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A.  Introduction and Rationale 
 
1. The proposed project performance evaluation report (PPER) will evaluate the 
Surkhandarya Water Supply and Sanitation Project (SWSSP).1 The project was supported by an 
Asian Development Bank (ADB) loan financed through the Asian Development Fund and a 
grant from the Multi-Donor Trust Fund of the Water Financing Partnership Facility (MDTF-
WFPF), approved on 20 April 2009. The project completion report (PCR)2 circulated in July 
2016 rated it successful.  
 
2. The PPER will provide insights to help improve the design and effectiveness of future 
ADB water supply and sanitation projects. The findings and lessons drawn from the evaluation 
will feed into the forthcoming Country Partnership Strategy Final Review Validation for Republic 
of Uzbekistan programmed for delivery in 2018. This paper elaborates the approach for the 
evaluation and outlines the scope, data sources, and indicative schedule and resource 
requirements.  
 
B. Country and Sector Background 
 
3. The Republic of Uzbekistan is one of the fastest-growing economies in Central Asia, and 
aspires to become an upper middle-income country by 2020.3 A key challenge facing the 
country is how to sustain its economic growth to create more jobs, maintain social stability, and 
improve the welfare of citizens. Following independence from the former Soviet Union in 1991, 
the country has endured a less than smooth transition to a market-based economy. The social 
and economic costs of the transition have been sharp and immediate. Closing of facilities, 
privatization of public enterprises, and a falling budget for social sectors have resulted in service 
disruption and major increases to cost of living.4 Social spending and provision of social 
services including water supply and sanitation (WSS), has also slowed considerably. The 
economic transition has also exacerbated inequality in incomes and in access to services such 
as safe and reliable water supply.  

                                                
1
  ADB. 2008. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors for Proposed Loan to Republic 

of Uzbekistan for the Surkhandarya Water Supply and Sanitation Project. Manila 
2
  ADB. 2016. Completion Report. Uzbekistan: Surkhandarya Water Supply and Sanitation Project. Manila 

3
  ADB. 2012. Uzbekistan Country Partnership Strategy 2012–2016. Manila. 

4
  ADB. 2006. Technical Assistance to Uzbekistan for Preparing the Djizzak and Surkhandarya Rural Water Supply 

and Sanitation Sector Project (Financed by the Japan Special Fund). Manila. 
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4. Uzbekistan’s WSS infrastructure was designed and constructed under the central 
planning regime of the former Soviet Union. Since independence, there has been inadequate 
investment in the maintenance and rehabilitation of existing WSS infrastructure. This is reflected 
in inadequate design, poor quality construction materials and methods, and the collapse of 
institutional arrangements during the country’s economic transition (footnote 4). There is an 
urgent need to replace aging and deteriorating infrastructure that has reached the end of their 
economic life and to improve the quality, coverage of WSS services.  
 
5. At independence in 1991, it was claimed that 89% of the population had access to 
potable water (footnote 1). In 2006, reports from vodokanals5 (WSS agencies) and the 
Uzbekistan Communal Services Agency (UCSA) estimated network coverage at 82% of the 
total population (88% of the urban population and 79% of the rural population). However, this 
high level of network coverage masked critical deficiencies in the actual level of service 
provided. Households were only supplied with water between 6–16 hours a day in the urban 
areas and 2–10 hours a day in rural areas. Surkhandarya Province, in particular, has network 
coverage of 76% (87% urban and 74% rural). Nonperforming (deteriorating and leaking) 
infrastructure, coupled with regular power interruptions, and lack of revenue resulted in a vicious 
cycle that undermined the ability to improve quality and reliability of WSS services. As a result, 
people resorted to collecting water from untreated open sources including canals and streams 
or purchased water from private vendors.  
 
6. The provision of safe, reliable, and affordable WSS services to the population is a key 
challenge for the country if sustained economic growth is to be achieved.  The Government had 
set ambitious WSS sector targets (e.g., 100% and 85% water supply coverage in most urban 
and rural areas, respectively; which was estimated to require infrastructure investment of 
around $1.4 billion for rehabilitation of existing infrastructure, and twice as much to achieve 
sector coverage targets) but there were several challenges, including the need for urgent 
institutional reforms to address weak institutional capacity and limited financial resources for 
operation and maintenance. ADB country support to the WSS sector has focused primarily on 
infrastructure development for both urban and rural water supply and sanitation, including 
supporting the preparation of the national strategy for WSS and strengthening institutional 
capacity for sustainable management of the sector. 
 
