaluation Approach Paper I Feb 2013 
Recruitment of Consultants II & III Feb 2013 
Independent Evaluation Mission II & III Mar 2013 
IED Internal Review III May 2013 
Interdepartmental Circulation I Jun 2013 
Draft to Editor III Jun 2013 
Submission to Director, IED1 I Jul 2013 
Submission to DG, IED II Jul 2013 

 
15.  Knowledge Dissemination Plan. The PPER will be publicly available after approval 
of the Director General, IED. It will be uploaded on ADB’s websites. 
 
16. Peer Reviewers. B. Graham (Senior Evaluation Specialist) and R. Vasudevan 
(Evaluation Specialist) will be the peer reviewers.   
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BASIC DATA 
Commune Council Development Project (Loan 1953-CAM) 

 
Technical Assistance 

TA No. 
 

4007-
CAM 

TA Project Name
 

Commune Council Development  
Project  

Type
 
 
ADTA     

Person
Months 
 
  278.6 

Amount 
($) 

 
3,570,000 

Approval
Date 

 
3 Dec 2002 

4008-
CAM 

Commune Council Development  
Project  
 

ADTA       9.0 2,400,000    3 Dec 2002 

KEY PROJECT DATA (in $ million) As per ADB Loan 
Documents 

Actual

Total Project Cost   17.4 15.79 
Foreign Exchange Cost   6.38 6.72 
Local Currency Cost 11.02 9.07 
ADB loan amount/utilization  10.0 9.98 
ADB loan amount/cancellation    
   
KEY DATES Expected Actual
Fact-Finding    
Appraisal 19 August 2002 24 August 2002 
Loan Negotiations 15 October 2002 16 October 2002
Board Approval  3 December 2002 
Loan Agreement  7 February 2003 
Loan Effectiveness 13 March 2003 13 March 2003
Loan Completion   
Loan Closing 31 August 2006 29 November 2007 
 

Borrower       Kingdom of Cambodia 
Executing Agency                  Ministry of Interior 
       
MISSION DATA No. of Missions No. of Person-Days
Type of Mission   
Appraisal 1 16 
Inception 1 7 
Project Administration   

Review 11 111 
Project Completion Review 2                      75 
Independent Evaluation 1 To follow 

 
PROJECT PERFORMANCE REPORT RATINGS 
Implementation Period Development Objective Implementation Progress
07 Feb 2003 to 31 Dec 2003 S S 
01 Jan 2004 to 31 Dec 2004 S S 
01 Jan 2005 to 31 Dec 2005 S S 
01 Jan  2006 to 31 Dec 2006 
 

S S 

S = satisfactory 
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PROPOSED EVALUATION MATRIX 
 
Evaluation 
Criterion 

Focus Area/Key Questions Information 
Required 

Information 
Source 

Data collection tools 

Relevance Contribution of the project to the country’s 
decentralization and deconcentration (D&D) 
reforms  
1. Did the project contribute to the D&D 

reforms in Cambodia?  
Project design 
1. Was the rationale for the project based on 

sound analysis? 
2. Did the stakeholders own the project design 

process? 
3. Did the project identify core beneficiaries? 
4. Did the project design incorporate lessons 

from related projects? 
5. Were project interventions well planned and 

appropriately sequenced? 
6. How well did the project design address 

local needs and priorities and formulated 
appropriate strategies? 

7. Were the institutional set-up and 
implementation arrangements for the 
project appropriate? 

8. Has an effective M&E system been put in 
place? 

9. Does the MES generate information on 
performance and impact, which is useful for 
project management to take critical 
decisions? 

