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PROJECT COMPLETION REPORT VALIDATION FORM 
 
A.  Basic Project Data PCR Validation Date: September  2010 
Project and Loan 
Number: 

31577 
2017-UZB  

Approved 
($ million) 

Actual 
($ million) 

Project Name: Grain Productivity 
Improvement Project  

Total Project Costs:  40.0 15.9 

Country: Uzbekistan Loan: 26.0a 13.4 
Sector: Agriculture and natural 

resources 
Total Cofinancing: 0.0 0.0 

ADF:      0.0 Borrower: 10.6 2.5 ADB Financing: 
OCR: $26.0 million Beneficiaries: 3.4 0.0 

Cofinanciers:  None Others: 0.0 0.0 
Approval Date: 14 Nov 2003 Effectiveness Date: 1 Feb 2005 9 Dec 2004

Signing Date: 2 Nov 2004 Closing Date: 31 Mar 2009 31 Mar 2009
Project Officers: Name: 

E. Gozali 
J. Tokeshi 
R. Abdukayumov 

Location: 
Headquarters 
Headquarters 
Resident mission 

From 
2003 
2004 
2005 

To  
2004 
2005 
2009 

Evaluator: 
Quality Control 
Reviewer/Peer 
Reviewer: 

D. Moffatt, Consultant 
 
S. Shrestha, Evaluation 
Specialist, IED1 
 
A. Morales, Evaluation 
Officer, IED1 

Director:  R. B. Adhikari, IED1 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, ADF = Asian Development Fund, IED1 = Independent Evaluation Division 1, OCR 
= ordinary capital resources, PCR = project completion report. 
a  Includes provisions for (i) interest during construction costs ($4.4 million), (ii) commitment fee ($0.3 million), and 

(iii) front-end fee ($0.1 million). 
 
B. Project Description (summarized from the report and recommendation of the President [RRP])  
  

(i) Rationale. Prior to its independence, Uzbekistan produced less than 15% of its required 
primary staple crop, wheat. When food security became a major concern after independence, 
wheat output increased from 0.6 to 4.7 million tons per year, representing a slight surplus over 
total domestic consumption. Despite these output gains, wheat production was beset with 
(a) high production costs, (b) intensive cultivation that reduced soil fertility, (c) chronic shortage 
of inputs, (d) use of inappropriate varieties, and (e) inadequate husbandry. Uzbekistan needed 
to rationalize its wheat production by introducing appropriate varieties, improving agricultural 
extension, and providing better access to agricultural services. The Grain Productivity 
Improvement Project1 was designed to support these interventions. 

 
(ii)  Impact. The project aimed to improve the standard of living in the project area by addressing 

food shortages, creating jobs, and improving incomes. An estimated 217,000 rural people, at 
least 31% of whom were poor, were predicted to benefit directly from the project. Improved 
wheat production in the project area was to benefit farm workers in private and shirkat 
(community) farms, and higher production was expected to result in higher surpluses above 
state procurement quotas. The project was expected to have a neutral to positive 
environmental impact on the desertification and salinization of the Aral Sea region. 
The potential adverse impacts of using more fertilizer and farm machinery were expected to be 
negligible. 

                                                 
1  Asian Development Bank (ADB). 2003. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: 

Proposed Loan and Technical Assistance Grant for the Grain Productivity Improvement Project. Manila. 
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(iii) Objectives or expected outcomes. The objective of the project was to promote economical 
and sustainable wheat production systems. This was to result from stabilizing and increasing 
wheat yields in project rain-fed and irrigated areas, and from developing robust private 
companies to provide agricultural services. The project was to also help improve domestic 
wheat flour quality.  

 
(iv) Components and/or outputs. The project had four components.  

(a) Varietal development and testing. This involved the identification, testing, and support of 
the commercial production of suitable wheat varieties for local growing conditions through 
strengthening capacities of the Andijan and Galla-Aral Cereals and Legumes research 
institutes, Plant Genetics Institute, State Commission on Varietal Testing, and private seed 
companies in the project area. Expected outputs were six new varieties of wheat, doubled 
capacity for multiplication of foundation seeds, and the robust evaluation of varieties under 
different agro-ecological conditions.  

(b) Enhanced farm management. This was to be achieved through (1) farm extension 
provided by rural business advisory centers (RBACs); (2) technology development effected 
through selected institutes of the Ministry of Agriculture and Water Resources, Central 
Asian Scientific Research Institute for Irrigation, Agricultural Institute for Mechanization and 
Electrification, and Plant Protection Institute; and (3) irrigation facility repair to improve 
irrigation and drainage of 6,000 hectares of wheat seed-producing land, conducting minor 
repairs on interfarm conveyance and drainage systems, and providing equipment for 
maintaining primary canals and drains. The project would also support the formation and 
operation of water user associations (WUAs).  