C. Project Description  

7. Surkhandarya Water Supply and Sanitation Project. The Project aimed to assist both 
the national and the provincial governments to improve living standards, environment, and 
public health in the urban centers of Surkhandarya Province. At the national level, SWSSP was 
intended to assist the Government strengthen sector planning and management by developing 
a sector strategy, a road map, and an investment program. A public–private partnership 
framework was also to be prepared together with the sector strategy to facilitate more effective 
private sector involvement. At the provincial level, the Project was expected to provide safe, 
reliable, and sustainable water supply and improved sanitation services in seven districts and 
one city in Surkhandarya Province. It was anticipated that the provision of WSS services would 
be used as a model to be replicated and expanded in other provinces. Aside from physical 
infrastructure investments for WSS system rehabilitation, the Project was also designed to 

                                                
5
 Vodokanals are state-owned enterprises or limited liability companies that provide water supply and sanitation 

services in their respective towns and districts. As only an estimated 10% of houses are metered, it is difficult to 
assess actual performance and consumption. 
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address important planning, management, financial, operational, and customer relations needs 
of the vodokanals to improve service delivery efficiency. 
 
8. Impact, outcome, and outputs. The expected project impact was to improve living 
standards, environment, and public health in the urban centers of Surkhandarya Province. The 
expected outcome was the provision of safe, reliable, and sustainable water supply and 
sanitation services and improved community hygiene for around 340,000 people living in the 
seven districts of Kizirik, Angor, Muzrabad, Shurchi, Kumkurgan, Jarkurgan, Sariasiya, and the 
city of Termez. The outcome is to be measured by the following indicators and targets: (i) an 
increase in the duration of water supply services to 20 hours a day by 2014 and 24 hours a day 
by 2020, (ii) a reduction in unaccounted for water or non-revenue water to less than 40%,  
(iii) full cost recovery for all project vodokanals from 2014 onward, and (iv) prompt recording of 
and response to customer complaints. The project comprised five components: (i) strengthening 
sector strategy and management, (ii) water supply development, (iii) sanitation and hygiene,  
(iv) capacity development for service delivery, and (v) project implementation assistance. 
Components (i) and (iv) were supported by grant financing from the MDTF- WFPF.  
 
9. Project cost and implementation arrangements. At project appraisal, the total project 
cost, including interest charges and contingencies, was estimated at $40.00 million, comprising 
$10.25 million in foreign currency and $29.75 million in local currency. The ADB loan was 
envisaged to finance $30.00 million (75.0%) of the total project cost to cover the foreign 
exchange cost of $9.90 million, including $0.70 million for interest and other charges during 
construction, and $20.10 million of the local currency cost of components 2, 3, and 5. The 
MDTF-WFPF grant was to finance $1.5 million (3.7%) of the total project cost to cover the 
foreign exchange cost of $0.60 million and $0.90 million of the local currency cost of 
components 1 and 4. The government, including district governments, financed the remaining 
local currency costs of $8.50 million equivalent (21.3%). 
 
10. The executing agency for SWSSP was the Uzbekistan Communal Services Agency 
(UCSA), which had overall responsibility for project coordination, implementation, and liaison 
with the relevant government agencies and ADB. A project management unit (PMU) within 
UCSA managed and coordinated all project activities. At the provincial level, the Surkhandarya 
provincial government was the implementing agency. A project implementation unit (PIU) was 
established in the city of Termez, the main provincial urban center, responsible for project 
implementation management at the local level. At the community level, a consumer 
representative and project support group was established for each of the nine subprojects to 
assist the PIU in (i) disseminating project benefits; (ii) implementing the project; (iii) conducting 
social surveys; and (iv) campaigning the need for increased awareness about water use, 
sanitation, and hygiene. 
 
D. Key Findings of the Project Completion Report and Related IED Evaluations  

11. Below is a summary of major findings of SWSSP’s PCR and related IED evaluations, 
which are valuable references in the preparation of the PPER. 
 
