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A. Background 
 
1. The subject project performance evaluation report (PPER) for Loan 2634-UZB: Second 
Small and Microfinance Development Project is scheduled in IED’s 2017 work plan. The findings 
and lessons from the PPER will provide inputs to the micro, small and medium-sized enterprise 
(MSME) evaluation study to commence in 2017 for delivery in 2018. This evaluation approach 
paper presents the theory of change underpinning ADB’s support for MSMEs, project background, 
evaluation framework, and a proposed PPER implementation schedule. 
 
2. Studies show the growing importance of MSMEs in contributing to economic growth and 
employment.1 It is on this premise the Asian Development Bank (ADB) promotes MSME finance 
and considers it as a key to MSME development for inclusive and balance economic growth.2  
 
3. ADB started its assistance to MSMEs by providing credit lines to MSME borrowers through 
specialized development financial institutions. It then expanded to include support to address 
policy, legal, and regulatory constraints affecting MSME development.3 Over the years, ADB’s 
support to MSMEs focuses on: (i) direct financing, (ii) financing through participating financial 
institutions, (iii) business development services, and (iv) value chain interventions.4  

 
4. Capacity development for participating financial institutions (PFIs) and MSME borrowers 
is also crucial to improve the technical skills and business processes. Improving PFI’s capacity 
will help them manage, sustain and extend additional funds to MSMEs, while capacity building 
activities for MSMEs will help them be more eligible for SME finance. Benefits and successes 
from these programs, however, can only be achieved if appropriate business environment, legal 
and regulatory frameworks and institutions are in place; hence, advisory and policy support and 
dialogue, as well as building institutional capacities, play an important role in influencing policy 
and regulatory reforms needed to promote MSME development. Figure 1 presents the theory of 
change underpinning the rationale for MSME support interventions.  

                                                
1  Ardic, O.P, et al. 2013. Closing the Credit Gap for Formal and Informal Micro, Small, and Medium Enterprises. 

Pennsylvania: International Finance Corporation.  
2   ADB. 2011. Financial Sector Operational Plan. Manila. 
3  ADB. 2006. Best Practice Notes on Small- and Medium-Sized Enterprises Support. Manila. 
4  ADB. 2006. Best Practice Notes on Small- and Medium-Sized Enterprises Support. Manila. 
   ADB. 2013. Thematic Evaluation Study on ADB Support for Strengthening the Enabling Environment for Private 

Sector Development. Linked Document 6: Assessment of ADB Support for Small and Medium Enterprise 

Development. Manila.  
    ADB and ADBI. 2015. Integrating SME into the Global Value Chain: Challenges and Policy Action in Asia. Manila. 
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Figure 1. Theory of Change: Rationale for MSME Support Interventions5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
GDP = gross domestic product, PFI = participating financial institution.  
Source: Evaluation team compilation from literature review (footnote 5). 

 

B. Loan 2634-UZB: Second Small and Microfinance Development Project  
 
 1. Sector Context 
 

5. During 2005–2009, Uzbekistan’s economy grew at an average of 8.2% between, with 50% 
of its growth in 2009 attributed to small businesses. By end 2009, about 8.4 million were employed 
in more than 400,000 micro and small enterprises (MSEs)6 and sole proprietorship businesses.7 
Despite its significant contribution to gross domestic product, MSEs in Uzbekistan were faced with 
limited access to finance. According to the World Bank’s Enterprise Survey (2009), Uzbekistan had 

                                                
5  ADB. 2006. Best Practice Notes on Small- and Medium-Sized Enterprises Support. Manila 

ADB. 2010. Report and Recommendation of the President on the Proposed Loan and Technical Assistance Grant to 
Uzbekistan for the Second Small and Microfinance Development Project. Manila (RRP. Loan 2634-UZB, $50 million, 
approved on 22 April). 
World Bank. 2013. Approach Paper: Evaluation of the World Bank Group’s Targeted Support for Small and Medium 
Enterprises. International Bank for Reconstruction and Development/The World Bank: Washington DC. 
World Bank. 2014. The Big Business of Small Enterprises: Evaluation of the World Bank Group Experience with 
Targeted Support to Small and Medium-Size Enterprises, 2006–12. Washington, DC. 
ADB and ADBI. 2015. Integrating SME into the Global Value Chain: Challenges and Policy Action in Asia. Manila. 