(c) Agricultural enterprise development. This would be effected through privately owned 
agricultural service centers providing diversified services, private companies producing 
high-quality wheat seeds, and participating financial institutions providing subloans to 
enterprises.  

(d) Project management. The project was to help operate the project management office and 
three project site offices, providing equipment, vehicles, facilities, and staff training.  

 
Market-oriented reforms for reducing the government’s direct involvement and promoting 
private sector participation were expected to result in halving state procurement quotas for 
wheat and establishing fully private agricultural service centers and seed companies. It would 
also advance the move for RBACs to be funded through service fees, which would encourage 
them to be more farmer-responsive.  

 
 C. Evaluation of Design and Implementation (project completion report [PCR] assessment and 

validation) 
  

(i) Relevance of design and formulation. The PCR2 considered the design consistent with the 
country strategies of the Asian Development Bank (ADB) during inception and the time of 
completion, and the government’s 1998 Program for Strengthening Reforms in Agriculture. 
The project design and formulation were seen as appropriate because they addressed all 
relevant areas and built in policy reforms that would subsequently be extended nationwide. 
Likewise, the project design was in line with ADB’s long-term policy toward developing 
Uzbekistan's agriculture and natural resources sector. 

 
The PCR acknowledged the need for the participation of several agencies to provide continuity 
after the project but criticized the inadequate provision for coordination among them. It also 
regarded the implementation period to be extremely short given the nature of some project 
components, notably varietal development. The PCR noted several factors that will always act 
against the successful implementation of such a project, including the slow pace and 
unsatisfactory implementation of reforms, poor interdepartmental coordination, a mindset that 
was fashioned by Soviet-era policies, and the refusal of local administrations to adhere to  

 

                                                 
2  ADB. 2010. Completion Report: Grain Productivity Improvement Project in Uzbekistan. Manila. 
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resolutions issued by the central government. This validation concurs with this assessment of 
design and formulation, but raises the question as to why the design was not adjusted to take 
the potential problems into account. 
 
The executing agency PCR made a stronger statement regarding the complexity of the design. 
It noted that “in practice and within the context described above, the number of separate 
project implementing agencies involved made the tasks of the Borrower and the executing 
agency extremely difficult, particularly when the involvement of the district (and regional) 
administrations during implementation were also factored in.”  
 
This validation also notes concerns expressed at the May 2002 management review meeting 
that the government was showing little commitment to reforms in the agriculture sector and that 
ADB needed to be better assured of the government’s intent and commitment to reform before 
fielding a loan appraisal mission. However, the mission was fielded just over 2 months prior to 
loan negotiations, and offered little reassurance that reforms in the quota and land allocation 
systems were being implemented. Thus, the design should have been more realistic with 
respect to the pace of reform.  
 

(ii) Project Outputs 
 

(a) Varietal development and testing. The PCR recorded that the 10 wheat varieties 
submitted for registration (against a target of 6) met basic economic and biological 
indicators. Varieties of soybeans, chickpeas, and lentils were also entered for registration 
trials. The PCR stipulated 3 years for varietal testing, although the whole process of 
breeding, registration, and release takes more than 10 years according to the executing 
agency PCR. In addition, the capacity to multiply foundation seeds increased from 
400 tons per year to 700 tons per year, which was still below the target of 900 tons per 
year.  

 
 On the negative side, the planned purchase of seeds from internationally recognized seed-

producing countries was replaced by procurement from the traditional Russian Federation 
supplier. Such a purchase could not be made with ADB funds as per ADB’s procurement 
guidelines,3 but the PCR noted that the required amount of seeds was imported using 
government funds. This seems to ignore the fact that part of the project rationale was that 
imported seeds, presumably from the same Russian Federation source, were considered 
to be poorly adapted to local conditions. There is no reference to this matter in review 
mission reports, and it is not possible to say whether this has had a negative impact on the 
overall aims of the project.  

