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I. Background 

 
1. Rehabilitating and reforming Uzbekistan's railways was a top priority for the country in 
the 1990s. Under the Soviet system, rail was the primary means of transporting freight 
throughout Central Asia. The breakup of the Soviet Union in the early 1990s meant that the 
centralized railway system had to be reorganized along the lines of the new countries, while the 
economic decline following the end of the Soviet Union led to falling revenues for railways. The 
institutional changes and falling revenues each contributed to poor maintenance and 
deterioration of railways in Uzbekistan and other Central Asian countries. 
 
2. In 1998 Asian Development Bank (ADB) approved a loan for $70 million for the Railway 
Rehabilitation Project.

1
 The loan was just the third that ADB had approved for Uzbekistan, after 

the country became a member of ADB in 1995. The project aimed to rehabilitate 320 km of 
track between Tashkent (the capital city) and Samarkand (the country's second largest city), 
and to reform the state-owned enterprise in charge of the country's railway, Uzbekistan Temir 
Yullari (UTY). ADB also approved advisory technical assistance (ADTA) to support the 
reforms

2
. ADB closed the loan (after the project was completed) in April 2005. This was also the 

third ADB loan for Uzbekistan to be closed. 
 
3. In October 2000, ADB approved another loan for $70 million for the Railway 
Modernization Project,

3
 just two years after the first railway loan. The second project continued 

the first one; it aimed to (i) rehabilitate 341 km of track between Samarkand and Bukhara (the 
fourth largest city), (ii) install a fiber optic cable for railway communications, and (iii) continue 
reforming UTY; a second ADTA was also approved to continue supporting the reforms.

4
 ADB 

closed the loan in March 2007. The completion report for the second loan noted the similarities 
between the two loans, and recommended that a single project performance evaluation report 
cover both loans. The two loans could be considered as phase 1 and phase 2 of financing for a 
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single project; ADB now uses the multitranche financing facility (MFF) for such financing (ADB 
is currently processing an MFF for roads financing in Uzbekistan). 
4. Besides the two railway loans, ADB has so far approved just two other transport sector 
loans Uzbekistan: (i) the Road Rehabilitation Project,

5
 which was cancelled in 2002; and (ii) the 

Regional Roads Projects, Uzbekistan component,
6
 approved in 2008. In 2005 ADB also 

approved an ADTA to help the government develop a transport sector strategy,
7
 the only other 

significant ADTA for transport. A brief review of ADB's lending and technical assistance for the 
transport sector will contribute to the Country Assistance Program Evaluation (CAPE) for 
Uzbekistan, which Independent Evaluation Department (IED) is planning for 2010/2011.  
 

II. Programming and Design of the Railway Loans 
 
5. ADB proposed the first railway loan in its first country programming mission to 
Uzbekistan in 1996. The initial idea for this loan came from ADB (like all other loans in the first 
programming mission), based on an "interim country operational strategy" that focused ADB's 
support on financing and reforms in railways and roads; ADB programmed a loan for 1998. The 
first country programming mission also led to the Government asking ADB to be the lead 
development partner in railways, and to ADB's first effort to coordinate with other development 
partners in the sector. 
 
6. The two railway projects financed by ADB were parts of the Government's master plan 
for developing transport and communications. Appendix 4 of the Report and Recommendations 
of the President (RRP) for the first railway loan included UTY's capital asset investment plan for 
railway development, showing the ADB-financed railway rehabilitation project among other 
projects not financed by ADB; the RRP's economic analysis likewise emphasized that other 
capital investments were also relevant to improving the railway's performance.  
 
7. ADB recognized that it was financing only a part of an investment program, not the 
entire project/program. ADB could have used a sector loan or sector development program loan 
to support the investment program, but other issues made a project loan the most suitable type. 
In 1996 the Government restricted foreign exchange to protect its foreign reserves. The 
International Monetary Fund (IMF) objected, and in December 1996, suspended disbursements 
from its Stand-By Arrangement with Uzbekistan. ADB recognized that, to be consistent with the 
IMF's position, ADB should not approve quick disbursing loans, and should process only project 
loans until government policy changed. The two railway loans were thus project loans (ADB, 
however, approved a credit line for education in 1997).

8
 Reasonable coordination and synergy 

was maintained with relevant donor partners, e.g. EBRD. 
 
8. The first railway project was developed with the help of a project preparatory technical 
assistance (PPTA) project approved in early 1997,

9
 soon after the first country programming 

mission. Most of the files from the PPTA study are not available, but there is no sign in other 
files of any problems with the PPTA study or otherwise in developing the project. The second 
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railway project was also developed with the help of a PPTA study approved in 1999.
10

 The 
PPTA reviewed progress under the first railway project and corresponding ADTA study, and 
proposed further investments and reforms.  

 

III. Main Issues Raised During Processing of the Railways Loans Management 

Review Meeting (MRM).  
 
9. Several important issues were discussed in the MRMs for each loan, including issues 
that were important at the time and issues that are important in retrospect.  
 
10. ADB was processing a loan for the road rehabilitation project at the same time as the 
loan for the first railway project. It seems that problems with the roads project were already 
apparent. In the MRM, the mission argued that problems with the roads project were caused by 
individuals in leadership positions in roads, and that leadership in railways was different and did 
not pose the same problems. Judging by the eventual progress of both railway projects, there 
were low risks from government leadership facing the railway y projects. 
 
11. The MRM for the first loan discussed the IMF's suspension of its Stand-By Agreement, 
and the likelihood that other development partners would withdraw support. The mission 
reported that the IMF supported ADB's project lending to Uzbekistan, the project did not rely on 
financing from others, and so was not at risk from other development partners withholding 
support. 
 
12. The MRM for the second railway loan discussed the justification for emphasizing 
railways in ADB's program for UZB, with a second railway loan so soon after the first. The 
mission argued that railways were important to the country; the Government was committed to 
reforms; ADB was the lead development partner in railways; the first railway project was making 
good progress; and that the second was "dovetailed" into the first, continuing financing of 
railway rehabilitation and reforms of UTY. The mission's argument for the second railway loan 
seems valid in retrospect. 
 
13. The loan for the second railway project was processed when ADB was beginning to put 
in place its poverty reduction strategy, which ADB adopted in 1999. The first railway project did 
not feature poverty reduction, and given that the second was "dovetailed" into the first, the 
second also would not have featured poverty reduction. Nevertheless, the RRP for the second 
railway loan claimed that the project was "designed to promote pro-poor economic growth". The 
MRM justifiably questioned that claim, but the only outcome was that the mission pledged to 
"examine ways to strengthen the pro-poor impact of the project."  
 
14. One of the covenants for the first and second loans was for UTY to maintain accounts 
receivable at three months of billing. The MRM for the first loan noted the likely difficulty of UTY 
complying with that covenant. The MRM for the second loan noted that UTY had made no 
progress on cutting arrears, to which the mission replied only that the Government had a plan to 
comply with that covenant. Each MRM was justified in noting the difficulty of complying with that 
covenant:  UTY was not able to meet the covenant for several years when the loans were 
active, and also at the time of the completion report for the second railway loan in 2008. 
 
15. The MRM for first loan questioned auditing standards in Uzbekistan. The first and 
second loans each included covenants requiring UTY to issue audited financial statements; the 
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second loan included a covenant requiring UTY to introduce accounting practices following 
international standards. The discussion of auditing standards in the first MRM was justified, as 
UTY was consistently late in issuing audited financial statements, and did not comply with the 
covenant to introduce international accounting practices. In the MRM, the mission made only a 
vague pledge to "review auditing standards."  
 