6   In Uzbekistan, a microenterprise is defined as an enterprise employing 1–20 persons in industry and 1–5 (in some 
cases 1–10) persons in services; a small enterprise is one that employs 21–50 persons in agriculture and industry, 
and 6–25 persons in services (Resolution of the Cabinet of Minister of the Republic of Uzbekistan, no. 439, dated 11 
October 2003). 

7  ADB. 2010. Report and Recommendation of the President on the Proposed Loan and Technical Assistance Grant to 
Uzbekistan for the Second Small and Microfinance Development Project. Manila (RRP. Loan 2634-UZB, $50 million, 
approved on 22 April). 
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the lowest ratio of businesses financed through loans at 7.8%, one-third of the regional average 
(23.3%).8  
 
6. A central challenge on MSEs’ access to credit was the country’s underdeveloped finance 
sector, with the state being heavily involved in the banking sector.9 In addition, the low household 
bank deposits resulting from practical difficulties in cash withdrawals from bank accounts, limit the 
banking sector to further extend loans to MSEs. This impeded MSEs’ growth and participation to 
the growing demand for the goods and services of MSEs in horticulture and value-added 
processing, storage, transport, and other related services in the farm-to-market chain.10 

 
 2. Project Description  
 
7. In support to the theory of change described in Figure 1, the project focused on the specific 
interventions within the broken-line box, particularly on MSE intermediary financing and capacity 
building. Figure 2 presents the link between the project inputs, outputs, outcome, and impact.   
 

 
Figure 2. Connecting Project Objectives to Sector Outcome 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, PCB = participating commercial bank. 
Source: RRP. Loan 2634-UZB (footnote 7). 

 
8. The project comprised (i) a loan of $50 million from ADB to be channeled through three 
participating commercial banks (PCBs) for onlending to viable MSEs, and (ii) a capacity 
development technical assistance (TA) grant of $600,000 to improve the MSE financing capacity 
of PCBs and business skills of sub-borrowers (Footnote 7: RRP. Loan 2634-UZB). The three 
PCBs selected by ADB to be the implementing agencies were Agrobank, Ipak Yuli Bank, and 
Hamkorbank. Agrobank was majority state-owned, while the other two were privately owned. The 
three PCBs were required to match the ADB credit allocation with their own funds. The project 
was approved in April 2010 and closed in April 2014, with the Ministry of Finance as the executing 

                                                
8  See footnote 8. 
9  ADB. 2006. Country Strategy and Program: Uzbekistan (2006–2010). Manila.  
10  A  Presidential Decree No. 3709, “On measures to intensify economic reforms in fruit-and-vegetables growing and 

vine-growing” dated 9 January 2006, paved way to agricultural reforms that encouraged family farms to participate 
in the production of horticulture. Sources: file:///C:/Users/ml2/Downloads/6986-20402-1-PB.pdf and  
https://www.uzbekistan.org/press-uzbekistan/archive/4858/  
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agency and overseer of subsidiary loan agreements. The project basic data are provided in 
Appendix 1. 
 
 3. Project Completion Report and Validation Report  
 
9. The project completion report (PCR) rated the project successful. The project  
(i) provided additional credit line to MSEs in Uzbekistan; (ii) helped generate employment, 
although missing the target at appraisal; and (iii) improved the capacity of PCBs particularly on 
project implementation techniques and procedures, as well as monitoring. One important lesson 
identified was that, aside from access to finance, the legal and regulatory framework and 
institutions as well as the macro-policy and trade regimes (i.e., administrative procedures, 
currency conversion, taxation, import and export restrictions) of Uzbekistan finance and trade 
sector hinder the operation of MSEs. Another lesson identified referred to the weak entry of new 
funds into the market and that proper data monitoring and analysis are needed to assess the 
impact of additional credit lines from sovereign loans to the behavior of private sector funds and 
how financial intermediary loans can encourage entry of new funds and improve the ability of 
MSEs to move to a more market-based finance.  
 
