
 

 

Validation Report 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Reference Number: PVR-394 
Project Number: 41121 
Loan Number: 2503 
February 2015* 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Kazakhstan: CAREC Transport Corridor 1  
(Zhambyl Oblast Section)  
[Western Europe–Western People’s 
Republic of China International Transit Corridor] 
Investment Program (Project 1) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Independent Evaluation Department 

* Revised May 2015. 



 

 

ABBREVIATIONS 
 
 

ADB – Asian Development Bank 

CAREC – Central Asia Regional Economic Cooperation 
EIRR – economic internal rate of return 
EMP – environmental management plan  

GDP – gross domestic product 
ha – hectare 
IEE – initial environmental examination 

km – kilometer 
ITS – intelligent transport system 
LARP – land acquisition and resettlement plan 

MOTC – Ministry of Transport and Communications 
PCR 
PPMS 

– 
– 

project completion report 
project performance monitoring system 

RRP – report and recommendation of the President 
VOL – village-owned land 

 
 
 

NOTE 
 

In this report, “$” refers to US dollars. 

 
 
 

Key Words 
 
adb, asian development bank, carec, kazakhstan, lessons, performance evaluation, project 
completion report, road, transport, transport systems 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

The guidelines formally adopted by the Independent Evaluation Department (IED) on avoiding 
conflict of interest in its independent evaluations were observed in the preparation of this report. 
To the knowledge of IED management, there were no conflicts of interest of the persons 
preparing, reviewing, or approving this report. 
 
In preparing any evaluation report, or by making any designation of or reference to a particular 
territory or geographic area in this document, IED does not intend to make any judgments as to 
the legal or other status of any territory or area. 



 
 

 

PROJECT BASIC DATA 

Project Number:  41121 PCR Circulation Date:  17 Jun 2014 
Loan Number: 2503 PCR Validation Date:  Feb 2015 
Project Name:  CAREC Transport Corridor 1 (Zhambyl Oblast Section) [Western Europe–

Western People’s Republic of China International Transit Corridor] 
Investment Program (Project 1) 

Country:  Kazakhstan Approved 
($ million)   

Actual 
($ million) 

Sector:  Transport and ICT Total Project Costs: 400.00 266.01 

ADB Financing: 
($ million) 

ADF:      0.00 
 

Loan: 340.00 224.10 

Borrower:    60.00    41.91 

OCR:  340.00 Beneficiaries:      0.00      0.00 

Others:      0.00      0.00 

Cofinancier:   Total Cofinancing:      0.00      0.00 

Approval Date:  30 Dec 2008 Effectiveness Date: 30 May 2009 31 Jul 2009 

Signing Date:  30 Mar 2009 Closing Date: 31 Dec 2013 31 Dec 2013 

Project Officers:   
E. Kwon 
M. Rehman 
E. Kwon 
S. Mitra 
T. Kanai 
R. Idei 

Location:   
ADB headquarters 
ADB headquarters 
ADB headquarters 
ADB headquarters 
ADB headquarters 
ADB headquarters 

From: 
Jan 2009 
Dec 2009 
May 2011 
Oct 2011 
Mar 2012 
Mar 2013 

To: 
Nov 2009 
Apr 2011 
Oct 2011 
Mar 2012 
Mar 2013 
Dec 2013 

Validators:  
 

P. Choynowski, 
Consultant  

F. D. De Guzman 
   Senior Evaluation 

Officer, IED2 

Peer Reviewer:  F. Ahmed, Lead Results 
Management Specialist, 
IED2 

Quality Reviewer:  
 

B. Nguyen, Senior 
Evaluation 
Specialist, IED2 

Director:  B. Finlayson, IED2 

ADB = Asian Development Bank; ADF = Asian Development Fund; CAREC = Central Asia Regional Economic 
Cooperation; ICT = information and communication technology; IED2 = Independent Evaluation Department, Division 
2; OCR = ordinary capital resources; PCR = project completion report. 