12. Completion Report for the SWSSP (footnote 2). Overall assessment of the project in 
the PCR is successful. The PCR rated the project highly relevant, effective, efficient, and likely 
sustainable.  A number of lessons were identified, including: (i) the importance of taking into 
account the condition of available power supply that is critical for supporting the provision of 
reliable water supply services; (ii) project delays due to approvals can be minimized if 
government approval procedures are streamlined and further delegated to the executing 
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agency; (iii) price adjustments for construction contracts should be considered for contracts of 
less than 18 months when high inflation is likely to occur; (iv) salaries of PMU and PIU staff 
should be comparable with prevailing market rates to prevent high turnover; and (v) the capacity 
of national civil work contractors in technology and workmanship needs to be developed to 
ensure that the quality of civil works meet international standards.  
 
13. Related IED evaluations. Findings of IED evaluations emphasized that: 
 

i. Sustainability of urban WSS operations could be improved by considering a 
number of key elements in project design and implementation, in  particular the 
need for careful assessment of demand and estimation of project costs, planning 
for operation and maintenance activities, establishing appropriate policy 
frameworks for implementing tariffs for cost recovery, and incorporating 
community and stakeholder engagement throughout the project cycle. 
Institutional reform as a foundation for long term sustainability is important, noting 
such reforms can take substantial time to implement as a result of the complex 
and slow-moving nature of the sector.6  

ii. ADB supported water projects should focus on water utility performance, tariff 
reform, water conservation and demand management, and leakage detection. 
Furthermore, the importance of institutional reforms and capacity development to 
ensure successful implementation of tariff and other related policy and 
institutional reforms were also advocated.7 

iii. There are a number of barriers to sustainability in the WSS sector, including lack 
of revenue-generating powers and capacities of local governments, and lack of 
central budget transfers for operations and maintenance. Inadequate national 
government policies were also identified as obstacles to effective tariff reform. 
Sustainability in the WSS sector was dependent on a range of factors such as: 
(a) capacity of the water companies to manage their networks; (b) support for 
tariff changes; (c) adopting appropriate tariffs to cover ongoing operations, 
maintenance, and depreciation costs; and (d) existence of experienced and 
skilled staff.8  

 
E. Evaluation Scope and Approach 

14. The objective of the evaluation is to assess whether the project has achieved its stated 
objectives in relation to elevating operational efficiency and management performance of WSS 
services through safe, reliable, and sustainable delivery of services in the target urban centers 
of Surkhandarya Province. To this end, the PPER will examine project formulation, design 
(including the validity of ADB’s theory of change for the design, see for a depiction in Appendix 
1), implementation, sustainability, and assess project performance taking into account outcome 
indicators realized since completion, and whether there were any unintended consequences.  
 
15. The PPER will also examine progress on several issues that were highlighted in the 
PCR, including: (i) the implementation of institutional reforms in the WSS sector under the 
sector strategy, especially at the district and local levels; (ii) installation of water meters at all 

                                                
6
 IED. 2015. Topical Paper on Sustainability of Urban Water Supply and Sanitation Operations: Findings and 

Lessons. Manila: ADB. 
7
   IED. 2010. Special Evaluation Study on Water Policy and Related Operations. Manila: ADB. 

8
  IED. 2010. Special Evaluation Study on Post-Completion Sustainability of ADB-Assisted Projects. Manila: ADB. 



5 
 

household connections and tariffs (including regular review and adjustments to ensure financial 
sustainability) based on meter readings; (iii) adequacy of power supply to support operation of 
water supply facilities; and (iv) financial management best practices by provincial vodokanals. 
Further, the evaluation will take a close look on the lessons learned from, as well as any best 
practices and technologies applied in the SWSSP, with respect to the design of subsequent 
ADB supported interventions for Uzbekistan’s WSS sector such as the multitranche financing 
facility for the Water and Sanitation Services Investment Program.9 
 
16. The PPER will be prepared in accordance with IED’s Guidelines for the Evaluation of 
Public Sector Operations10 and assessed against the evaluation criteria of: (i) relevance,  
(ii) effectiveness, (iii) efficiency, (iv) sustainability, and (v) development impacts. The 
performance of ADB and the executing agency will also be assessed. The main evaluation 
questions to be considered under these criteria are outlined in Appendix 2. The evaluation will 
rely on: (i) desk review of relevant project documents, including a recalculation of the economic 
and financial internal rates of return, where feasible; (ii) interviews with project officers from the 
Central West Regional Department (CWRD) and the Uzbekistan Resident Mission (URM), and 
(iii) interviews with government and implementing agency officers, project beneficiaries, and 
other stakeholders. For this PPER, IED plans to involve staff from the government’s evaluation 
unit, if available and interested, as part of its strategy in developing the government’s capacity in 
evaluation, encourage co-learning, and improvement of evaluation systems. 
 