16. Staff Review Committee (SRC). In the SRC meeting for the first loan, the mission 
reported that the Government had decided to maintain the foreign exchange controls that had 
caused the IMF to suspend its Stand-By Agreement. The mission reported that two major 
development partners, the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) and 
the Overseas Economic Cooperation Fund (OECF), subsequently suspended processing of 
further support for Uzbekistan. The SRC justifiably questioned the argument for ADB's 
continuing support for Uzbekistan, and concluded that the RRP should be revised with a frank 
discussion of the issues. The final RRP reports that the IMF supported further project lending to 
Uzbekistan, and that ADB should not approve quick disbursing loans. Although Uzbekistan's 
foreign exchange policy was a major issue during loan processing, it does not seem to have 
caused any problems for either railway loan. 
 
17. In the SRC meeting for the first loan, the mission responded to the MRM's concerns 
about auditing standards by reporting that UTY would follow Uzbekistan's auditing standards, 
but would hire external auditors for the financial reports required by ADB. The second loan 
included covenants requiring UTY to adopt international accounting practices, a covenant it did 
not meet. In retrospect, it seems that ADB has not taken a realistic, effective approach for 
reforming UTY's financial and accounting practices. 
 
18. Similarly, during the SRC meeting for the first loan, the mission responded to the MRM's 
concerns about accounts receivable by reporting that UTY had a plan for cutting arrears. The 
mission said the same thing in the MRM for the second loan, by which time it was clear that the 
plan was not working.  
 
19. In the SRC meeting for the second loan, the mission reported that UTY was unlikely to 
meet the covenant on arrears. The SRC discussed two options: suspending processing of the 
second loan until UTY met the covenant; or revising the RRP with a frank discussion of the 
practical difficulties of meeting the covenant. A footnote to the minutes of the SRC meeting 
reports that UTY immediately complied with the covenant, and so the issue was resolved 
outside the SRC meeting. The project completion report (PCR) shows, however, that UTY 
continued to comply with the covenant only until 2003, and arrears were slightly above three 
months billing from 2003 to 2006. It is not clear what UTY did to cut its arrears in 2000, or if the 
covenant was appropriate. 
 
20. The SRC also noted that the financial projections showed a generous profit for UTY, 
and were not consistent with the covenants on financial performance. The SRC also noted that, 
although the covenants allowed for UTY to raise tariffs, tariffs might already be too high. The 
mission agreed to review the financial projections and revise the covenants on financial 
performance. The SRC does not seem to have considered whether, with such attractive 
financial returns, the project was better suited for private sector lending instead. 
 
21. In response to the MRM's concerns about how the project would help the poor, the SRC 
for the second loan concluded that the mission should revise the poverty impact section in the 
RRP to include results from a household survey. Such a change, of course, is only in the 
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presentation of the project, and does not affect the project's actual impact on the poor. The 
mission also reported that UTY had agreed to advance the start date of a fund to finance small 
businesses for staff laid off from UTY. Such a change could help redundant staff avoid 
becoming poor, but was not otherwise a major pro-poor aspect of the project. The claims of the 
pro-poor impact of the project seem only to have been meeting ADB's perceived bureaucratic 
needs, at the time of loan processing, to conform to ADB's new poverty reduction strategy. 
 
22. The SRC also questioned the claims for the impact of the small business fund. Doubts 
about the impact of the small business fund later proved justified, as the PCR reported that the 
small business fund had issued only four loans. The SRC, however, concluded only that 
covenants related to the small business fund should be included in the loan agreement. 
 

23. Loan and Technical Assistance Coordination Committee (LTACC). The SRC 
meetings for each loan concluded that LTACC meetings were not needed.  
 

24. Board Discussions. The reform of UTY was the main issue in the Board discussion of 
the first loan. Among the 11 Board members who commented on the project, 10 of them 
discussed issues related to reforming UTY (the record does not show any comments from one 
of the Executive Directors). The Board members noted that reforming UTY was a long-term 
effort unlikely to be finished during the life of the loan, and were concerned about the social 
impacts of layoffs and ending UTY's social programs (health care, housing, and education). 
 
25. The second railway loan dealt effectively with the Board's concerns on UTY's reforms, 
judging from the Board discussion. The second loan continued the reform efforts, and featured 
efforts to limit the social impact of the reforms. Only six Board members mentioned the reform 
efforts, and each supported the reforms promoted under the project. 
 
26. The controversy over Uzbekistan's foreign exchange controls, a major issue in the SRC 
meeting, was not a major issue in the Board discussion. One Board member asserted that the 
RRP wrongly attributed OECF's withdrawal from Uzbekistan to the foreign exchange controls; 
the Board member had personally contacted OECF, and found that OECF had suspended 
lending to Uzbekistan only because its pipeline was full. 
 
27. In the Board discussion of the first loan, several Board members recognized that ADB 
was financing UTY's investment plan, was not financing a standalone project, and supported 
that approach; the type of loan was not discussed, perhaps because it was clear that a project 
loan was the only choice given the IMF's position. The Board members were concerned, 
however, about the financial viability and economic justification of UTY's investment plan, 
although not about the project nominally financed by ADB. 
 
28. Otherwise, no major issues were raised in the Board discussion of the second loan. Two 
Board members questioned the credibility of the RRP's claims for promoting pro-poor growth, 
an issue that was also raised in the MRM and SRC. One Board member was content to support 
an ordinary railway project, and said there was "no need to add on superficial justifications". 
Two Board members also noted the importance of UTY's accounting standards. One Board 
member questioned the credibility of UTY's financial projections, given the questionable 
accounting standards. Another Board member strongly supported the covenant on introducing 
international accounting standards, arguing it was an important reform of UTY. 
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29. Conclusions from the Review of Loan Processing. There is one issue raised in loan 
processing that seems still important and relevant to the project performance evaluation report 
(PPER): ADB's advice and efforts to promote reform of UTY, including reforming UTY's 
financial management and social programs. Another issue raised in loan processing is still 
unresolved: the credibility of the second loan's claims for promoting pro-poor economic growth. 
Although the claim is still in doubt, the credibility is low and the issue is probably not worth 
investigating in the PPER. 
 
30. The review of loan processing also confirms that ADB's loans should be considered as 
financing UTY's investment plan, and not as financing for standalone projects. ADB recognized 
that it was financing the investment plan, the Board supported that approach, and ADB used 
project loans to be consistent with the IMF's position against quick disbursing loans for 
Uzbekistan. The investment plan included various things that could also have affected 
performance on the line that ADB financed (locomotives, rolling stock, replacement parts, etc.), 
making it hard to measure the effectiveness of individual parts of the plan. 
 

IV. Main Findings of the Program Completion Reports 
 
31. Neither completion report found major problems with the projects. Each project was 
rated successful, with each of the four criteria (relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, and 
sustainability) at acceptable levels or higher. The completion report on the first loan noted some 
minor delays in project implementation, caused by UTY diverting equipment to rehabilitate track 
not on the Tashkent-Bukhara line. The second report noted that a minor component of the 
project (a workshop) was not yet complete. 
 

32. Lessons. The completion report on the first loan noted some problems with ADB's 
staffing, including frequent staff changes and lack of expertise in railways. The report 
concluded that ADB should ensure continuity and capabilities of staff. The completion report on 
the second loan concluded that reform of UTY would have been more effective with "more 
focused TA and a more consistent dialogue between ADB and UTY on reform issues."  
 

33. Recommendations. The first completion report recommended that UTY improve its 
record keeping, and "strengthen receivables management." It also recommended that ADB 
monitor UTY's maintenance of the project. The report was concerned that UTY would not 
properly maintain the project, but did not recommend what ADB should do if it found poor 
maintenance later.  
 