10. With these lessons, the PCR recommended, among others, to (i) engage in policy 
dialogue on regulatory and other impediments to SME development, (ii) build institutional 
capacities in PCBs; and (iii) improve ADB’s appraisal and monitoring techniques and criteria for 
sub-borrowers and sub-loans. 
 
11. The validation report by IED concurred with the PCR’s overall successful rating, key 
findings, lessons and recommendations. The validation, however, downgraded the rating for 
impact from likely to be significant to moderate. It also provided an additional lesson that adequate 
due diligence is needed to ensure that all PCBs are financially sound. Appendix 2 provides the 
summary ratings of the project. 
 

12. The TA was assessed successful by the TA completion report (TCR).11 The TA helped 
improve the capacity of PCBs to expand their loan portfolio and business skills of  
sub-borrowers, contributing to the timely implementation of the project’s loan component. Of the 
TA budget, $456,603 was disbursed, leaving 23.9% of TA funds unutilized due to the lower cost 
of implementation than originally anticipated. 
 

C. The Proposed PPER  
 

1. Evaluation Objectives, Scope, and Methodologies  
 
13. Objectives. The PPER aims to assess the performance and results of ADB’s support 
under Loan 2634-UZB, identify issues and lessons, and provide recommendations for future ADB 
support to MSEs in Uzbekistan. The experience learned will also be shared to enhance ADB’s 
MSME operations more broadly.  
  
14. Scope. The PPER will assess project formulation, design, implementation, achievements, 
sustainability, and development impact. In particular, it will (i) assess the project’s relevance, 
effectiveness, and efficiency in achieving its objectives and outputs, sustainability of outcomes, 
the institutional development, and socio-economic impacts; (ii) assess the performance of the 

                                                
11 ADB. 2013. Technical Assistance Completion Report: Capacity Building for Microfinance Development in Uzbekistan 

(TA 7523-UZB). Manila.  
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ADB, project executing and implementing agencies, and other participating institutions including 
financial institutions, policy advisory entities, business development services providers, etc.; and 
(iii) identifying issues and lessons for future ADB operations to support MSEs. 
 
15. Methodologies. The PPER will use a mixed evaluation method of triangulating 
quantitative and qualitative information of various sources from the project to the sector level. It 
will involve (i) a desk review of the project documents and other related background materials, (ii) 
a field mission to Uzbekistan to collect feedback from in-country stakeholders and additional data 
to fill in the information gaps identified during the desk review, and (iii) consultations with the 
project team in ADB headquarters and in Uzbekistan Resident Mission.  

 
16. The desk review of project documents will include the project report and recommendation 
of the president, loan agreement, back-to-office reports, project midterm review report, ADB’s 
board documents, the PCR, PCR validation report, and TCR. The review will also include 
pertinent ADB country and sector strategy for Uzbekistan at both appraisal and evaluation. 

 
17. During the field mission, the evaluation team will collect first hand perception and opinions 
through semi-structured interviews and discussions with key stakeholders in Uzbekistan. These 
will include concerned ministries and government agencies, the project executing and 
implementing agencies, project steering committee, project management unit, MSME support 
institutions, donor agencies, and relevant non-government organizations. The evaluation team 
will also conduct a survey of the PCBs and MSE borrowers. 

 
18. The PPER will follow the IED’s 2016 Guidelines for evaluation of public sector 
operations.12 An indicative evaluation framework is presented in Appendix 3. 

 
2. Preliminary Evaluation Issues 

 
19. The PCR and validation report highlighted a number of issues that will be worthwhile for 
further examining under the PPER:  

(i) Sector constraints. There are constraints hampering the development of MSEs 
other than access to finance such as administrative procedures and regulatory 
restrictions. Consultations and dialogue among stakeholders including 
government agencies on proposed reforms can help resolve policy and regulatory 
inconsistencies. The PPER will examine whether and how these constraints have 
been addressed under the project.  

(ii) Sub-loan design. Two of the loan conditions were to disburse in cash in Uzbek 
sum in order to ensure that the lower end of the economic ladder can benefit from 
the project, while at the same time, offer an appropriate market-based rate that will 
not cause distortion in the finance sector. Such rate will take into account the cost 
of funds, administrative costs and credit and foreign exchange risks. The PPER 
will assess up to what extent the project has reached the lower- or marginal-
income borrowers and evaluate how the subloan design (delivery in local currency, 
terms, and interest rate) fared in the market.  