I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A. Rationale 

1. The report and recommendation of the President (RRP)1 noted that roads were a key 
element of Kazakhstan’s transport system. Kazakhstan has one of the world’s cargo-intensive 
transport systems because of its vast territory, low population density, and the country’s 
location between Europe and Asia. With the economy of Kazakhstan growing rapidly since 
2001, road freight transport had increased by about 10% per year and the number of vehicles 
rose by about 5% per year. However, much of the road network was in poor condition—about 
60% of the roads required major rehabilitation and proper maintenance. The feeder road 
network serving the rural population was also not fully developed and was in poor condition. 
                                                
 
1
 ADB. 2008. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Multitranche 
Financing Facility and Administration of Loan to Republic of Kazakhstan for CAREC Transport Corridor 1 
(Zhambyl Oblast Section) [Western Europe–Western People’s Republic of China International Transit Corridor] 
Investment Program. Manila. 
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Truck overloading was frequent, cutting into the economic life of road assets. Revenues from 
transit were low, affecting cost recovery and reinvestment capabilities. Inefficient cross-border 
procedures were observed, which increased the burden on trade and traders, and raised the 
cost of doing business. Other constraints included weak road sector planning, and poor 
governance that affected sound investment sequencing; and project development and project 
management shortcomings, which caused operational inefficiencies and increased transport 
costs. These constraints led to higher-than-average transport costs, hampered regional 
cooperation and integration opportunities, and ultimately, reduced the country’s 
competitiveness. 
 

2. The Government of Kazakhstan developed a transport sector strategy2 to make the 
road system larger, better, more accessible, affordable, efficient, safe, and more 
environmentally friendly. The strategy emphasized greater integration among different modes; 
cost recovery; and more outsourcing of construction, maintenance, operations, and 
management to the private sector. The government’s strategy for the road sector fits well with 
the Long-Term Strategic Framework of the Asian Development Bank (ADB), where transport 
and logistics were priorities and it focused on providing finance and advice on projects with 
national and regional content. Regional activities fell within the mandate of the Central Asia 
Regional Economic Cooperation (CAREC), a program where ADB acted as facilitator and 
wherein Kazakhstan is a member. 

 

3. ADB, together with other multilateral financing agencies, was requested by the 
government to handle sections of the road network in the Zhambyl Oblast located in the 
southern part of the country. These sections, covering 480 kilometers (km), are parts of the 
Western Europe–Western People’s Republic of China (PRC) International Transit Corridor. In 
December 2008, ADB approved a multitranche financing facility for Project 1 of the CAREC 
Transport Corridor 1 (Zhambyl Oblast Section) Investment Program. The facility was approved 
on 30 December 2008 and it was completed on 31 December 2013. The project completion 
report (PCR)3 was prepared in June 2014. This validation is a review of that PCR.  

B. Expected Impact 

4. The RRP indicated the envisaged impact of the overall corridor investment program in 
its design and monitoring framework (DMF). The expected impact was sustainable economic 
development.The impact indicator was a gross domestic product (GDP) growth of 68% from the 
2010 baseline, including increased GDPs for Kazakhstan’s economic partners. Specifically, 
GDPs for Central Asian countries were to increase by 43%, 4% for the Russian Federation, 6% 
for the PRC, and 4% for the European Union (EU). Another impact indicator was increased 
values of external trade, as reflected in the expansion of exports (32%) and imports (33%). 
Exports to other Central Asian countries were expected to increase by 50%, to the Russian 
Federation by 25%, the PRC by 36%, and the EU by 28%. Conversely, imports from other 
Central Asian countries were to increase by 48%, from the Russian Federation by 27%, the PRC 
by 37%, and the EU by 30%. The last performance target was increased outputs of the transport 
sector by 79% and the distribution sector by 77%. All impact indicators were expected to be 
achieved by 2020.  

                                                
2
 Decree of the President of the Republic of Kazakhstan. 2006. Transport Sector Strategy of the Republic of 

Kazakhstan up to 2015. Astana. 
3
 ADB. 2014. Completion Report: CAREC Transport Corridor 1 (Zhambyl Oblast Section) [Western Europe–Western 

People’s Republic of China International Transit Corridor] Investment Program (Project 1) in Kazakhstan. Manila. 
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C. Objectives or Expected Outcome 

5. The project’s expected outcome was an efficient transport system in Zhambyl Oblast. 
The performance targets were (i) increased average traffic volume from 4,000 vehicles/day in 
2007 to 7,000 vehicles/day, (ii) reduced average travel time between Zhambyl Oblast and the 
southern Kazakhstan border and Otar from 10 hours to 6 hours, (iii) reduced transport cost for 
freight from 10% to 5% of the cargo value, and (iv) reduced accident rate from 0.3 fatality/km 
in 2006 to 0.1 fatality/km. These targets were expected to be achieved in 2015. 