34. The completion report for the second loan recommended "a more in-depth assessment 
of accounts receivable"; the report did not recommend who should do the assessment, or what 
actions the assessment should trigger. It also recommended that in 2008 ADB should check if 
the workshop was finished; it did not say how ADB checking UTY's workshop was relevant to 
ADB, or what ADB should do if the workshop was still not done. 

 

V.  Issues for Evaluating the Railways Loans 
 
35. The review of programming and project files suggests three general issues for the 
PPER. One issue is the definition or the nature of the efforts to be evaluated. The two loans 
nominally focus on financing capital investments, but the programming and project files and the 
discussions during loan processing indicate that the institutional reforms were crucial aspects of 
the performance of the sector. It seems clear that there were two distinct but related efforts: 
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capital investments (track, equipment, and fiber optic cable); and a program of institutional 
reform. The two PCRs focused on the capital investments, and so the PPER can add value to 
the PCRs by also evaluating the reforms; a tentative list of the reforms to be evaluated is as 
follows: 

(i) Separate regulatory functions from the operation of the railway. 
(ii) Reorganize UTY into business units including freight, infrastructure, rolling stock 

and construction. 
(iii) Prepare rolling 5-year business plans, and review/revise annually. 
(iv) Prepare a long-term privatization program for selected core operations. 
(v) Maintain minimum standards for financial performance (specific standards listed 

in loan covenants). 
(vi) Adopt accounting policies and practices that meet international standards. 
(vii) Review tariffs annually, and adjust as needed to ensure tariffs are based on cost 

and market conditions. 
(viii) Rationalize and downsize assets, including freight handling and container 

terminals. 
(ix) Review the capital asset investment plan annually, ensuring financial viability and 

economic justification. 
(x) Cut staffing (mitigating adverse impacts). 
(xi) Establish a human resource development program and department. 
(xii) Rationalize and separate ancillary operations including housing, education, heath 

care, and recreational facilities (mitigating adverse impacts of the separation). 
(xiii) Arrange compensation for non-commercial operations. 
 

36. A second issue is how to evaluate the capital investments. The two loans were project 
loans mainly because of IMF policy, and not for reasons related to the projects themselves. 
ADB was financing parts of a capital investment plan, not standalone projects; as mentioned 
above, the Board recognized and supported that approach. ADB nominally financed only the 
track, while locomotives, rolling stock, and other essential components were financed by others. 
The first completion report says that rehabilitation of segments of the line between Tashkent 
and Samarkand were financed from other sources, and so ADB's financing did not even 
nominally apply to the whole of that single line. EBRD recognized the close ties between the 
ADB-financed projects and EBRD-financed projects, and proposed a co-lending agreement 
between ADB and EBRD (which ADB rejected as unnecessary

11
). Also, ADB proposed a loan 

and processed a PPTA for a third railway rehabilitation project, but UTY rejected the loan and 
financed the third project on its own. Hence, although ADB's financing may have been 
important for the investment plan, it cannot be uniquely associated with the whole of any line of 
the network. The two PCRs focused on specific parts of the investment plan (the rail 
rehabilitation and fiber optic cable). In addition to evaluating the project's goals and objectives 
based on the DMF, the PPER can add value to the PCRs by evaluating UTY's investment plan, 
and cost effectiveness or least cost alternatives, if not returns on capital investment of ADB 
supported components (track). 
 
37. A third issue is the perspective of the evaluation: to evaluate the projects and reforms as 
if they were strictly those of the Uzbekistan Government; or to evaluate ADB's marginal 
contributions. The two PCRs took mainly the Government's perspective, evaluating the projects 
as investments in the country, with little consideration of ADB's role or contribution. The PPER 
can thus add value to the PCRs by also evaluating ADB's contributions, given what the 
Government would have done without ADB. 
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38. Standard Criteria. The PPER will follow IED's guidelines for each of the five standard 
criteria in evaluating projects. The following describes some of the main issues applicable to 
each criterion. 

(i) Relevance. From the government's perspective, the PPER will assess the 
relevance of the ADB-financed projects, the investment program, and the 
reforms to UTY's performance, and also to the country in the context of 
Uzbekistan's other development priorities and economic performance in 1998–
2000, including at the time of evaluation. From ADB's perspective, the evaluation 
will assess the relevance of the lending and TA to ADB's strategies, policies, and 
capabilities in 1998-2000 and at the time of evaluation.  

 
The assessment of relevance will specifically cover the following criteria: (i) 
Adequacy of the assessment of problems, opportunities, and lessons at the time 
of approval; (ii) Consistency of the project’s impact, outcome, and outputs with 
the government’s development strategy (stated and real), ADB’s strategy and 
program for the country, and ADB’s strategic objectives; (iii) Extent to which 
stakeholders saw the project as their own; (iv) Choice of modality and 
instrument; (v) Extent to which project formulation (design) adopted the correct 
solution for the identified problem; and (vi) Degree of coordination and/or 
complementarity with development partners. 

The completion reports rated each project or loan as "highly relevant." The 
ratings were mostly from the Government's perspective, and did not consider 
relevance to ADB in detail. Based on information obtained so far, the PPER is 
likely to agree with the PCR's ratings from the Government's perspective. Unlike 
the completion reports, the PPER will rate relevance to ADB separately, 
including ADB's poverty reduction strategy, regional cooperation programs, and 
others. From ADB's perspective, the PPER may find the second loan less 
relevant to ADB, given that it does not seem consistent with ADB's poverty 
reduction strategy, despite claims in the RRP. 

(ii) Effectiveness. The project framework and RRP for each loan included detailed 
performance indicators with baselines, which will facilitate the PPER's 
assessment of effectiveness. Project effectiveness will be measured taking into 
consideration the achievement of the project's original objectives, particularly 
physical outputs and outcomes (as specified in the RRP and DMF). The 
effectiveness of the capital investments and reforms may be confounded in the 
performance indicators, so the assessment of effectiveness may have to cover 
the investments and reforms together. For the purposes of this evaluation, the 
original project framework for each project has been reinterpreted in terms of 
ADB's current design and monitoring framework; (see the attachment).  

ADB's own contributions to effectiveness on the investment plan might be 
roughly assessed by comparing performance indicators between lines financed 
by ADB and by other sources. ADB's contributions to effectiveness in promoting 
reforms could be informally assessed by interviewing key personnel about the 
influence of ADB's ADTA on the reform of UTY, and how UTY might have 
changed without the ADTA. 

Each completion report rated the projects as effective. The second report rated 
the effectiveness of components, with two components related to the reforms 
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rated as partly effective, since they were incomplete. If the performance 
indicators are the same as during the completion reports, the PPER is likely to 
agree with the ratings of "effective" for the projects. Unlike the completion 
reports, the PPER will try to rate ADB's effectiveness separately from the 
effectiveness of the projects and reforms. 

(iii) Efficiency. The PPER will assess the efficiency in the use of resources, and 
processes of delivering inputs. The efficiency of investment, indicated by the 
least-cost analysis and economic internal rates of return (EIRR), is relevant 
mainly from the government's perspective. The evaluation will review the least-
cost analysis and re-estimate the economic internal rates of return (EIRR) for the 
rail and fiber optic cable investments, separately if possible. Neither completion 
report included a least-cost analysis. The method used in the completion reports 
to estimate the EIRR seems valid (but details are lacking), and if the 
performance data are still comparable, the PPER will agree with the EIRRs 
estimated in the completion reports. The PPER is unlikely to add value to the 
previous evaluation of efficiency unless new data are available. The PPER can 
further add value by assessing the efficiency of the investment plan, including 
UTY's investment decision rule, and the composition and sequencing of 
investments. 