(iii) Due diligence. Adequate due diligence needs to be undertaken to ensure that 
PCBs are financially sound. The PPER will assess how these were done and draw 
lessons for future similar operations.  

(iv) Microfinance. The project’s microfinance component was cancelled due to 
lending policy restrictions by the government. The PPER will examine policy 

                                                
12 IED. 2016. Guidelines for the evaluation of public sector operations. ADB: Manila. 
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constraints to microfinance lending and assess how this affected the project 
intended outcomes. 

(v) Role of support TA. A credit line, capacity building support, and policy dialogues 
should be a part of the project to make the support comprehensive and to sustain 
the project’s outcomes and outputs. The PPER will assess the performance of the 
capacity building TA and its contribution to the achievement of project outcome, 
sustainability, and impacts. 

(vi) Monitoring results. Monitoring and analysis of the MSE sector should benefit 
from credit gap analysis to establish additionality of ADB financial intermediary 
loans and ensure that private funds are not displaced by sovereign loans. The 
PPER will assess the need and how to document how ADB support helped 
catalyze funds into the market and how participants are moved to more market-
based finance.  

 
D.  Resource Requirements and Proposed Schedule 
 
20. The PPER will be prepared by a team of Binh Nguyen (team leader), Mitzirose Legal, and 
Charina Regodon. Enrico Pinali and Srinivasan Palle Venkata will be the peer reviewers of the 
report. 
 
21. The team will be assisted by an international MSME consultant and a national consultant 
in Uzbekistan. The international consultant will have 30 working days and the national consultant 
will have 25 working days, both on an intermittent basis. Outline terms of reference are attached 
in Appendix 4. The total cost is estimated at $34,000, as detailed in Appendix 5. 

 
22. The following schedule is proposed: 
 
 Milestone       Target Date 
 Approval of evaluation approach paper   I February 2017 
 Evaluation Mission      III-IV April 2017 
 Draft PPER for internal review    II May 2017 
 Draft PPER for interdepartmental review   II June 2017 
 Draft to Editor       II July 2017 
 Submission to Director, IED2     IV July 2017 
 Submission to Director General, IED    II August 2017 
 
23. After the approval by the IED Director General, the PPER will be uploaded on IED’s 
website and will provide inputs to ADB’s evaluation information system. 
 
Appendixes: 
1. Project Basic Data 
2.  Loan 2634-UZB: Summary Ratings 
3. Indicative Evaluation Framework  
4. Outline Terms of Reference for Consultants (available upon request) 
5.  Cost Estimates (available upon request) 
 
 
cc: Director General, CWRD; Deputy Director General, IEOD, Director, IED1; Country 

Director, URM; Advisor, IEOD; E. Pinali, S.P. Venkata, M. Legal, C. Regodon, IED2;  estar.
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PROJECT BASIC DATA 

Loan 2634−UZB: Second Small and Microfinance Development Project 
 
 

 

PROJECT COSTS ($ million) 

Approved Actual 

Total Project Cost 142.85 142.85 

Foreign Exchange Cost 50.00 50.00 

Local Currency Cost 92.85 92.85 

ADB Loan Amount/Utilization 50.00 50.00 

   

KEY DATES Expected Actual 

Appraisal  26 January–12 February 2010 

Loan Negotiations  19–20 March 2010 

Board Approval  21 April 2010 

Loan Agreement  1 May 2010 

Loan Effectiveness 15 June 2010 3 August 2010 

First Disbursement  29 October 2010 

Project Completion 
 

31 December 2013 

Loan Closing 31 December 2013 28 April 2014 

Months (effectiveness to completion) 41 41 

 
BORROWER Republic of Uzbekistan 
EXECUTING AGENCY Ministry of Finance 
IMPLEMENTING AGENCIES Agrobank, Ipak Yuli Bank, and Hamkorbank 
 

 MISSION DATA No. of Missions No. of Person-Days 

  Consultation 2 22 

  Fact-Finding 1 136 

  Project Administration 5 80 

       Inception 1 14 

       Review 3 26 

       Midterm Review 1 40 

 

PROJECT COMPLETION REPORT DATE AND RATING: September 2015 (Successful) 
IED VALIDATION DATE AND RATING: May 2016 (Successful) 

 
SUPPORT 
TA  No. 