D. Outputs 

6. The project had two intended outputs. The first output was the reconstruction of 125 km 
of highway sections in the Zhambyl Oblast, within budget, and meeting the technical 
specifications with international roughness index of less than 3 meters/km. The second output 
was an improved road operations and maintenance system. This output was to include the 
development of a sustainable road maintenance and operation system and formulation of a 
pilot project. Other targets under this output were the development of an intelligent transport 
system (ITS) and implementation of an investment plan for the ITS under a subsequent 
project. The investment program aimed to upgrade and/or construct about 480 km of highway 
sections in the Zhambyl Oblast, located in the southern part of Kazakhstan, and improve the 
nationwide road operation and maintenance system. 

E. Provision of Inputs 

7. The total cost of the investment program was estimated at $1.48 billion. The cost of the 
project was estimated to be $400 million. At completion, the actual project cost was $266 
million, or 33.5% less than estimated at appraisal. The PCR indicated that cost savings 
resulted from an overestimation of the road construction cost and inclusion of excessive 
contingencies at appraisal. The civil works contract amounted to $253 million, a 23% increase 
from the originally contracted amount due to changes in design during implementation and 
increases in the price of construction materials and labor. The main changes were: (i) 
adjustments to the design of ancillary road facilities, such as the installation of additional cattle 
crossings, culverts, and safety facilities; (ii) increases in the amount of construction materials 
to strengthen road foundations; and (ii) replacement of utility facilities. The PCR indicated the 
remaining loan proceeds were sufficient to accommodate cost increases in the civil works 
contract.  
 

8. The government requested financing of up to $700 million for the investment program 
from the ordinary capital resources of ADB. Project 1 was to be financed by an ADB loan of 
$340 million (85% of total Project 1 costs). The balance of $60 million (15%) was to be 
financed by the government. At project completion, ADB financed $224.1 million (84.2%), and 
the government financed $41.9 million (15.8%). ADB approved the government’s request for a 
partial loan cancellation of $115 million (33.8% of the original amount) in July 2011. 
 

9. The project was classified Category B under the ADB environmental categorization 
requirements. An initial environmental examination (IEE) was undertaken during project 
preparation in accordance with the ADB Environment Policy (2002) and the country’s relevant 
laws. The PCR indicated that a cumulative impact assessment was carried out along the 
project roads to examine anticipated effects of the investment program and other development 
initiatives. The IEE found no significant environmental impact and an environmental impact 
assessment was deemed unnecessary. The relevant mitigation measures for identified site-
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specific environmental impacts were proposed in the IEE, and were included in the 
environmental management plan (EMP). All the contractors prepared site-specific EMPs. 
 

10. The PCR indicated that after civil works commenced in 2010, it was found that the 
contractors and consultants had insufficient resources to conduct environmental monitoring 
and had only partly complied with the site-specific EMPs. This resulted in complaints from local 
residents and nongovernment organizations regarding noise, dust, and vibration occurring 
during civil works, and the unregulated uses of quarries. ADB fielded several special missions 
to review the implementation status and discuss ways to overcome safeguards issues with the 
executing agency and other concerned parties. The PCR noted that as a result of these 
discussions, the situation improved and environment-related complaints were eliminated.  

 

11. At appraisal, the project was classified as involuntary resettlement Category A due to 
the number of potential households and businesses to be affected. The original land 
acquisition and resettlement plan (LARP) was prepared in accordance with the ADB 
Involuntary Resettlement Policy (1995) and the country’s laws. According to the LARP, 167.72 
hectares (ha) of land were to be acquired permanently under the project, and 69 households, 
legal entities, and units of village-owned land (VOL) were to be affected by the permanent land 
acquisition. In addition, 108.20 ha were to be acquired for temporary use during civil works, 
with 86 households, legal entities, or VOL to be affected. 

 

12. At completion, the PCR reported the project permanently acquired 178.29 ha of land, 
and temporarily acquired 137.68 ha. The increase in the affected land area caused by project 
impacts, such as business losses and partial damage to buildings, were identified after 
construction began. In the original 2009 LARP, 69 parties—including households, legal 
entities, and areas of VOL—were identified as permanently affected by the project and 86 as 
temporarily affected. In 2011, five additional households were identified and their eligibility as 
affected persons was confirmed and addressed in the 2011 supplementary LARP. Additional 
households were later confirmed as being affected after a careful examination by the 
executing agency and the concerned local agencies. 
 