The PPER will assess process efficiency of the government and of ADB through 
the use of time and project resources which include among others loan 
effectiveness, procurement, consultant mobilization and project supervision and 
implementation. In addition, the government's process efficiency will be 
assessed by comparing project implementation with industry standards, in 
Central Asia and worldwide. ADB's efficiency in contributing to UTY's investment 
program will also be assessed by comparing project performance and use of 
resources across UTY's different rail rehabilitation projects (ADB-financed, and 
not financed by ADB), including cost, completion time, and outcomes. It is 
possible that ADB could have raised the cost and slowed progress, but with 
better outcomes; if so, then ADB's efficiency could not be definitively assessed. 

The efficiency of the reform program could be roughly assessed from the 
government's perspective by comparing the speed and outcomes of UTY's 
reform against the proposed timeline and the reform of other state-owned 
enterprises in Uzbekistan, or in other countries. ADB's efficiency in contributing 
to the reforms might be roughly assessed by comparing UTY's reforms with 
enterprise reforms supported by other development partners, if comparable 
reform efforts can be identified. 

(iv) Sustainability. The sustainability of the project benefits depends on UTY's 
ability to repay loans and on the financial and human resources devoted to 
operations and maintenance (O&M). The PPER will therefore assess the 
sustainability of UTY's revenues, finances, and debt burden; and the budget, 
performance, and effectiveness of O&M. The PPER will assess sustainability of 
the reforms by identifying any reforms that have been changed or reversed, and 
by judging the risk of change or reversal to other reforms. To assess ADB's 
contributions to sustainability, the PPER will compare the sustainability of the 
ADB-financed projects with projects financed domestically and by other 
development partners.  
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Both completion reports rated the projects and reforms as sustainable, although 
each report noted problems with the reforms. The second completion report 
noted that UTY's failure to adopt international accounting standards (one of the 
reforms that failed) made it hard to assess financial sustainability. The PPER 
should be able to better judge sustainability than the completion reports, if only 
because the PPER takes place longer after project completion. 

(v) Impact. The PPER will gather information on any negative or positive, and 
intended and unintended social or environmental impacts of the projects and 
reforms. The project completion reports stated that the capital investments had 
no harmful environmental or social impacts. The second report also claimed that 
the reforms lacked focus and therefore had little impact, but did not present any 
facts or analysis to support that claim. From the information available so far, it is 
likely that the PPER will agree with the findings of the completion reports that 
there were no harmful impacts. ADB's contributions to mitigating adverse 
impacts can be assessed by comparing adverse impacts across projects 
financed by ADB and by others. 

The completion reports did not investigate beneficial social or economic impacts, 
and it seems unlikely that any beneficial impacts can be measured. The potential 
for beneficial impact is limited by the fact that the track rehabilitation was merely 
ordinary (though clearly needed) maintenance on an existing railway line, and 
the reforms were of an existing railway enterprise—the social and economic 
impacts of the railway were realized when the railway was first established. 
Although the RRP for the second loan claimed an impact on poverty reduction, 
as argued above that claim is dubious. The reforms might have helped the poor, 
however, if tariffs were revised to promote basic access to transportation, so the 
PPER will review tariffs in that regard.  

The impact of the track rehabilitation is likely small even compared to the 
"without project" scenario in the RRPs, which was the same rehabilitation but at 
a slower rate. The impact of faster rehabilitation might have been measurable if 
the projects had been designed with a later impact evaluation in mind, but it is 
unlikely that relevant data could be found now (for example, relevant data would 
be on the performance of comparable railway line that was rehabilitated at a 
slower rate).  

The PPER will determine if the rehabilitation and reform program improved 
railway services, including by cutting shipping cargo times and improving 
reliability, and improving passenger. The PPER will interview personnel from a 
small number of the railway's key customers for shipping, and survey other 
customers through email or post. To gauge improvements in passenger 
services, the PPER will also interview samples of passengers at key stations 
along the lines that were rehabilitated with financing from ADB.

12
 

If beneficial impacts could be measured, it is unlikely that the findings would 
significantly influence any future investment decisions. It is already clear, without 
the findings of impact evaluations, that railways promote economic development, 
and that capital maintenance of viable railways is justified. One potential issue in 
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railway rehabilitation is the optimal rate of rehabilitation, but that issue can likely 
be resolved adequately on technical grounds, with little if any marginal 
contribution from an impact evaluation.  

ADB's impact can be assessed through financing and knowledge transfer. ADB's 
financing likely accelerated UTY's investment plan (as argued in the original 
"without project" scenarios), and therefore avoided further degradation of the 
railway. The PPER will estimate the acceleration of track rehabilitation on the line 
financed by ADB, and the temporary rise in the railway's performance 
attributable to ADB's financing. ADB's impact through knowledge transfer can be 
assessed by identifying differences between ADB-financed parts of the 
investment plan and parts financed by others. Differences might include 
procurement practices and safeguards, and introduction of new technologies (for 
example, it appears that a new fastener was used in the ADB-financed rail 
rehabilitation). If those differences improved project performance, then they 
would probably be adopted in other projects not financed by ADB. ADB's impact 
could therefore be identified in changing practices for all railway projects in 
Uzbekistan, and possibly also in other public and private sectors of the economy. 
The evaluation will try to assess the impact of ADB's institutional reforms on 
private sector development and on Uzbekistan's transition to a market economy. 

(vi) ADB's and UTY's Performance. ADB's performance will be evaluated based on 
its compliance with safeguards, anti-corruption, and other relevant policies; the 
effectiveness of ADB's support for project design and implementation; and other 
criteria as listed in the PPER guidelines. UTY's performance will be assessed 
based on timeliness in loan effectiveness, commitment of resources to project 
implementation, compliance with loan covenants, and other criteria as listed in 
the PPER guidelines. 

 
39. The methods and information sources for the ratings are outlined in the attached PPER 
Evaluation Matrix. 
 

40. Expected Findings. Given the information available so far, the PPER is likely to agree 
with the successful ratings in the completion reports. Compared to the completion reports, the 
PPER will further assess the reforms of UTY, and ADB's value-added. The PPER may come up 
with new lessons on how ADB should support reforms of state enterprises, and how ADB can 
raise its value-added, especially on promoting adoption of new technologies and practices. In 
that regard, the PPER will look for insights from ADB's experience in the People's Republic of 
China.

13
 

 

VI.  Issues for the Transport Sector Assistance Program Evaluation (SAPE) 
 
41. The previous CAPE for Uzbekistan covered 1996 to 2004. The CAPE therefore covered 
the cancelled loan for the roads project, but did not fully evaluate the two railway loans. The 
transport SAPE will cover the two railway loans and associated ADTAs, the ongoing regional 
roads project, and the ADTA for the transport sector strategy. 
 
42. The SAPE will briefly review Uzbekistan's recent development challenges in the 
transport sector, including roads and railways, and the Government's plans to overcome those 
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challenges. It will also describe ADB's program, that of other development partners, and review 
ADB leadership and coordination.  
 
43. One of the key issues in the transport sector is the progress and effectiveness of 
reforms. The reform program under ADB's railway loans supported separating regulation from 
operations, and supported policy and organizational changes within UTY, including tariffs and 
financial management. The PPER's evaluation of the reform program will therefore contribute to 
the evaluation of ADB's support for transport sector reforms. The SAPE will further investigate 
reforms in the roads subsector, including the potentially lost opportunity for reform under the 
cancelled roads loan. The SAPE will also assess the scale of investment in the transport sector, 
the actual and potential for private sector participation, and the need for financing from 
development partners. 
 