F. Data Sources 

17. Secondary data (desk study). The desk review will focus on secondary data sources 
including, inter alia: (i) ADB policies and strategies (Country Partnership Strategies, Strategy 
2020, Water Operational Plan 2011–2020, Urban Operational Plan 2012–2020); (ii) Republic of 
Uzbekistan water sector plan and sector strategies (footnote 6, 7); (iii) project documents (e.g., 
Report and Recommendation of the President, back-to-office reports, midterm review reports, 
consultant reports); (iv) data and information from related projects (e.g., project preparatory 
technical assistance); (v) other available evaluation evidence (e.g., country program, special, 
and corporate evaluations); and (vi) government reports. 
 
18. Primary data through interviews and field observations. Primary data will be 
collected through consultations with project officers from CWRD and through an independent 
evaluation mission to Uzbekistan. Interviews will be conducted with URM staff, together with 
focus group discussions, where appropriate, with key informants and project officers of the PMU 
in central, PIUs in provincial and district offices. Field visits to selected project sites to view 
project outputs, where appropriate, will also be conducted. The PPER also proposes to explore 
the possibility of conducting a targeted beneficiary survey, the feasibility of which will be 
determined following pre-mission consultations with URM. 
 
G. Tentative Schedule and Resources 

19. The evaluation will be carried out according to the following schedule, subject to 
approvals: 
 
 

                                                
9
 ADB. 2009. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Multitranche 

Financing Facility for the Water and Sanitation Services Investment Program. Manila. 
10

  IED. 2016. Guidelines for the Evaluation of Public Sector Operations. Manila: ADB. 
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Activity/Milestone Target Date 

EAP Approval IV May 
Mission I–II September 
Internal Peer Review III–IV September 
Interdepartmental Review I–II October 
Submission to OSEC Editor II–III November 
DG Approval I December 
Circulation II December 

 
20. Subject to government concurrence, IED will field a team for the IEM in September 
2017, comprising: (i) IED Team Leader, Evaluation Specialist; (ii) IED Evaluation Officer; (iii) an 
international consultant with experience in water sector projects and evaluation methods and 
process; and (iv) a national consultant familiar with the country’s water sector. IED is exploring 
collaborating with a central government evaluation unit in Uzbekistan on the PPER, and may 
include a government evaluator in the mission, also as an exercise in on-the-job training. IED 
will remain responsible for the final assessment. The evaluation report will be peer reviewed by 
an IED evaluation specialist with experience in urban WSS. Overall guidance will be provided by 
the Director, Division 1 of IED.  
 
H. Dissemination of Findings 

21. 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.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

Conceptual Project Framework in the Context of Theory of Change 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Improved living standards, environment, and public health in urban 
centers of Surkhandarya. 

Safe, reliable, and sustainable water supply and sanitation services 
and improved community hygiene in urban centers of Surkhandarya. 

 

 

 WSS sector strategy and PPP 

framework. 

WSS development roadmap 

and investment plan for 2020. 

Rehabilitated water 

infrastructure in seven urban 

districts and Termez City. 

Improved latrines (with hand-

washing facilities) in selected 

schools. 

Innovative hygiene promotion 

activities in project area school 

communities. 

Improved and well-maintained 

Vodokanal offices, equipment, 

and infrastructure. 

Training programs to improve 

operations, management and 

customer relations skills  

Performance monitoring 

system for participating 

vodokanals 

Study tours to places with 

good practice examples 

conducted. 
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   EVALUATION MATRIX: KEY PROJECT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION REPORT QUESTIONS 

 
Criteria Specific Evaluation Questions Data Sources 

I. Project Performance 

Relevance Policies and Strategies: 

 Is the project consistent with the Government of Uzbekistan’s development strategies, policies and sector 
investment plans? In particular how compatible is the project with strategies, policies and plans in the 
water and sanitation sector? 

 Is the project consistent with Asian Development Bank (ADB) policies and strategies? 

 Are the original objectives still relevant at the time of evaluation? Have significant changes in the project 
context or ADB policies been retrofitted to the design? 

 Were the designs of the interventions informed by sound background diagnostics and analytical work, 
including analyses of social or political-economy issues? 

 Were the interventions appropriate responses to the sector challenges and development issues? 

 How appropriate were the institutional interventions to the water sector agencies (vodokanals)? 
 