13. At completion, the PCR reported 99 households, legal entities, and units of VOL were 
confirmed as permanently impacted, while 86 others were considered as temporarily affected. 
The increase in the number of permanently affected cases resulted mainly from unanticipated 
project impacts, such as business losses identified during construction and after completion, 
and safety issues associated with being located within the road construction safety zone. The 
actual compensation cost paid for land acquisition and resettlement was T521,496,471 (PCR, 
Appendix 10, para. 6).4 Both the RRP and the PCR did not indicate the estimated cost of 
compensation for land acquisition and resettlement.  
 

14. At appraisal, it was estimated that 814 person-months of consultancy services (179 
person-months international and 635 person-months national) were needed for the project. For 
the purposes of project management 52 person-months of international consultants and 98 
person-months of national consultants were recruited. For supervision of construction, 94 
person-months of international consultants and 504 person-months of national consultants 
were required. Meanwhile, 21 person-months of international and 21 person-months of national 
consultants were expected to assist the Ministry of Transport and Communications (MOTC) 
improve the road maintenance system, and 12 international and 12 national consultants to 
assist implement the ITS. 
 

                                                
4 At appraisal (T1.00 = $0.008342, $1.00 = T119.88); at completion (T1.00 = $0.006507, $1.00 = T153.69). 
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15. At completion, consulting firms provided construction supervision inputs for a total of 
488 person-months (86 person-months of international and 402 person-months of national), an 
18% reduction from the original provision at appraisal. The project management consultants 
provided 208 person-months of services (55 person-months of international and 153 person-
months of national), or a 40% increase from the original provision. The increase was needed to 
strengthen contract administration and safeguards monitoring, and redress grievances through 
a coordinator. The consultants for the road maintenance development subcomponent provided 
36 person-months of inputs (18 person-months of international and 18 person-months of 
national), which was the same as expected at appraisal. The consultants for the development 
of the ITS provided 42 person-months (18 person-months of international and 24 person-
months of national), was also as originally expected. 
 

F. Implementation Arrangements 
 

16. MOTC was the executing agency and the Committee for Roads under MOTC was the 
implementing agency. MOTC was to be responsible for overall implementation of the 
investment program and liaising with donors involved in the sector. MOTC was to establish a 
team to manage the investment program, headed by a project director who would have overall 
responsibility for project preparation, implementation, monitoring and reporting. The project 
director was to be assisted by MOTC staff in engineering, finance, legal, and procurement 
matters. Project management and construction supervision consultants were to be engaged to 
assist the project director. The project was implemented as envisaged at appraisal. 
 

17. Loan and project agreements contained 27 covenants and the government complied 
with all major covenants. Two covenants on funding for road development and maintenance 
and on the project performance monitoring system (PPMS) were in the process of being 
complied with during the preparation of the PCR. The PCR indicated the government ensured 
that implementation took place as agreed at appraisal and the counterpart funds were 
provided. Likewise, project roads were rehabilitated in a timely manner in accordance with 
required technical specifications. Preventive measures to ensure health and safety were 
undertaken during civil works and project accounts were audited annually and submitted to 
ADB. 

II. EVALUATION OF PERFORMANCE AND RATINGS 

A. Relevance of Design and Formulation 

18. The PCR rated the project relevant at appraisal and completion. It noted that the project 
was in line with the government’s objectives and policies; and the strategies, plans, and 
programs of ADB and CAREC. The PCR indicated the project design responded appropriately 
to the government’s need to improve the safety, serviceability, and operational efficiency of the 
road networks. This validation confirms that the project was consistent with Kazakhstan’s 
development priorities; and with the ADB country, sector, and regional strategies. In particular, 
the project achieved its objective of providing a more efficient transport network in Zhambyl 
Oblast through improvements in the Taraz–Kulan and Blagoveschenka–Korday sections. The 
project was able to assist MOTC develop efficient road sector operations under the road 
operations and maintenance component. 
 

19. The validation notes that during implementation, about one-third of the original loan 
proceeds (original loan: $340 million, cancellation: $115.05 million) was cancelled due to 
appraisal overestimates of civil works costs (e.g., unit price of construction materials were 
overestimated), of consulting services contracts, and the provision of excessive contingencies. 
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Cost estimates at appraisal could have been made more rigorous to arrive at more accurate 
and realistic figures.  
 