 
(b) Enhanced farm management. The PCR presented a positive view of the implementation 

of this component. Three RBACs were established as extension service providers, 
although the payment system has constrained their effectiveness. The farm machinery 
trials and demonstrations had a visible impact, despite poor irrigation regimes. The RRP 
target of 60% of farmers being familiar with the improved technology was reached. 
However, this validation notes that the target is questionable as familiarity does not 
necessarily lead to adoption. Yet the PCR stated that this component led to a change in 
the mindset of farmers and field-level government officials and has had a very positive 
impact on yields and farmer income. The PCR also rated positively the inputs of the Plant 
Protection Institute that introduced new pest control methods and continues to provide an 
advisory service. The recommendations of the Central Asian Scientific Research Institute 
for Irrigation have also led to a 12% reduction in water use. Government-funded irrigation 
rehabilitation has made good progress, although it is unclear whether the improved farms 
are the actual seed farms targeted in the RRP. While the target number of WUAs was 
achieved, the PCR noted that only one was functioning well.  

                                                 
3  ADB. 2010. Procurement Guidelines. Manila. 
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 The PCR findings are largely supported by the executing agency PCR and by successive 
review missions. The executing agency PCR did emphasize that the learning curve has 
been "long and shallow," and it was only by the end of the project that ideas were starting 
to take hold. It is also noted that the irrigation infrastructure was in poor condition and that 
water management at the interfarm level was poor. 

 
(c) Agriculture enterprise development. The PCR presented a fairly negative picture of this 

component. One of the two participating financial institutions withdrew without making a 
loan. The lack of time and restrictive conditions worked against widespread uptake of the 
borrowing facility, and this was largely confined to purchase of farm machinery. By project 
completion, subloans accounted for 68% of the available facility of $10.1 million. The 
figures do not exactly match those given in the executing agency PCR, which stated that 
by the end of December 2008, $5.2 million had been disbursed, $2.8 million was approved, 
and $2.4 million was under review. Since at the time of the midterm review, nearly $5.0 
million had been loaned, it is surprising that 1 year later, this should only have risen to $6.9 
million, when, in theory, the pace of activities was greater. The Central and West Asia 
Department explained that the data in the PCR were the latest, and there had been 
cancellations in the already approved loans, which explained the lower-than-expected total 
loan amount. 

 
(d) Project management. The PCR did not assess this, nor did the project framework make 

reference to this other than noting that a sum of $1.66 million was allocated to this 
component.  

 
(iii) Project cost, disbursements, borrower contribution, and conformance to schedule 

(as relevant to project performance). The PCR noted that the total cost of the project was 
$15.9 million, or only 40% of appraisal estimates. The loan accounted for 84% of the total cost. 
The PCR offered no comment on this, but this validation draws attention to the fact that the 
government contribution was only 15% of cost against an appraisal estimate of 27%. 
The Central and West Asia Department explained that lower borrower contribution resulted 
from (a) the actual expenditures, which incurred only 40% of initial cost estimates; and 
(b) higher expenditures from categories with higher percentages of financing from ADB. 
This validation, however, observes that this is a significant shift in the balance of the financing. 
The PCR attributed the much-reduced expenditure to an inadequate implementation period 
and as well as implementation delay of almost a year.4  

 
The much-reduced expenditure is a very significant issue. The shift in the apportionment of 
expenditure runs contrary to normal ADB practice. Further, the midterm review mission—
18 months before the loan closing date—stated that all activities would be completed by the 
original project completion date and that no changes in the cost estimates were anticipated. 
Clearly, these statements run contrary to the actual situation.  
 
The PCR also criticized the original short implementation period, given the long-term nature of 
some of the interventions. Again, it is unclear why no consideration was given to extending the 
project despite a request for extension to ADB by the executing agency. 

 

                                                 
4  The government's PCR gave the same reasons and also cited (i) difficulties in achieving procurement plans; 

(b) delay in completion of the irrigation and drainage rehabilitation works; and (c) in the case of the agricultural 
enterprise development component, withdrawal of one of the two participating financial institutions. 
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(iv) Implementation arrangements, conditions and covenants, related technical assistance, 
and procurement and consultant performance. The PCR reported satisfactory 
implementation arrangements until mid-2008 when staff changes in the Rural Restructuring 
Agency (RRA) and project management office adversely affected the project. Elsewhere, the 
PCR was critical of the complexity of implementation arrangements, given the several entities 
involved (i.e., Andijan and Galla-Aral Cereals and Legumes research institutes, Plant Genetics 
Institute, State Commission on Varietal Testing, Agricultural Institute for Mechanization and 
Electrification, Central Asian Scientific Research Institute for Irrigation, RBACs, provincial 
governments, district administrations, and the executing agency) and the inadequate provision 
for coordination among them. This validation supports this view of the too-complex 
arrangement. The organizational chart in the executing agency PCR gives an indication of the 
complexity of project implementation.  