44. Standard Criteria. The SAPE will rate ADB's performance in the transport sector 
following ADB's CAPE guidelines, including top-down and bottom-up assessments. The bottom-
up assessment will follow the assessment in the PPER, will briefly assess the ongoing regional 
roads project following the standard five criteria, and will include relevant information from an 
assessment of the ADTA on the transport sector strategy. The top-down assessment will follow 
the standard criteria in ADB's CAPE guidelines; some of the key issues in the top-down 
assessment are as follows: 

(i) Strategic Positioning. The key issue in assessing ADB's strategic positioning is 
the lack of a significant program to carry out ADB's transport sector strategy. 
ADB's Country Strategy and Program for Uzbekistan (2006-2010) includes a 
transport sector strategy that aims to deal with significant issues in the sector

14
. 

Under the strategy, however, ADB programmed and approved only the loan for 
the regional roads project. The continuity of the program seems to have 
suffered, and with only one recent loan ADB has not had the opportunity to 
develop significant strategic partnerships. It is likely that institutional constraints 
have limited the transport program, but the SAPE will investigate and assess the 
reasons for the lack of a significant program in transport.  

 

(ii) ADB's Performance. With such a small program in the transport sector, there 
will be little information to assess ADB's performance. The small program could 
indicate a lack of responsiveness by ADB, so the SAPE will investigate the 
demand from the government for ADB's support for transport. The most relevant 
criterion for assessing performance will be ADB's contribution to implementing 
the railway projects (towards the end of the implementation period, to be 
consistent with the CAPE), and to the ongoing regional roads project. The SAPE 
will assess ADB's performance through disbursement ratios, and physical and 
financial progress, comparing ADB's indicators to those of the government and 
other development partners. 

 

(iii) Contribution to Development Results. ADB's contributions to development 
results in transport will come mainly from the two completed railway projects. 
The SAPE will draw on the PPER in assessing ADB's value-added and 
contributions to corporate strategies and themes. The SAPE will also assess 
progress towards the three transport-related results in the results framework 
from the current country strategy: 
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 share of regional road transport corridor constructed under ADB-
assisted projects; 

 time of rail transport to transit from border entry to border exit under the 
ADB project; and  

 reduction in average customs clearance time. 
 

45. The methods and information sources for the top-down assessment are outlined in the 
attached SAPE Top-Down Evaluation Matrix. 
 
VII. Resources Required and Schedule 

46. The collection of data and field work for the PPER and the SAPE will be done 
concurrently. The evaluations will be done by the following IED staff and consultants: (i) David 
Dole, Senior Evaluation Specialist; (ii) Alvin Morales, Evaluation Officer; (iii) Irene Garganta, 
Senior Operation Evaluation Assistant; (iv) an engineer experienced in the transport sector in 
Uzbekistan (international consultant); and (iv) an enterprise reform specialist experienced with 
reforming state-owned railways (international consultant). Terms of reference for the evaluation 
team are attached. 
 
47. The proposed schedule for the PPER and SAPE is as follows: 
 

Mission preparation II February 2010 

Recruitment of consultants III February 2010 

Evaluation Mission III to IV March 2010 

IED Internal review of the Draft Reports IV June 2010 

Interdepartmental circulation II July 2010 

Draft to Editor IV July 2010 

Review and approval  IV August 2010 
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BASIC DATA 

Railway Rehabilitation Project (Loan 1631-UZB) 

 
Project Preparation and/or Institution Building 

 

TA No. Technical Assistance Name Type Person- 

Months 

Amount 
($000) 

Approval 

Date 
3068 Institutional Strengthen of 

Uzbekistan Temir Yullari 
PPTA 16.4 local 

23.9 International 
850 15 September 

1998 

   

Key Project Data ($million) Appraisal Actual 
Total Project Cost 126.00 116.84 
Foreign Exchange Cost 100.00 92.97 
Local Currency Cost 26.00 23.87 
ADB Loan Amount—Utilization 70 62.61 
ADB Loan Amount—Cancellation – 7.39 
   

Key Dates Expected Actual 
Fact-Finding   
Appraisal  27 May 1998 
Loan Negotiations  10 August 1998 
Board Approval  15 September 1998 
Loan Agreement  9 December 1998 
Loan Effectiveness 9 March 1999 23 February 1999 
First Disbursement  26 August 1999 
Project Completion  30 June 2004 
Loan Closing  13 December 2003 13 April 2005 
Months (effectiveness to completion) 58 83 

 

Internal Rates of Return (%) Appraisal PCR PPER 
Economic Internal Rate of Return  17 4.3  
Financial Internal Rate of Return  12.7 4.5  

 

Borrower   Republic of Uzbekistan 

Executing Agency Uzbekistan Temir Yullari 

 

Mission Data 

Type of Mission No. of Missions No. of Person-Days 
Fact-Finding 1 89 
Appraisal 1 56 
Inception 1 7 
Project Administration   
     Review 6 101 
     Project Completion 1 16 
Operations Evaluation
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BASIC DATA 

Railway Modernization Project (Loan 1773-UZB) 

 
Project Preparation and/or Institution Building 

 

TA No. Technical Assistance Name Type Person- 

Months 

Amount 
($000) 

Approval 

Date 
3529 Facilitating Development of the 

Railway Sector 
ADTA  600 31 October 2000 

   

Key Project Data ($million) Appraisal Actual 
Total Project Cost 155 131.19 
Foreign Exchange Cost 102.8 87.14 
Local Currency Cost 52.2 44.05 
ADB Loan Amount—Utilization  70 
ADB Loan Amount—Cancellation  – 
   

Key Dates Expected Actual 
Fact-Finding   
Appraisal  29 May 2000 
Loan Negotiations  27 September 2000 
Board Approval  31 October 2000 
Loan Agreement  17 May 2001 
Loan Effectiveness 15 August 2001 21 September 2001 
First Disbursement  12 January 2004 
Project Completion  December 2006 
Loan Closing  31 December 2005 31 March 2007 
Months (effectiveness to completion) 52.5 82 

 

Internal Rates of Return (%) Appraisal PCR PPER 
Economic Internal Rate of Return  14.9 15.9  
Financial Internal Rate of Return  4.3 7.3  

 

Borrower   Republic of Uzbekistan 

Executing Agency Ministry of Finance 

 

Mission Data 

Type of Mission No. of Missions No. of Person-Days 
Fact-Finding 1 83 
Appraisal 1 45 
Inception 1 28 
Project Administration   
     Review 6 66 
     Project Completion 1 20 
Operations Evaluation
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PPER EVALUATION MATRIX 

Evaluation 

Criteria 

Evaluation Scope Method Information 

sources 

Person 

responsible 

1. Relevance Transport as a 
binding constraint 
to growth 

Review economic 
reports on UZB 
1996-2000 

ADB, IMF, World 
Bank, others 

Evaluation 
Specialist 

 Railways 
development as a 
priority for the 
Government 

Review 
development plans, 
budgets, and 
spending reports 
1996-2000 

Uzbekistan 
Ministry of 
Finance 

Evaluation 
Specialist 

Engineer  

 Capital investment 
program and 
reforms as priorities 
for railways 
development 

Review the railway's 
and UTY's 
performance 1996-
2006 

UTY's financial 
reports and 
monitoring data 

Independent 
traffic count on a 
sample of rail 
lines 

Engineer 

Enterprise 
Reform 
Specialist 

 UTY's commitment 
to the investment 
program and 
reforms 

Interview UTY 
management and 
staff 

UTY, including 
any former 
management 
and staff circa 
1998 

Engineer 

Enterprise 
Reform 
Specialist 

 Railways as a 
relevant sector for 
ADB 

Review country 
strategy and ADB 
policies 1996-2000 

ADB Evaluation 
Specialist 

 Capabilities of ADB 
staff 

Review staff 
assigned to the 
PPTA studies, loan 
processing, and 
loan administration 