20. The validation notes some minor changes in design. The PCR indicated these changes 
were adjustments to the design of the ancillary facilities of the roads to reflect actual conditions 
and the needs of the local population, including: (i) installing additional cattle crossings, 
culverts, and safety facilities; (ii) increasing the amount of construction materials, such as soil 
and concrete, to strengthen the road foundations; and (iii) replacing utility facilities for 
continuous use after project completion. On the whole, this validation concurs with the PCR 
and assesses the project relevant. 

B. Effectiveness in Achieving Project Outcome and Outputs 

21. The PCR rated the project effective in achieving its expected outputs and outcomes. It 
indicated 125 km of all-weather roads were rehabilitated under the project, as designed at 
appraisal. The roughness of the project sections was reduced from 5–7 on the international 
roughness index to 1.1 (the target was 3) (PCR, footnote 21). The outputs on road 
maintenance and operation system were only partly achieved. The system was proposed in the 
national transport program, but no pilot projects were formulated. The ITS was also proposed 
in the national transport program and an investment plan for this system was agreed for 
implementation under subsequent projects. However, facilities for the ITS were not 
implemented, although budgetary resources were allocated (PCR, Appendix 1).  
 

22. On outcomes, the PCR indicated that travel time from Almaty to Shymkent was reduced 
from 12 hours to 10 hours (PCR, para. 27). It noted that in 2013, the average travel time was 
reduced to 6.5 hours between Almaty  and Taraz City (PCR, Appendix 1). However, it was 
unclear whether the target travel time of 6 hours from Zhambyl Oblast to Southern Kazakhstan 
border would be achieved by 2015. Likewise, traffic volume along project roads did not 
increase to levels expected at appraisal (PCR, para. 27). The traffic volume was expected to 
increase from 4,000 vehicles per day (vpd) in 2007 to 7,000 vpd by 2015. The PCR indicated 
the annual average daily traffic in 2012 was 4,298 vehicles for the Taraz-Kulan section and 
3,911 vehicles for the Blagoveschenka-Korday section (PCR, Appendix 1). Actual traffic counts 
in 2013 were about two thirds of the forecast at appraisal (PCR, Appendix 9, Table A9.1). The 
PCR claimed it was likely some road users bypassed the corridor because of the ongoing civil 
works along sections adjacent to project roads and when all civil works were completed in 
2015, road users were expected to resume using the corridor and traffic would increase.  
 

23. The PCR indicated passenger fares did not decrease as expected, but increased along 
the project sections (e.g., taxi and bus fares between Taraz and Kulan increased about 33% in 
2013 compared to 2010). Similar trends were observed in cargo charges, and consequently, a 
reduction in travel and freight cost was assessed unlikely to be achieved (PCR, para.27). The 
project target was to reduce transport costs for freight from 10% to 5% of the cargo value. As 
for the target to reduce the accident rate from 0.3 fatality/km in 2006 to 0.1 fatality/km by 
project completion, the PCR did not discuss nor provide evidence that this outcome was 
achieved or likely to be achieved by the completion of the MFF (2015). It noted these two 
indicators will be measured appropriately after the investment program’s completion (PCR, 
Appendix 1). On the basis of mixed achievement of project outputs, the low levels of usage, 
and insufficient evidence to support the likelihood of achieving the target outcomes by 2015, 
the validation assesses the project less than effective.5 

                                                
5
  The regional department disagrees with the downgrade of the PCR rating. 



7 
 

C. Efficiency of Resource Use in Achieving Outcome and Outputs 
 
24. The PCR rated the project efficient. The economic internal rate of return (EIRR) was 
16.2%, higher than the ADB benchmark of 12%, but lower than the 28.1% expected at 
appraisal. The PCR did not discuss process efficiency. However, it noted that all contractors 
and consultants performed satisfactorily and there were no major implementation issues. The 
project was completed on time. All contracts were awarded in November 2009, but were 
completed at various times. Works at km 404–443 and km 443–483 sections were completed 
in November 2012, ahead of schedule. However, construction on the km 214–260 section was 
delayed by 6 months, mainly because of shortfalls in the contractor’s corporate cash flow, 
which interrupted procurement and delivery of needed materials and workforce mobilization. 
All tasks on this section were completed in June 2013, or about 6 months later than 
scheduled. 
 