 
The PCR considered the covenants to be relevant and comprehensive, although it observed 
that covenants related to marketing and financial distortions should have been included. Of the 
31 covenants, 28 were fully complied with. Crucially, however, the issuance of the resolution 
regarding quotas was late, and, according to the PCR, only partial, although the accompanying 
appendix indicated only that compliance was late. Also, the covenant regarding interest rates 
was only partially met. Given the PCR's assessment of profitability increases in wheat 
production, this validation considers that aside from the delayed start of the project, the 
covenants have largely achieved their objectives. 

 
An advisory technical assistance (TA) grant (footnote 1) was associated with the loan. It was 
envisaged as having two components: (i) to establish policies in the grain sector toward a 
market-oriented system, and (ii) to facilitate private sector investment in agriculture in three 
districts. However, the PCR noted that during the 2-year delay in fielding the TA, the country 
achieved self-sufficiency in grain production, and the executing agency informed ADB that 
support at the policy level was not needed. Consequently, the TA input was reduced. A more 
critical analysis of this situation was given in the TA completion report,5 echoing comments 
from the midterm review mission. According to these sources, the proposed government action 
plan to improve grain sector policies was not accomplished mainly due to the monopolistic role 
of the Uzbek Wheat Industry Association (UzDonMahsulot), especially with regard to seed 
production and input supply. UzDonMahsulot, being a separate government entity responsible 
for wheat production and processing, was beyond the control of the executing agency and did 
not demonstrate strong interest in cooperating, particularly in analyzing and improving the 
existing grain policy.  
 
The TA's subsequent focus was on working with RBACs to implement agriculture sector 
reforms at the farm level. The TA trained three RBACs in the project districts, which improved 
their ability to assist farmers on legal aspects, business plan preparation, and introduction of 
modern agriculture technologies. New business plan and loan application templates were 
approved and are being used for disbursing a credit line under the ongoing loan by 
participating financial institutions. In this respect, the TA was successful. However, the TA 
completion report rightly criticized the TA design for being too ambitious, particularly 
considering the slow pace of reforms. Overall, it rated the TA partly successful because of the 
deletion of the policy-related component. If this deletion was, as the PCR suggested, a 
reasonable change in the TA scope in response to changed circumstances, then it would seem 
incorrect to down rate the TA's success. However, if the failure to progress this TA component 
was due to the intransigence of a government agency, then it does indicate a failure to achieve 
a key objective of bringing about reforms in the grain sector.  
 
The PCR rated the performance of project consultants as satisfactory. Review missions made 
little comment on consultant performance. The PCR also recorded satisfactory procurement 

                                                 
5  ADB. 2008. Technical Assistance Completion Report: Furthering Reforms in the Grain Sector in Uzbekistan. 

Manila. 
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and performance of contractors and suppliers. However, this validation notes that the project 
failed to procure much-needed laboratory equipment due to underestimated costs and 
cumbersome procurement procedures. 

 
(v) Performance of the borrower and executing agency. The PCR rated the performance of the 

borrower and executing agency satisfactory, despite criticism of the borrower for delaying the 
start of the project by more than 11 months. It ignored the fact that an important objective of 
the project and, particularly the associated TA, was to introduce and implement reforms in the 
grain sector. Although the Cabinet of Ministers did eventually pass the resolution on state 
procurement quotas, implementation of the resolution was not achieved. The ability of the 
UzDonMahsulot to block the reform indicated a failure on the part of the borrower to support 
needed reforms. The borrower made a request to extend the loan on 10 December 2008, as 
cited by the executing agency PCR, but this was not approved by ADB. Taking all this into 
account, borrower performance was less than satisfactory.  

 
RRA, as the executing agency, performed well and had an important influence on the success 
achieved. The PCR, however, noted that staff turnover and investigations of RRA by a 
prosecutor had a negative effect on the project. None of the supporting documentation made 
reference to these investigations, making it difficult to evaluate the extent to which the 
executing agency performance was affected. The executing agency PCR also commented that 
major changes were made in overall RRA staffing in the second quarter of 2008, which had a 
significant impact (assumed negative) on the effectiveness of project implementation. Overall, 
this validation considers borrower and executing agency performance to be less than 
satisfactory. 

  
(vi) Performance of the Asian Development Bank. The PCR rated this satisfactory but criticized 

ADB for failing to extend the loan closing date. The executing agency PCR considered that an 
increased level of supervision of project execution by ADB, not least by provision of specialist 
support to the resident mission, would have had a beneficial effect on the project. This 
validation supports the satisfactory rating. 