ADB Evaluation 
Specialist 

 Design of the 
projects and 
reforms 

Donor coordination 

Review final reports 
of the PPTAs and 
ADTAs 

ADB Engineer 

Enterprise 
Reform 
Specialist 

2. Effectiveness Investment plan 
achieves objectives 

Compare current 
outcome indicators 
with baselines, on 
the Tashkent-
Bukhara line and 
possibly on the 
whole network 

UTY's monitoring 
data 

Field visits 

Independent 
traffic count on a 
sample of rail 
lines 

Evaluation 
Specialist 

Engineer 
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Evaluation 

Criteria 

Evaluation Scope Method Information 

sources 

Person 

responsible 

 Reform program 
achieves objectives 

Review and 
compare UTY's 
current and 
previous financial 
positions 

Interview current 
UTY management 
and staff about 
effectiveness of the 
reforms 

UTY's audited 
financial 
statements 
 

UTY  

Enterprise 
Reform 
Specialist 

 ADB's contribution 
to objectives of 
investment plan 

Compare ADB-
financed rail 
rehabilitation 
projects with other 
rail rehab projects 
not financed by 
ADB  

UTY 

Field visits 

Engineer 

 

 ADB's contributions 
to reform program 

Compare reform of 
UTY with reform of 
other state 
enterprises in 
Uzbekistan or other 
countries 

Interview UTY 
management and 
staff about ADB's 
contributions to the 
reform program 

To be 
determined 

 

 

 
UTY 

Enterprise 
Reform 
Specialist 

3. Efficiency Investment 
efficiency of rail 
rehabilitation 
projects 

Re-estimate EIRR 
of rail rehabilitation 
on the Tashkent-
Bukhara line or 
least cost 
alternatives 

UTY's monitoring 
data 

Independent 
traffic count  

Evaluation 
Specialist 

Enterprise 
Reform 
Specialist 

 Composition, 
sequencing, and 
returns on the 
investment plan 

Review the 
components of the 
plan, and collect 
estimated rates of 
return on each 

UTY 

Evaluations done 
by the Ministry of 
Finance and 
other 
development 
partners 

Engineer 

 ADB's efficiency in 
financing the 

Compare cost, 
timing, and 
performance of 

UTY Evaluation 
Specialist 
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Evaluation 

Criteria 

Evaluation Scope Method Information 

sources 

Person 

responsible 

investments ADB-financed 
investments with 
investments 
financed by others 

Engineer 

 ADB's efficiency in 
promoting reforms  

Compare cost, 
timing, and 
performance of the 
reform of UTY with 
reforms of other 
enterprises in 
Uzbekistan or other 
countries 

To be 
determined 

Evaluation 
Specialist 

Enterprise 
Reform 
Specialist 

4. Sustainability UTY's ability to 
service debt 

Review UTY's 
audited financial 
reports 

UTY Enterprise 
Reform 
Specialist 

 Maintenance of 
track 

Review UTY's 
maintenance 
program, and 
inspect facilities 

UTY 

Field visits 

Engineer 

 Persistence of 
reforms 

Continuation of 
policy reforms 

Identify which 
reforms are still in 
place, and assess 
future risks to those 
reforms 

Enforcement of 
reform agenda 

UTY Enterprise 
Reform 
Specialist 

5. Impact Social and 
environmental 
impacts 

Identify any 
unintended harmful 
impacts 

UTY 

Field visits 

Engineer 

Evaluation  
Specialist 

 ADB's financial 
value-added in 
projects 

Assess the 
sequencing of 
UTY's investment 
plan with and 
without ADB 
financing 

UTY Engineer 

Evaluation  
Specialist 

 ADB's non-financial 
value-added in 
projects 

Identify and assess 
any unique aspects 
of ADB-financed 
projects, including 
technological and 
institutional 
innovations. 
Determine which 

UTY Engineer 

Evaluation  
Specialist 
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Evaluation 

Criteria 

Evaluation Scope Method Information 

sources 

Person 

responsible 

aspects have been 
adopted in non-ADB 
projects, including in 
public and private 
enterprises. 

 ADB's value-added 
in reforms 

Interview UTY staff 
to assess how 
reforms would have 
proceeded in the 
absence of ADB's 
projects and ADTA 

UTY Enterprise 
Reform 
Specialist 
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SAPE TOP-DOWN EVALUATION MATRIX 

Evaluation 

Criteria 

Evaluation Scope Method Information 

sources 

Person 

responsible 

1. Strategic 
Positioning 

Transport as a 
binding constraint 
to growth 

Review economic 
reports on UZB 
2004-2009 

ADB, IMF, World 
Bank, others 

Evaluation 
Specialist 

 Transport 
development as a 
priority for the 
Government 

Review 
development plans, 
budgets, and 
spending reports 
2004-2009 

Uzbekistan 
Ministry of 
Finance 

Evaluation 
Specialist 

Engineer  

 Role of and 
coordination with 
other development 
partners in the 
transport sector 

Identify transport 
programs of other 
development 
partners 

Interview other 
development 
partners about 
ADB's role and 
leadership 

World Bank, 
EBRD, European 
Union, Japan 

Evaluation 
Specialist 

 

 ADB's program 
relative to the 
strategy 

Review the program 
relative to the 
strategy 

ADB portfolio 
data 

Evaluation 
Specialist 

2. ADB's 
Performance 

ADB's 
responsiveness 

Consult with the 
government on 
potential transport 
sector programming 

Ministry of 
Finance 

Evaluation 
Specialist 

 Coordination Interview 
Government and 
other development 
partners about 
ADB's role and 
leadership 

Ministry of 
Finance, World 
Bank, EBRD, 
European Union, 
Japan 

Evaluation 
Specialist 

 Portfolio 
management 

Review portfolio 
indicators 

Inspect completed 
and ongoing 
projects 

ADB portfolio 
data 

Project site visits 

Evaluation 
Specialist 

Engineer  

3. Contributions 
to Results 

Progress on results 
framework 

Compile data Uzbekistan 
Resident Mission 

Evaluation 
Specialist 

 Project-specific 
results 

Review completed 
and ongoing 
projects 

PPER, site visits Evaluation 
Specialist 

Engineer  
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Evaluation 

Criteria 

Evaluation Scope Method Information 

sources 

Person 

responsible 

 ADB's value-added Identify ADB 
financial and non-
financial 
contributions 

PPER Evaluation 
Specialist 

Engineer  

 Contributions to 
ADB's strategies 
and themes 

Review projects 
relative to strategies 
and themes 

PPER, project 
documents 

Evaluation 
Specialist 
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DESIGN AND MONITORING FRAMEWORK:  

Railway Rehabilitation Project 
 

Design Summary Performance 
Targets/Indicators 

Data 
Sources/Reporting 

Mechanisms  

Assumptions and 
Risks  

Impact 

Raise economic 
growth 

 

Higher per capita 
income (target not 
specified) 

 

"Macroeconomic data" 
(type and source not 
specified) 

 

Assumptions 
∙ Neighboring states 
also develop their 
infrastructure 
∙ Rail tariffs 
competitive with road 
transport costs 

Risks 
∙ Delays in 
implementation and 
reforms 

Outcome 

Higher efficiency 
and service quality 
in rail transport 

 

 

Lower cost of 
maintenance, of 
inventory, and of 
operations; higher 
revenues; shorter 
travel times (targets 
not specified). 

Other performance 
targets in Appendix 
11 of the RRP. 