Design and Formulation: 

 What innovations or best practices were adopted or in the design and/or implementation of the project? 
Are these being adopted for other projects? 

 Was the rationale for this project based on sound technical bases and understanding of regional and local 
water supply and sanitation requirements and level of service shortfalls, and their relationships with local 
communities and their livelihoods? 

 Were lessons learnt, from similar projects on water supply and sanitation in Republic of Uzbekistan and 
other developing member countries, used to inform the project design? 

 Was the project design adequate to achieve its objectives, and did it take adequate account of wider water 
supply and sanitation needs and issues (e.g. institutional and regulatory frameworks)? 

 Was the design and monitoring framework (DMF) adequate to address identified challenges for the local or 
district sub-project areas and were the project outcomes and outputs measurable and achievable within 
the project timeframe? 

 Was the project design flexible enough to adapt to any emerging challenges during implementation? 
 
Beneficiaries, Stakeholders and Ownership: 

 Were the project’s stakeholders appropriately targeted and were their specific needs accommodated in the 
project design? 

 To what extent where stakeholders – including the Government, executing agencies, and service providers 
– involved in the design of the project, and what was their level of ownership? 
 

 
Project documents and 
Completion Reports 
Mid-term reviews 
Previous Country Assistance 
Program Evaluation 
Field observations during 
Independent Evaluation 
Mission (IEM) interviews 
 

Effectiveness General achievement of objectives: 

 To what extent were the project outputs and outcomes achieved as indicated in the DMF? 

 What outputs and outcomes were not achieved and what major achievements were made (including any 
beyond the scope of the interventions)? 

 To what extent did the project address gender issues identified during design and appraisal? What were 

 
Project documents and 
Completion Reports 
Mid-term reviews 
Project documentation 
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Criteria Specific Evaluation Questions Data Sources 

the gender roles in project implementation activities for sub-projects? 

 Were issues of safeguard performance adequately addressed during project implementation? 

 What factors contributed to the achievement, or otherwise, of the expected outputs and outcomes? 

 What were the wider relevant policy interventions by the Government and water agencies and how have 
they impacted on the project’s effectiveness? 

 What institutional factors at central government or vodokanals level influenced (positively or negatively) the 
effectiveness of the projects and what lessons and recommendations for future sector interventions can be 
drawn from this? 

 What were the roles of stakeholders in project implementation and what was the level of community 
participation? 

 Were project risks identified during appraisal sufficiently mitigated in the design (e.g., government/EA 
reorganization, low capacities, slow release/lack of counterpart funds, regulatory or institutional framework 
complexity, decentralization of service delivery considerations, extended time and resources to meet 
requirements) 
 

New data collected since 
project completion 
Field observations and 
interviews during IEM 
Key informant interviews 
Focus group discussions 

Efficiency Project Efficiency: 

 How well were project resources (e.g., time, financial and other resources) used in achieving the expected 
outcomes?  

 How does the re-estimated EIRR compare with EIRR calculated at time of appraisal and PCR?  

 Were the economic and financial analyses undertaken correctly with regard to their assumptions, data, and 
calculations? 

 How efficient was ADB and in managing the project? 

 Were mid-course adjustments required and how were they managed? 
 
Process Efficiency: 

 What were the factors of political, economic and process level efficiency that contributed to any project 
delays?   

 What could ADB have done differently to mitigate against such delays? 

 Were the executing and implementing agencies sufficiently staffed with the requisite balance of technical 
and management skills? Did they function efficiently? Were their responsibilities clear?  

 Did effective communications channels operate between central government, executing and implementing 
agencies? 
 

 
Project documents and 
Completion Reports 
Project documentation 
Field observations and 
interviews during IEM 
Key informant interviews 

Sustainability Management and coordination sustainability: 

 Are the executing and implementing agencies sufficiently resourced to ensure levels of service are 
maintained? Are human, institutional, and financial resources sufficient to sustain the outcomes?   

 How likely are the outcomes achieved under the projects to be sustained? Have sufficient legal, regulatory 
and other policy measures been put into place to sustain reforms and achievements made? 

 What is the likelihood that the results of capacity building initiatives in the vodokanals will be maintained? 

 Does the UCSA and provincial vodokanals have the appropriate governance structure, policies, 

procedures, financial structures, and risk management approaches in place to ensure levels of WSS 
service are achieved and maintained? 