 
D. Evaluation of Performance (PCR assessment and validation) 
  

(i)  Relevance. On the basis of the government’s agricultural development strategy and ADB’s 
current strategy for Uzbekistan, the PCR rated the project highly relevant. The project 
maintained its relevance and brought about important changes. However, by not extending its 
implementation period, the relevance of some of these activities was reduced. While the 
project appeared relevant to the government’s objectives, the executing agency PCR noted 
that the agriculture sector reform process was at an early stage. In its performance, the 
relevance of the project was diminished as it was trying to accelerate the pace of reform 
beyond what the government supported or was able to sustain. This validation rates the 
performance relevant. 

 
(ii)  Effectiveness in achieving outcome. The PCR noted that the varietal development and 

enhanced farm management components achieved most of their targets, while the agricultural 
enterprise development component failed in the disbursement of all available loan funds. It 
rated the project effective in achieving its outcomes. The executing agency PCR reviewed the 
outputs in more detail, but also stated that the major issues affecting effectiveness were 
outside of the project scope and control. It noted that in terms of the subsidiary outcome of 
improved domestic wheat flour quality, additional work is required. The executing agency PCR 
defined the main inhibitors to achieving outcome as lack of progress in policy aspects, 
unsatisfactory progress on irrigation and drainage rehabilitation, the weakness of WUAs, and 
the failure to disburse nearly half of the available loan funds. Overall, this validation concurs 
with an effective rating in achieving outcomes. 
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(iii) Efficiency in achieving outcome and outputs. The project achieved many of its outputs and 
outcome using well under half of the estimated funds. The increased farmer income exceeded 
appraisal estimates, a typical agricultural service center has a financial internal rate of return of 
26.5% (close to the appraisal estimate), and the project economic internal rate of return at 
37.5% is high and exceeds the appraisal estimate. However, there were significant 
inefficiencies in implementation, starting with an 11-month delay due to the failure of the 
government to issue the resolution on the state procurement quota. Over the course of the 
project, there was a failure to implement the agreed reforms, resulting in a failure to achieve 
some project objectives, particularly the move to a freer market in wheat production and trade. 
As noted in the assessment of effectiveness, not all of the funds available for subloans were 
disbursed, reducing the overall efficiency of the loan. The PCR’s positive assessment of 
efficiency was based on the appropriate involvement in project execution of government 
organizations that will continue these tasks after the project completion and will make use of 
capacity built and equipment procured under the project. Encouraging and involving the private 
sector in agriculture was reported in PCR as adding efficiency in the sector in the long term. 
Based on these, the PCR rated the project efficient, and while this validation concurs with this, 
attention must be drawn to some specific areas of inefficiency. 

 
(iv) Preliminary assessment of sustainability. Despite acknowledging the unsatisfactory 

implementation of policy reforms and the absence of mechanisms for farmers to pay irrigation 
service fees, which affected the establishment of WUAs, the PCR rated project outputs likely to 
be sustainable. The executing agency PCR took a more cautious view, noting that (a) without 
further changes, the breeding and testing program will depend on funding from the national 
budget; (b) sustainability of the cultivation practices initiated by the project will depend on line 
agency support from the government; (c) WUA survival will depend on local government 
assistance; and (d) operation and maintenance of the rehabilitated irrigation infrastructure 
could be funded by more profitable farming. This validation notes the strong interest of farmers 
in the new varieties and production technologies and in borrowing to establish private sector 
businesses. Overall, however, this validation concurs with the PCR analysis of sustainability, 
under the condition that sustainability is also dependent on the inflow of finance to replace 
project funds. 

 
(v)  Impact (both intended and unintended). The PCR noted positive social and environmental 

impacts arising from more efficient production systems and employment generation. The RRP 
gave a target of an economic internal rate of return of 31% over a 25-year period, and this is 
currently being exceeded. The executing agency PCR noted the following impacts: (a) positive 
but limited impact from enhanced farm management, (b) positive impact from two of the 
RBACs, (c) impact from initiating WUA development, though these had not themselves made 
significant impact, (d) positive impact from irrigation rehabilitation, and a short to medium 
impact from the ability to acquire modern farm machinery. This validation thus rates project 
impact as significant. 