 

UTY's financial 
statements 

Annual performance 
reports 

MIS operational 
reports 

Growth rates of major 
commodities 
transported by rail 
(source not specified) 

Assumptions 
∙ UTY is capable 
∙ Government is 
committed to reforms 
∙ ADB's TA is effective 
∙ Rail traffic grows as 
expected 

Risks 
∙ None specified 

Outputs 

1. 320 km of track 
rehabilitated 

2. Organizational 
and policy reforms 

 

 

 

1. Construction 
finished by 2002 

2. UTY operating as 
financially 
sustainable 
commercial entity by 
2000 

 

Contract awards 

Progress reports 

Project administration 
missions 

UTY's financial 
statements 

Assumptions 
∙ UTY is capable 
∙ Government 
clearances and 
approvals on time 

Risks 
∙ None specified 

 

Activities with Milestones 

Rehabilitate track 
1.1 Preconstruction activities and designs completed by 2000 
(activities listed in original project framework) 

Inputs 

Government 
∙ $56 million 
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1.2 Construction started in 2000 

Strengthen operations and maintenance 
2.1 Procure all equipment by 2000 

Reform UTY (dates unspecified) 
3.1. Develop master plan for institutional development 
3.2. Develop business plans for railways units 
3.3. Introduce MIS 
3.4. Improve marketing capabilities 
3.5. Develop plans to cut social costs from layoffs 

ADB 
∙ $70 million loan 
∙ $850,000 grant for 
advice on reforms 
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 DESIGN AND MONITORING FRAMEWORK:  

Railway Modernization Project 
 

Design 

Summary 

Performance 
Targets/Indicators 

Data 
Sources/Reporting 

Mechanisms  

Assumptions  

and Risks 

Impact 

Pro-poor economic 
growth (in Bukhara, 
Dzhizak, Navoi, and 
Samarkand) 

 

Per capita income 
and expenditure 

Job creation 

Unemployment rates 

(Targets unspecified) 

 

National economic 
reporting 

Assumptions 
∙ Continued 
macroeconomic 
stability 

Risks 
∙ Regional political 
instability 

Outcome 

More regional trade 

Efficient freight and 
passenger transport 

More minerals 
development 

More tourism 

 

Tonnage of regional 
trade, rail and road 

Foreign direct 
investment 

Freight and 
passenger flows 

(Targets unspecified) 

Other performance 
targets in Appendix 9 
of the RRP 

 

Annual reviews of 
cross-border 
statistics 

National economic 
reporting 

Assumptions 
∙ Regionally 
coordinated 
infrastructure 
development 

Risks 
∙ Regional political 
instability 

Outputs 

1. 341 km of 
rehabilitated track 

2. Fiber optic 
communication lines 

3. Organizational and 
policy reforms 

4. Small business fund 
for redundant workers 

 

1. Rehabilitation 
completed by 
December 2005 

2. (completion date 
unspecified) 

3. Business units, 
business plans, 
human resources 
plans, financial 
statements, and 
reformed tariffs 
(completion dates 
unspecified); 
equipment 

 

Contract awards 

Progress reports 

Project administration 
missions 

Management 
information system 

Financial statements 

Assumptions 
∙ Strong commitment 
of government  
∙ Strong capabilities 
and commitment of 
executing agency 
∙ Timely project 
implementation 

Risks 
∙ Political instability 
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maintenance; debt 
service ratio > 1.2 by 
2002; operating ratio 
< 0.8 by 2005 and < 
0.75 after 2006 

4. Fund established 
by 30 Sept. 2001 

Activities with Milestones 

Track rehabilitation 
1.1 Procure materials (no milestones specified) 
1.2 Lay track (no milestones specified) 

Lay fiber optic cables 
2.1 Procure equipment by December 2002 
2.2. Lay cables (no milestones specified) 

Strengthen operations and maintenance 
3.1. Procure equipment by December 2002 

Strengthen accounting systems 
4.1 Recruit consultants by March 2001  
4.2 Procure computer equipment by December 2002 

Strengthen human resources 
5.1 Establish desired skills mix (no milestones specified) 
5.2 Establish training programs (no milestones specified) 

Establish small business fund 
6.1 (no activities or milestones) 

Inputs 

ADB 
∙ Loan of $70 million 
∙ Grant of $600,000 
for advisory technical 
assistance 

Government 
∙ $80 million 
(equivalent) 
∙ Initial Environmental 
Examination 
∙ Technical design 
and final survey 

OPEC 
∙ $5 million loan 
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TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR THE EVALUATION TEAM   

A.  Background 

1. The Independent Evaluation Department (IED) will be a publishing Project Performance 
Evaluation Report (PPER) on two loans to Uzbekistan: Loan 1631: Railway Rehabilitation 
Project, and Loan 1773: Railway Modernization Project, also covering associated advisory 
technical assistance (ADTA). ADB will also be briefly evaluating ADB's program in the transport 
sector from 2004 to 2009 (sector assistance program evaluation, or SAPE), covering the 
ongoing regional roads project (Loan 2403). The two evaluations will be carried out by the 
following IED staff and consultants: (i) Evaluation Specialist (ADB staff/Team Leader); (ii) 
Evaluation Officer (ADB staff); (iii) Evaluation Assistant (ADB staff); a Railways Engineer 
(international consultant); and (ii) an Enterprise Reform Specialist (international consultant). 

B. Evaluation Specialist (ADB Staff/Team Leader) 

2. The Evaluation Specialist will lead all aspects of the PPER and SAPE, and will be 
responsible for delivering the final reports and other detailed tasks listed below. 

Detailed Tasks 

(i) Review ADB’s documents related to the loans and TAs as needed to develop a 
thorough understanding of the projects and the evaluation, including the Reports 
and Recommendation of the President (RRPs), the Project Completion Reports 
(PCRs), and consultants' reports relevant to the projects and the sector; 

(ii) Review economic reports on Uzbekistan from 1996 to 2009 to establish the 
development context of the railways projects and the need for transport sector 
development; 

(iii) Review ADB's country strategies and other relevant policy documents to 
establish the relevance of the railways loans to ADB, and the relevance of ADB's 
transport sector roadmap; 

(iv) Assess the adequacy of ADB's human resources assigned to processing the 
railways loans and supervising project implementation, and otherwise assigned 
to ADB's transport sector program in Uzbekistan; 

(v) Estimate the financial and economic rates of return on the capital investments, 
including the development of financial and economic models, and the 
specification and collection of relevant data; 

(vi) Assess the economic impact of railways development in Uzbekistan, including 
reviewing and identifying feasible methods and needed data; 

(vii) Organize and lead the main evaluation mission, including specifying needed 
information, scheduling relevant meetings, and identifying relevant site visits; 

(viii) Organize and supervise the work of all team members; 
(ix) Draft the PPER and SAPE reports, including the assignment of all ratings, and 

edit and revise the drafts as needed to complete the final reports. 

B. Evaluation Officer (ADB Staff) 

3. The Evaluation Officer will support the PPER and the SAPE through data collection, 
participation in the evaluation mission, and in writing sections of the reports as mutually agreed 
with the Team Leader. 
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Detailed Tasks 

(i) Review relevant documents and obtain necessary background information 
through the collection of statistics and the conduct of interviews and discussions 
with ADB project officers and various stakeholders, where applicable, as 
identified in the evaluation approach paper; 

(ii) Support the preparation and fielding of the evaluation mission;  
(iii) Review government plans, policies, and regulations on the transport sector in 

Uzbekistan; 
(iv) In collaboration with other members of the evaluation mission, evaluate or 

validate the PCR's findings on the achievement of project outputs, including their 
quality and timing. Examine how the project outputs have contributed to the 
achievement of overall project objectives; 

(v) Provide inputs to the preparation of the Project Performance Evaluation Report 
and the SAPE including relevant appendixes as agreed with the Team Leader; 

(vi) Help identify key issues and lessons learned from the Project and formulate 
recommendations for future ADB assistance in the sector and the country; 

(vii) Assist the Senior Evaluation Specialist in responding to comments and 
suggestions from peer and inter-departmental reviews, including those from 
IED's management; 

(viii) Draft the landing page, learning curves, input the recommendations to the 
management action response system, and do other tasks necessary to complete 
the evaluation. 