10. Did the project identify relevant risks and 
provide safeguard and/or risk mitigation 
measures? 
 
 

 
 
ADB Country 
Partnership Strategy, 
Cambodia national 
priorities and 
strategies 
Problem analysis and 
justification for the 
project  

 
 
Country Strategy 
Papers 
 
MRM, SRC, RRP, 
PCR, CARM, 
previous Project 
Specialists, field 
work 

 
 
Document retrieval 
 
 
Document retrieval, key 
informant interviews with 
stakeholder 
representatives, focused 
group discussions with 
project beneficiaries, 
survey/field visits 
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Flexibility/Adaptability 
11. Were the design changes relevant and 

timely? 
12. Was/were the technical assistance(s) 

provided to the project appropriate? 
Effectiveness Project achievements 

1. Did the project achieve what it intended to 
achieve? 

2. What factors contributed to the success of 
the project? 

3. What factors contributed to delays in project 
implementation? 

4. What led to changes (if any) in scope and 
design of the project and were such 
changes appropriate and timely? 

5. Was there clear evidence that the 
communes’ institutional capacity has 
improved? 

6. Was there clear evidence that the 
councilors capacity has improved? 

Project management  
1. How effective was the PIU/PTC? 
2. Did project partners (particularly 

cofinanciers) fully understand their roles 
and responsibilities? 

3. Was the procurement process transparent, 
timely and effective? 

Financial management 
1. Was the financial management in the 

project transparent? 
2. Were there any problems in fund 

disbursement for project activities? 
Project coordination 
1. How effective was the intra and inter-

agency coordination mechanism in the 
project? (MOI/DOLA/PTC/MOLMUPC/TA 

Success factors, 
constraints, 
institutional 
dynamics, minutes of  
meetings  

MRM, SRC, RRP,  
PCR, CARM, 
previous Project 
Specialists, field 
work 

Document retrieval, key 
informant interviews with 
stakeholders, focused 
group discussions/survey 
with project beneficiaries 
particularly communes 
and sangkat 
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consultants) 
Policies 
1. How did Government’s macro and sectoral 

policies influence: 
a. beneficiary participation 
b. resource allocation for project 

related activities 
c. resource allocation for O&M 

Others 
2. How appropriate are the project design     

features to the D&D efforts of the country? 
3. How do commune councils operate given 

the ADB assistance through the CCDP? 
4. Did the project contribute to increased 

people’s participation in governance 
issues? 

5. What are the strengths and weaknesses 
now being experienced by the commune 
councils as a result of the project? 

6. Were budgets of commune councils have 
increased as a result of the project? 

Efficiency Costs and Other aspects 
1. Was the project cost effective? 
2. In terms of process efficiency, are there 

significant issues? 
3. Are there any delays that affected total 

project cost? 
4. What are the factors that would help explain 

efficiency in performance? 
5. Did the project contribute to the public 

financial management system at 
subnational administration levels? 

6. Did the project contribute to the 
development of stronger governance (e.g., 
planning, personnel/resource management, 
procurement, etc.) and audit systems? 

 
Project Cost Data, 
PCR, EA’s PCR, 
RRP/Appraisal 
estimates 

 
CARM, PCR, MOI  

 
File and document 
retrieval, IEM field work, 
survey 
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Sustainability Enabling environment 
1. Is there political will to support and sustain 

project outcomes? 
2. What is the quality of the physical 

infrastructure built? 
3. Did the government provide funding for 

operations and maintenance of the 
buildings built? 

4. What mechanisms are in place to sustain 
and ensure continuity of the civil registration 
program? 

5. What steps have been taken to address 
any safeguard issues? 

6. How did the changes in the set of 
councilors in the communes affect the 
sustainability of the project? 

Institutional sustainability 
1. How cohesive and capable are the 

communes and sangkat to ensure: 
(i) effective operation and 

maintenance of the physical 
infrastructures and facilities 
financed by CCDP?; 

(ii) transfer of knowledge (cascade) 
to new commune officials? 

 
Government’s 
(including commune 
level) annual 
budgetary 
allocations, follow-up 
activities in the 
project areas 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Key informants 
including MOI and 
DOLA 
 
 
 

 
Document retrieval, 
focused group interviews, 
key informant interviews, 
survey  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