25. The methodology used to calculate the EIRR was similar to that adopted at appraisal—
it compared the incremental change in investment and operation and maintenance costs 
against the incremental reductions in journey times and vehicle operating costs. Despite actual 
project costs that were about one-third lower than that at appraisal, the EIRR was lower 
because: (i) traffic growth during 2008–2012 was about two third of the appraisal forecast,6 (ii) 
traffic forecast assumptions at reevaluation were more conservative,7 and (iii) the reevaluation 
corrected an error in the EIRR calculation at appraisal.8 
 

26. The validation notes some shortcomings in the recalculation of the EIRR in the PCR. 
The EIRR was calculated using 2008 prices; it could have been calculated using 2014 prices 
to provide more up-to-date price information. The analysis could have clearly disaggregated 
the benefits and costs by tradable and non-tradable items. For example, vehicle operating cost 
savings should be tradable, while time savings should be non-tradable. On the cost side, labor 
should be non-tradable, while equipment and materials would largely be tradable. Appendix 9 
in the PCR indicated the domestic price was the numeraire, but did not show the conversion 
factors used. With domestic price numeraire, it was preferable not to convert domestic prices 
to dollars. Typically, benefits and costs are measured in local currency under a domestic price 
numeraire. On the whole, this validation assesses the project efficient. 
 

D. Preliminary Assessment of Sustainability 
 

27. The PCR rated the project likely sustainable. It noted that KazAvtoZhol Open Joint 
Stock Company was established in 2013 and it was responsible for the daily monitoring and 
maintenance of roads. The PCR also noted the government plans to implement toll systems 
along some roads to ensure sufficient budget for maintenance. During 2001–2010, 21.7% of 
government expenditure on roads was allocated to maintenance activities, with about 40% 
spent on routine maintenance, 28% for periodic maintenance, and the remainder on capital 
works.  
 

                                                
6
  At appraisal, traffic was forecast to increase from 5,407 vpd in 2007 to 6,973 vpd in 2013 for Taraz-Kulan section. 

Actual counts in 2013 were 4,371 vpd, making a shortfall of about one third of the forecast. Likewise, traffic shortfall 
was also about one third for the Blagoveschenka-Korday section (forecast to increase from 5,460 vpd in 2007 to 
7,042 vpd in 2013. Actual traffic in 2013 was 4,235 vpd) (PCR, Appendix 9, Table A9.1).    

7
  At appraisal, demand was assumed to grow by 4% per year during 2008–2012 and 6% thereafter. The PCR used 

actual traffic counts in 2013, which was about two thirds of the appraisal forecast, and adjusted traffic growth to the 
long-term GDP per capita growth of 3.8% per annum for 2013–2032 (PCR, Appendix 9, para. 5). 

8
 The PCR stated that demand data for the “with project” scenario for the 214–260 km section used at appraisal was 

incorrect and omitted more than half of the traffic that was expected to use the project road. This adjustment 
reduced the “with project” costs and increased the EIRR. 
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28. While providing the government expenditures on road maintenance activities in 
percentage terms, the PCR did not assess the adequacy of the expenditures or of the budget 
allocation required for sufficient road maintenance, both overall and for the project roads in 
particular. The RRP expected the routine maintenance budget to increase to 0.3% of GDP to 
make the program sustainable (RRP, para. 73), but the PCR provided no evidence this target 
was met. The PCR indicated the allocated budget for routine maintenance was lower than 
needed (PCR, para. 30). The validation notes the chronic funding shortage for road 
maintenance was one of main issues found in the review of road maintenance systems 
undertaken under the road operations and maintenance component of the project (PCR, 
Appendix 8, para. 7).  
 

29. The PCR indicated funds would be sufficient to maintain the project as the government 
would introduce a toll system. However, it did not provide evidence to support this statement. It 
indicated the urgent need to standardize road maintenance works and undertake institutional 
actions to increase staff numbers and technical expertise to sustain project benefits (PCR, 
para. 31). The validation notes that the implementation of the road operations and 
maintenance component was significantly delayed and partially completed (PCR, para. 13 and 
Appendix 1). The road asset management system was not functional and ITS facilities were 
not put in place.  
 