 
E.  Overall Assessment, Lessons, and Recommendations (validation of PCR assessment) 
 

(i) Overall assessment. The PCR rated the project successful, as it was implemented as 
designed and achieved most of its targeted outputs and outcomes, utilizing only 42% of the 
estimated total project cost. The shortcoming of the project and its associated TA, pertaining to 
the implementation of grain sector reforms, was noted. This validation concurs with the 
successful rating, while down rating the relevance of performance.  

 
(ii) Lessons. The PCR listed nine lessons, mostly regarding perceived weaknesses in the design 

or execution of the project. These are (a) reviewing sector issues holistically to set policy 
reforms; (b) defining a realistic implementation period; (c) providing adequate resources for 
coordination; (d) assuring that there is prior education of farmers; (e) selecting participating 
financial institutions more rigorously; (f) providing incentives to breeding institutes and seed 
growers; (g) using trial-cum-demonstration farms more extensively; (h) ensuring that WUAs 



8 

have a reliable source of income; and (i) ensuring competitive remuneration for project staff. 
This validation concurs with these but notes that the lesson regarding policy reform failed to 
emphasize the need for all parties, particularly those at the provincial and district levels, to be 
fully committed to the reform agenda. Support for reform at the central level is not enough. 

 
(iii) Recommendations. The PCR made recommendations to ensure the further development of 

policy reforms, and the continuation of work initiated but not completed under the project with 
government funding. These are endorsed by this validation. 

 
 F.  Monitoring and Evaluation Design, Implementation, and Utilization (PCR assessment and 

validation) 
 
The PCR did not describe nor assess monitoring and evaluation (M&E) in the text; the only 
significant reference to this was in the loan covenants, where it was stated that the three covenants 
relating to M&E were complied with: (i) development of an M&E system, (ii) staffing of an M&E unit, 
and (iii) conduct of baseline surveys. The executing agency PCR provided a better description of 
the M&E but observed that the process imposed a heavy load on the M&E team as project 
organizations were unfamiliar with the reporting needed to meet requirements of an internationally 
funded project.  

 
G. Other (e.g., safeguards, including governance and anticorruption; fiduciary aspects; government 

assessment of the project, as applicable) (PCR assessment and validation)  
 

The PCR referenced but provided no elaboration of investigations of RRA by a prosecutor in mid-
2008. The executing agency PCR referred only to major changes to overall RRA staffing at around 
the same time.  

 
 

H. Ratings 

Project 
Completion 

Report 

Independent 
Evaluation 
Department 

Review 
Reason for Disagreement and/or 

Comments 
Relevance Highly relevant Relevant The agriculture sector reform process was 

at an early stage, and the pace of reform 
was slow, reducing the relevance of the 
project. 

Effectiveness in 
Achieving Outcome 

Effective Effective  

Efficiency in Achieving 
Outcome and Outputs 

Efficient Efficient  

Preliminary Assessment 
of Sustainability 

Likely 
sustainable 

Likely 
sustainable 

This rating is given only with the provision 
that funding will be available to provide an 
environment conducive to more profitable 
farming. 

Borrower and the 
Executing Agency 

Satisfactory Less than 
satisfactory 

The borrower delayed the project start and 
did not enforce all reforms. The executing 
agency underwent investigation and staff 
changes that reduced its effectiveness. 

Performance of the Asian 
Development Bank 

Satisfactory Satisfactory  

Impact Not rated Significant  
Overall Assessment Successful Successful  
Quality of Project 
Completion Report 

 Satisfactory  
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I.  Comments on PCR Quality 
 

The PCR provided a comprehensive review of the project. However, it was weak in its analysis of 
sector reform implementation and in according appropriate weight to assess project success. At a 
practical level, the PCR would have benefited from providing a project framework matrix that 
clearly demonstrated achievements in the context of the RRP framework. 

 
J.  Recommendation for Independent Evaluation Department Follow-Up  

 
No project performance evaluation report is recommended.  

 
K. Data Sources for Validation 
 

This validation is based on information from five regular review mission reports, the RRP, PCR, 
TA paper, TA completion report, and draft executing agency PCR, with reference to the 
documentation produced during project processing (October 2001–August 2003). 

 



 

 

REGIONAL DEPARTMENT’S RESPONSE TO THE PROJECT COMPLETION REPORT 
VALIDATION REPORT 

 
On 17 June 2010, the Independent Evaluation Department (IED) circulated the draft 

validation report for interdepartmental comments. IED received comments from the Uzbekistan 
Resident Mission, and these were duly incorporated into the final draft. The resident mission 
reviewed the final report, supports the changes made by IED, and has no further comments. 
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