 

C. Evaluation Assistant (ADB Staff) 

4. The Evaluation Assistant will support the PPER and the SAPE through data collection, 
logistics, filing, and editing. 

Detailed Tasks 

 
(i) Ensure that all correspondence and documents for the evaluation study are 

correctly typed and prepared in compliance with ADB's standards; 
(ii) Collect, compile and analyze relevant information and data related to the 

assigned work area to produce routine or ad hoc statistics and reports as 
instructed by the Team Leader and the Evaluation Officer; 

(iii) Ensure the effective coordination of the team’s schedule by maintaining diaries 
and arranging appointments, meetings, travel and accommodation as specified 
by the Evaluation Specialist and in accordance with ADB's procedures; 

(iv) Ensure that the evaluation study’s filing systems and records are properly 
maintained and updated in accordance with an existing framework for easy 
retrieval; 

(v) Track the flow of document with the use of databases for effective monitoring to 
meet deadlines. 

 

D.  Railways Engineer (international consultant) 

5. The consultant will support IED in all aspects of the preparation of the PPER and SAPE, 
including the tasks listed below. The position requires experience with roads and railways in 
Uzbekistan or other Central Asian countries. A degree or other qualification in civil engineering 
is preferred. 
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Detailed Tasks 

(i) Review ADB’s documents related to the loans and TAs as needed to develop a 
thorough understanding of the projects and the evaluation, including the Reports 
and Recommendation of the President (RRPs), the Project Completion Reports 
(PCRs), consultants' reports relevant to the projects and sector, a sample of 
PPERs and CAPE sector assessments, and IED's guidelines for PPERs and 
CAPEs; 

(ii) Review Government plans, policies, and regulations for the transport sector, 
including the contributions of ADB-financed projects to the plans, policies and 
regulations as applicable, to determine the Government's priorities for railways 
development in the late 1990s, the Government's priorities in roads and railways 
from 2004 to 2009, and the relevance of transport sector investment plans to the 
performance of the sector; 

(iii) Interview relevant former and current UTY management and staff to assess 
UTY's commitment to the investments and reforms promoted under the railways 
loans and related technical assistance, the effectiveness of the reforms, and 
ADB's marginal contributions; 

(iv) Review consultants' reports from the project preparatory technical assistance 
(PPTA) studies to determine the appropriateness of the design of the railway and 
roads projects, then identify and assess differences between the design and the 
actual projects; 

(v) Visit project sites and assess the relevance and appropriateness of project 
facilities and structures, the adequacy of construction and maintenance; 

(vi) Collect reports and data from UTY and other financiers on UTY's other 
investment projects, assess the composition, sequencing, and returns on the 
investments, and estimate the likely timing and sequencing in the absence of 
ADB's financing; 

(vii) Compare ADB-financed railways and roads projects to others to identify the 
differential cost, timing, performance, and sustainability of ADB-financed 
projects, and use that differential to assess ADB's efficiency, effectiveness, and 
contributions to sustainability; 

(viii) Review the precision and accuracy of UTY's traffic data and forecasts, and 
collect new data as needed to revise the data and forecasts; 

(ix) Review and assess the institutional arrangements for railway and road 
maintenance, including planning, financing, budgeting and execution, both 
during the implementation periods of the projects and at present;  

(x) Compare the ADB-financed railways and roads projects with projects financed by 
others to identify differences with ADB-financed projects, and assess the value-
added of ADB’s financing on railways and roads (e.g., technology transfer and 
adoption, capacity building, etc.) as applicable, including the impact on private 
sector development; 

(xi) Assess whether the contracting arrangements and equipment support under the 
projects have contributed to technology transfer or upgrading capacities of 
domestic companies, or have otherwise contributed to private sector 
development;  

(xii) For the completed railways projects, collect socioeconomic indicators to 
determine the impact of the projects on the beneficiaries and calculate the 
projects' poverty impact; 

(xiii) For the ongoing roads project, review project files and consult with the 
government to make a preliminary assessment of the likely impact of the project; 
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(xiv) Assist in drafting the PPER and SAPE and help the team leader with other tasks 
related to the evaluation. 

Outputs 

6. The consultant shall work directly with the Team Leader and work closely with the IED 
team. The consultant is expected to deliver the following: (i) during the evaluation mission, 
sections of the aide memoire and draft evaluation reports, together with supporting documents 
providing background working papers and calculations, as assigned by the team leader and; (ii) 
not later than two days before completion of the assignment, a draft report incorporating all the 
findings of the fieldwork and other works completed. A final report will be submitted at 
completion of the assignment incorporating the team leader’s comments on the draft report. 

E. Enterprise Reform Specialist (international consultant) 

7. The consultant will support IED in all aspects of the preparation of the PPER and SAPE, 
including the specific tasks listed below. This position requires knowledge of and experience 
with privatization or reform of state-owned enterprises, preferably railways enterprises. A 
degree or other qualification in economics, finance, or accounting is preferred. 

Detailed Tasks 

8. The Consultant is expected to perform the following tasks: 

(i) Review ADB’s documents related to the loans and TAs as needed to develop a 
thorough understanding of the projects and the evaluation, including the Reports 
and Recommendation of the President, Project Completion Reports (PCRs), 
relevant consultants' reports, a sample of PPERs and CAPE sector 
assessments, and IED's guidelines for PPERs and CAPEs; 

(ii) Review reports from ADTA studies and other relevant reports on the reform 
program to identify the transport sector reforms promoted by ADB, and assess 
the appropriateness of those reforms; 

(iii) Interview relevant former and current UTY management and staff to assess 
UTY's commitment to the reforms promoted by ADB under the railways loans, 
the effectiveness of the reforms, and ADB's marginal contributions; 

(iv) For the completed railways projects, review financial data on the capital 
investments financed by ADB, and estimate the financial internal rate of return 
on those investments; 

(v) Review UTY's financial statements before, during, and after the ADB-financed 
railways projects to assess changes in UTY's performance and the sustainability 
of UTY's investment plan; 

(vi) Compare the ADB-financed railways and roads projects with projects financed by 
others to identify differences with ADB-financed projects, and assess the value-
added of ADB’s financing on railways and roads (e.g., technology transfer and 
adoption, capacity building, etc.) as applicable, including the impact on private 
sector development; 

(vii) Compare the reform of UTY with the intended schedule and with other enterprise 
reforms in Uzbekistan or other countries, identify differences in the cost, timing, 
and outcome of reforms, and use those differences to assess ADB's efficiency 
and effectiveness in promoting reform of UTY; 

(viii) Review the status of reforms included in loan covenants or otherwise advocated 
by ADB to assess the sustainability of ADB's reforms; 

http://www.adb.org/Documents/Guidelines/Evaluation/PPER-NSO/default.asp
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(ix) Review and assess the institutional arrangements for railway maintenance 
including planning, financing, budgeting and execution, both during the 
implementation periods of the projects and at present;  

(x) Assist in the drafting of the PPER and help the team leader with other tasks 
related to the evaluation. 

Outputs 

9. The consultant shall work directly with the Team Leader and work closely with the IED 
team. The consultant is expected to deliver the following: (i) during the evaluation mission, 
sections of the aide memoire and draft evaluation reports, together with supporting documents 
providing background working papers and calculations, as assigned by the team leader and; (ii) 
not later than two days before completion of the assignment, a draft report incorporating all the 
findings of the fieldwork and other works completed. A final report will be submitted at 
completion of the assignment incorporating the team leader’s comments on the draft report.  
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