TA Name Type Person-
months 

Amount 
($’000) 

Approval 
Date 

Completion 
Date 

7523 Capacity Building for 
Microfinance Development in 
Uzbekistan 

CDTA 26 600 21-Apr-10 30-Jun-12 

 
TA COMPLETION REPORT DATE AND RATING: April 2013 (Successful) 
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Loan 2634-UZB: Summary Ratings 

Criteria PCR 
Validation 

Report 
Reason for Disagreement 

and/or Comments 

Relevance Relevant Relevant  

Effectiveness in Less than Less than  

achieving outcome effective effective  

Efficiency in achieving Efficient Efficient  

outcome and outputs    

Preliminary assessment 
of sustainability 

Likely Likely  

sustainable sustainable  

Overall assessment Successful Successful  

Impact Likely to be Moderate The targeted number of jobs generated 

was not achieved and the targets for 
women trained not fully met 

 significant  

   

Borrower and executing 

agency 

Partly 

satisfactory 

Less than 

satisfactory  

Performance of ADB Satisfactory Satisfactory  

Quality of PCR  Satisfactory  
IED = Independent Evaluation Department, PCR= project completion report. 
Note: For the borrower and executing agency criteria, the PCR used the January 2006 IED Guidelines for the Validation 
of Project/Program Completion Report, while the PVR used the May 2014 IED Guidelines for the Validation of 
Project/Program Completion Report, which replaced the partly satisfactory rating with less than satisfactory rating.  
Source: IED. 2016. Validation Report. Uzbekistan: Second Small and Microfinance Development Project. ADB: Manila.  
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INDICATIVE EVALUATION FRAMEWORK 
 

Evaluation 
Criteria 

Evaluation 
Scope/Subcriteria 

Indicators/Information 
Required 

Sources  
of Information Method 

Relevance a. Consistency with the 
country’s  
development 
priorities 

b. Consistency with 
ADB’s country and 
sector strategies 

c. Appropriateness of 
project design 

d. Continued relevance 
of the project (and its 
components) at the 
time of approval and 
at the time of 
evaluation (ex post)  

 Project design and 
framework 

 Process followed in design 
formulation 

 Project outputs and 
outcomes 

 Overall project performance 

 Fund utilization  

 Board and 
management 
meeting minutes 

 RRP, PCRs (ADB 
and Government), 
BTORs and other 
project documents 

 Discussions with EA, 
IAs and other 
stakeholders  

 Discussions with 
concerned ADB staff  

 Desk review of 
pertinent project 
documents 

 Key informant 
interviews 
(qualitative, in-
depth and semi-
structured) 

 Analysis of project 
performance 
indicators 

Effectiveness a. Extent that project 
outcomes/targets as 
defined in the design 
and monitoring 
framework were 
achieved 

b. Factors responsible 
for non-achievement 
and/or achievement 
of expected 
outcomes 

c. Influence of the 
implementation 
arrangements and 
processes on project 
outputs and 
outcomes 

d. Role of overall 
economic, policy and 
institutional 
environment in 
affecting project 
outcomes 

 Project targets, expected 
outcomes vs. actual 
performance: e.g., no. of 
MSEs started; no. of 
enterprises diversified; 
amount of loan guarantees; 
no. of loan guarantees; no. 
of new microfinance loans; 
average loan of 
microfinance loans; no. of 
members with savings 

 Views of stakeholders 

 

 Project performance 
reports 

 RRP, PCRs (ADB 
and Government), 
BTORs and other 
project documents 

 Discussions with EA, 
IAs, and other 
stakeholders  

 Discussions with 
concerned ADB staff 

 Pertinent secondary 
data from 
government sources 
 

 Desk review of 
pertinent project 
documents and 
reports 

 Key informant 
interviews 
(qualitative, in-
depth and semi-
structured) 

 Analysis of project 
actual performance 
vis-à-vis  targets 
and expected 
outcomes 

Efficiency a. Assessment of how 
well project 
resources were used 
in achieving the 
outcomes 

b. Efficiency of 
implementation 
processes and 
arrangements 

c. Timeliness of 
financing 

 Efficiency indicators (e.g., 
collection efficiency, 
operating cost ratio, loans 
to guarantee ratio, etc.) 