30. The PCR indicated the government adopted a plan for development of the country’s 
transport infrastructure that includes some of the project’s recommendations on road 
maintenance (PCR, Appendix 8, para. 11). However, it provided no evidence on the 
implementation of the plan and its target timelines and resource commitments. The validation 
notes that KazAvtoZhol was recently established (in 2013) to provide daily road monitoring 
and maintenance services. The PCR did not provide an assessment of its institutional capacity 
and financial performance to show if it would be able to effectively carry out its expected 
responsibilities. Given these factors, the validation assesses the project less than likely 
sustainable.9 

E. Impact 

31. The PCR did not rate the impact of the project. The impact indicators in both the RRP 
and PCR were for the whole corridor and were expected to be achieved in 2020. As a result, it 
is difficult to attribute the initial achievements in the PCR project framework to the project. 
Nonetheless, the PCR indicated the project benefited 357,000 local residents by making travel 
to markets and business areas in Almaty, Korday, Merke, and Taraz more convenient; and 
increased and diversified the number of entrepreneurs in the trading and tourism industries. 
The local population used more cargo trucks to bring their agriculture or livestock products or 
construction materials to markets and the volume of trade increased. Travel time to social 
service facilities, including health service facilities and schools, also decreased. The project 
created 3,794 jobs during the construction period. The ADB project completion review mission 
noted the number of road collisions along the project roads appeared to have increased 
because of increased travel speeds. In the Zhambyl Oblast, the number of road accidents 
increased by 31% in 2012 and this trend continued in 2013. In addition, the validation notes 
the increase in the land area and the number of people affected by the project as compared to 
the estimate at appraisal (paras. 11–13). As a whole, the validation rates project impact 
moderate. 

                                                
9
 The regional department disagrees with the downgrade of the PCR rating. 
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III. OTHER PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENTS 

A. Performance of the Borrower and Executing Agency 

32. The PCR rated the performance of the borrower, the executing agency, and the 
implementing agency satisfactory. The Committee for Roads implemented the project in 
accordance with ADB guidelines and policies, facilitated the timely release of counterpart 
funds, and complied with all the covenants during implementation. This validation notes that 
project implementation did not face major issues and was largely on schedule. Given these 
findings, this validation also considers the performance of the borrower, the executing agency 
and the implementing agency satisfactory. 

B. Performance of the Asian Development Bank 

33. The PCR rated the performance of ADB satisfactory. The project was administered 
from ADB headquarters with the involvement of the Kazakhstan Resident Mission. During 
implementation, ADB provided guidance and support to the executing and implementing 
agencies in: (i) approving advance actions; (ii) preparing and evaluating all documents related 
to the procurement of civil works and consulting services by providing prompt and detailed 
feedback; and (iii) holding close consultations on the timely and practical resolution of 
safeguards, financial, and technical issues. This validation views ADB performance 
satisfactory. 

IV. OVERALL ASSESSMENT, LESSONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. Overall Assessment and Ratings 

34. The PCR rated the project successful overall. This validation assesses the project less 
than successful. The project was relevant to the government’s development strategies and 
transport sector programs, and to the ADB country partnership strategies and CAREC 
programs. The project completed the construction work on time, but the other outputs were 
delayed and partially completed. Despite progress on some outcome indicators, there is 
insufficient evidence to support the likelihood of achieving the target outcomes by 2015. There 
was a lack of evidence that the project outputs could be properly maintained. The country has 
a chronic funding shortage for road maintenance. The road asset management system and 
ITS facilities were not functional and there is no indication the adopted road development plan 
will be implemented. It is unclear if KazAvtoZhol has sufficient institutional and financial 
capacity to undertake its daily road monitoring and maintenance responsibilities as required.  
 

Overall Ratings 
  Criteria PCR IED Review Reason for Disagreement 

 and/or Comments 

Relevance Relevant Relevant  

Effectiveness in 
achieving project 
outcome and outputs 

Effective Less than 
effective 

Outputs under road operations and 
maintenance were delayed and 
partially achieved. Shortfall in traffic 
forecasts. Evidence provided in the 
PCR does not support the likelihood of 
achieving the 2015 target outcome 
indicators (paras. 21-23).  

Efficiency in achieving 
outcome and outputs 

Efficient Efficient  
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Preliminary assessment 
of sustainability 

Likely 
sustainable 

Less than likely 
sustainable 

No evidence of financial and 
institutional capacity to maintain the 
project. The country has a chronic 
funding shortage for road 
maintenance. Road asset 
management system and ITS facilities 
not yet functional. Sufficient 
institutional capacity and financial 
performance of KazAvtoZhol to 
undertake its required daily monitoring 
and maintenance services are not 
justified (paras. 27-30). 