 
Project documents and 
Completion Reports 
Project documentation 
Field observations and 
interviews during IEM 
Key informant interviews 
Focus group discussions 
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Criteria Specific Evaluation Questions Data Sources 

 What sustainability challenges are met in maintaining required human and financial resources in the 
implementing agencies and how can these be addressed? 

 How strong is the ownership and political will of the Government to continued implementation of 
institutional reforms for water agencies? Has political intervention positively or negatively influenced the 
reform process? 
 

Financial Sustainability: 

 How are post-project activities being financed?  

 How does the re-estimated FIRR compare with FIRR calculated at time of appraisal and PCR?  

 Are the operations of provincial vodokanals meeting cost recovery targets? 

 Are the current tariff levels adequate to ensure sustainability? Has the tariff level been revised during the 
project to improve sustainability and achievement of cost recovery targets?  

 

II. Institutional Development 

Institutional 
Development 

 What institutional changes (national and provincial level) occurred during the project and how did they 
impact on the project outcomes? 

 To what extent have the experience from implementing the project provided lessons for future government 
reforms or become a model for other WSS projects in Uzbekistan? 

 Were the benefits of institutional and regulatory reforms, identified at design stage, realized to achieve 
operational efficiency and improved quality and level of service?  

 Have project management processes being maintained after project completion? If not, what alternative 
mechanism is in place to foster inter-agency cooperation and synergy around the sustainable provision of 
water and sanitation services? 
 

Project documents and 
Completion Reports 
Project documentation 
Field observations and 
interviews during IEM 
Key informant interviews 
Focus group discussions 
 

Development 
Impacts 

 How has the project impacted on overall operational performance and financial management of the 
provincial vodokanals? How do these compare with pre-project benchmarks?  

 Have the projects contributed to level of service improvements to the customers? 

 Has there been any link drawn between changes in service delivery and decentralization of service 
delivery functions? 

 Were there any innovative aspects to either project design or implementation that contributed to better 
project efficiency, effectiveness and overall impact? 

 How might a second phase of the projects build on the project successes and address its identified 
deficiencies?  

 To what extent have envisaged project impact as stated in the DMF been achieved? 

 To what extent has the project brought significant changes to the project regions and the project 
beneficiaries? 

 Have the stakeholder and beneficiaries’ perception of the project changed, before and after completion? 
What does the most recent data tell us about the impact indicators as stated in DMF? How do they 
compare with the situation prior to the project? 

 

Project documents and 
Completion Reports 
New project data collected 
since project completion 
Key informant interviews 
Focus group discussions 

III. Other Assessments 
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Criteria Specific Evaluation Questions Data Sources 

ADB Performance 
(quality at entry 
and supervision) 

Quality at Entry: 

 Did ADB mobilize sufficient technical expertise in the project design? 

 Was the design process participatory? Did it take into the concerns and needs of local government and 
local communities? 

 Were lessons learnt from previous independent evaluations and PCRs incorporated into the project 
design? 

 
Supervision: 

 What was the performance of ADB procurement supervision and disbursements? 

 Did ADB (and the Government) take the initiative to suitably modify project design (if required) during 
implementation in response to any changes in circumstance or emerging opportunities?  

 Was prompt action taken to ensure the timely implementation of recommendations and resolution of any 
implementation bottlenecks? 

 What was the role and performance of the resident mission? How was the relationship between 
headquarters and the resident mission? 
 

 
Project documents and 
Completion Reports 
Field observations and 
interviews during IEM 
Key informant interviews 
 

Borrower 
Performance 
(quality of 
preparation, 
implementation 
and M&E)  

Quality of Preparation: 

 Was the government (national and local) actively involved in the design?  

 Did they initiate any modifications in response to changing circumstances or opportunities? 

 Has adequate staffing/resources been provided for project management? 
 

Implementation and M&E: 

 Have the flow of funds and procurement procedures been suitable for ensuring timely implementation? 

 Have counterpart funds been provided adequately and on time? 

 Did central government ensure adequate coordination of the relevant agencies? And between national and 
local levels? 

 Has the executing and implementing agencies put in place an effective M&E system and does it generate 
information on performance and impact that is useful for project management to make decisions? 

 Have loan covenants and the spirit of the loan agreement been followed? 

 Has government made arrangements for continued funding of certain activities? 
 

 
TA and TA Completion 
Reports 
Field observations and 
interviews during IEM 
Key informant interviews 
Focus group discussions 
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