 Loan utilization 

 Appropriateness of 
implementation 
arrangements and  
processes 

 Timeliness of financing and 
disbursements 

 

 Performance and 
portfolio reports of 
IAs and participating 
organizations 

 PCRs, BTORs and 
other project 
documents/reports 

 Discussions with EA 
and IAs 

 Discussions with 
concerned ADB staff 

 Financial statements 
of implementing 
agencies 

 Estimation and 
analysis of 
efficiency  
indicators  

 Key informant 
interviews 

 Desk review of 
pertinent 
documents and 
reports 

 

Sustainability a. Likelihood that 
human, institutional, 
financial and other 
resources are 
sufficient to maintain 

 Sustainability indicators 
(portfolio quality, financial 
sustainability ratios) 

 Continued interest of 
stakeholders to support 
project outcomes 

 Performance and 
operations reports of 
implementing and 
participating 
agencies 

 Estimation and 
analysis of 
sustainability 
indicators 

 Key informant 
interviews 
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Evaluation 
Criteria 

Evaluation 
Scope/Subcriteria 

Indicators/Information 
Required 

Sources  
of Information Method 

the outcomes of the 
project 

b. Continued support 
from stakeholders 

c. Institutional capacity 
and viability to 
sustain project 
outcome 

d. Conducive policy 
environment 

 Capacity and sustainability 
of implementing agencies in 
continuing their 
guarantee/fund operations  

 Policy reforms and 
infrastructure instituted  

 Financial statements 
of implementing and 
participating 
agencies 

 Discussions with EA, 
IAs, participating 
organizations, and 
concerned ADB staff 

 Desk review of 
pertinent 
documents and 
reports 

Performance of 
Executing and 
Implementing 
Agencies 

a. Quality of preparation 
b. Quality of 

implementation 
c. Adequacy of 

monitoring, 
evaluation and 
reporting 

 Degree of ownership and 
involvement in identification 
and design formulation 

 Support for policy 
development and 
infrastructure 

 Adequate institutional 
arrangements for project 
implementation 

 Covenants complied with.  

 Monitoring, evaluation and 
reporting system instituted 
and operated. 

 Discussions with EA, 
IAs, participating 
organizations, and 
concerned ADB staff 

 ADB performance 
data/reports. 

 Key informant 
interviews 

 Review of pertinent 
documents and 
reports (BTORs, 
etc.) 

Performance of 
ADB 

a. Quality of design and 
at entry 

b. Quality of supervision 

 Relevant economic, 
institutional and stakeholder 
analysis for establishing 
project rationale 

 Assessment of project risks 
and incorporation of 
lessons learned 

 Effective monitoring and 
evaluation system and clear 
reporting arrangements 

 Adequacy of supervision 

 Responsiveness to project 
issues and requests for 
changes  during 
implementation 

 Discussions with EA, 
IAs, participating 
organizations, and 
concerned ADB staff 

 ADB staff reports 

 Key informant 
interviews 

 Review of pertinent 
documents and 
reports (BTORs, 
etc.) 

Impact a. Socioeconomic, 
institutional and 
policy impact 

b. Sector impacts 

 Income opportunities and 
employment created 
through the loan guarantee 
scheme 

 New MSEs started through 
the guarantee scheme 

 Diversification of existing 
enterprises 

 Promulgation of new 
company law 

 Updated chattel registry 

 New credit reference facility 
established in private sector 

 Project reports 

 ADB data, 
performance and 
mission reports 

 Discussions with EA, 
IAs, participating 
organizations, and 
concerned ADB staff 

 Government sources 
for legal and 
regulatory changes 
undertaken 

 Surveys conducted 
by the project and 
other institutions 

 Key informant 
interviews 

 Direct observation 
through field 
visits/interviews 

 Review of impact 
assessment 
surveys 

 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, BTOR = back-to-office report, EA = executing agency, IA = implementing agency,  
RRP = report and recommendation of the President, PCR = project completion report. 
Source: Evaluation team 