Overall assessment Successful Less than 

successful 

 

Impact No rating Moderate Refer to para. 31. 

Borrower and executing 
agency 

Satisfactory Satisfactory  

Performance of ADB Satisfactory Satisfactory  

Quality of PCR  Less than 
satisfactory 

Refer to para. 38. 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, IED = Independent Evaluation Department, ITS = intelligent transport system; 
PCR = project completion report. 
Source: ADB Independent Evaluation Department. 

B. Lessons 

35. The PCR identified three lessons. The first lesson was the need for realistic cost 
estimates. To avoid loan cancellations, effective due diligence should be undertaken through 
detailed engineering studies, examination of market rates of construction materials and 
consultant remuneration, and inclusion of careful calculations of physical and price 
contingencies in the project cost estimate. The second was the need for clearly identifying the 
role of the project management consultant. The original terms of reference did not properly 
define the tasks and deliverables of each expert and considerable time for refinements was 
needed. The third was the need to improve the executing agency’s project management 
capacity. Inadequate knowledge and expertise of MOTC and the Committee for Roads on 
safeguards and procurement affected smooth project implementation. This validation supports 
these lessons. In addition, the validation notes traffic forecasts should be much more realistic, 
and reflect impacts of follow on projects on expected usage. Similarly, more effort should be 
taken to establish sustainable asset management systems, supported by credible sources of 
funding. 

C. Recommendations for Follow-Up  

36. The PCR proposed four recommendations. First, given the increase in the number of 
road accidents in the Zhambyl Oblast in the first part of 2013, the executing agency should 
continue its monthly review of safety performance and install basic physical equipment in the 
project area. Second, the government should continue to monitor project road performance by 
installing intelligent traffic system-related equipment along the project roads, and allocate more 
funding so that the KazAvtoZhol Open Joint Stock Company is able to implement road 
maintenance works. Third, the government should facilitate policy dialogue and establish a 
unified approach with neighboring countries to enhance the project corridor’s operational 
reliability, user-friendliness, and sustainability. Lastly, local construction firms are encouraged 
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to participate in road construction works, but their competence should be assessed and, where 
necessary, plans developed to strengthen capacity. This validation finds these 
recommendations appropriate and has no other recommendation to offer. 
 

V. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS AND FOLLOW-UP 

A. Monitoring and Evaluation Design, Implementation, and Utilization 

37. The RRP provided that a project performance monitoring system (PPMS) be 
established by the Committee for Roads, assisted by a project management consultant, within 
six months from project commencement, and baseline data for performance monitoring be 
collected. The requirement for a PPMS was covenanted and, according to the PCR, the 
covenant was being complied with. The first project performance monitoring report was 
submitted in 2011. Two more reports were submitted in 2012. The final report was submitted 
in January 2014. The PCR did not discuss the PPMS and, therefore, it was not possible to 
assess its design, implementation, and utilization. 

B. Comments on Project Completion Report Quality 

38. Although the PCR generally followed ADB guidelines, there were several important 
shortcomings. In assessing relevance, the PCR insufficiently demonstrated project 
responsiveness to underlying development problems and inappropriately focused on 
achievements. The recalculation of the EIRR by the PCR could have been presented with 
clearer details. Process efficiency was not discussed. The PCR also did not present an 
assessment of the financial and institutional capacity of the implementing agency. It did not 
assess the adequacy of the government’s budgetary allocations for road maintenance. The 
PCR did not discuss the PPMS. In retrospect, the PCR could have been prepared in 2015 
when all the targeted outcome indicators were expected to be achieved, which would still be 
within 24 months after the project’s completion, as required by the guidelines. Given these 
shortcomings, this validation rates the PCR quality less than satisfactory. 
 

C. Data Sources for Validation 
 

39. Data sources included the RRP, PCR, and loan review mission reports. 

D. Recommendation for Independent Evaluation Department Follow-Up 

40. The PCR recommended that project performance evaluation report be prepared in 
2018 or later, after the entire CAREC Transport Corridor 1 in the Zhambyl Oblast becomes 
fully operational. This will allow for a better assessment of the traffic, maintenance, physical 
condition, benefits, and local community impacts. This validation supports this 
recommendation. 
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