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In preparing any evaluation report, or by making any designation of or reference to a particular 
territory or geographic area in this document, the Independent Evaluation Department does not 
intend to make any judgments as to the legal or other status of any territory or area. 



 

PROJECT COMPLETION REPORT VALIDATION FORM 
 
A. Basic Project Data PCR Validation Date: December 2009 
Project and 
Loan/Grant Number: 

29204 
1515-VIE(SF) 

Approved Actual 

Project Name: Forestry Sector Project Total Project Costs ($M): 53.2 22.0 
Country: Viet Nam Loan/Grant ($M): 33.0 10.5 
Sector: Agriculture and natural 

resources 
Total Cofinancing ($M): 20.2 11.5 

ADF: 33.0 Borrower ($M): 5.2 1.8 ADB Financing ($M): 
OCR: 0.0 Beneficiaries ($M): 8.0 2.9 

Cofinanciers:  Government of the 
Netherlands 

Others ($M): 7.0 6.8 

Approval Date: 20 Mar 1997 Effectiveness Date: 9 Sep 1997 8 Oct 1997
Signing Date: 11 Jun 1997 Closing Date: 31 Dec 2003 28 Nov 2006
Project Officers: Name: 

P. Safran 
J. H. Mir 

Location (HQ or RM): 
HQ 
HQ 

From: 
1997 
2001 

To: 
2001 
2007 

Validator: 
 
 
Quality Control 
Reviewer/Peer 
Reviewer: 

David Moffatt, 
Consultant 
 
Toshio Kondo, Senior 
Evaluation Specialist, 
IED2 

 
 
Director: 

 
 
R. B. Adhikari, IED1 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, ADF = Asian Development Fund, HQ = headquarters, IED1 = Independent 
Evaluation Division 1, IED2 = Independent Evaluation Division 2, OCR = ordinary capital resources, PCR = project 
completion report, RM = resident mission, SF = special fund. 
 
B. Project Description (summarized from the report and recommendation of the President1 [RRP])  

  
(i) Rationale. Viet Nam’s forests were being depleted at a rate of 100,000 hectares (ha) per year 

leading to (a) a sharp decline in fuelwood and timber, and (b) reduced downstream productivity 
due to soil erosion and flooding. Pressure on forests was also increasing, as forest-based 
communities struggled to meet basic food requirements. The Government was committed to 
addressing these issues through a long-term plan for forestry development. It had introduced a 
regulatory framework, prepared forestry sector investment plans, embarked on countrywide 
reforestation efforts, and implemented a broad-based land allocation program. Progress had 
been slow, however, particularly in allocating forestlands to individuals and other interested 
groups. The Forestry Sector Project (the Project) aimed to support government plans, focusing 
on participatory land allocation and improved forest management. It was deemed that the 
sector operated under a sound policy framework, had a workable investment plan, and an 
executing agency (EA) with the requisite implementation capacity.  

 
(ii) Impact. The planned impact of the Project was to reduce the net rate of forestry resources 

depletion to zero by the end of 2005. 
 
(iii) Objectives or expected outcomes. The Project's objectives were to (a) rehabilitate degraded 

forests and barren land, and (b) to improve the management of watersheds. It was expected 
that under the Project, about 114,000 ha of barren land and degraded forests would be fully 
used, either through forestation, improvement of grassland, or cultivation of food crops.  

 
(iv) Components and/or outputs. There is a lack of concurrence between the project components 

                                                 
1  ADB. 1997. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan to the 

Socialist Republic of Viet Nam for the Forestry Sector Project. Manila. 
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and outputs as given in the text of the RRP and logframe. These inconsistencies were carried 
through to the project completion report (PCR). 2  Also, the RRP project summary and 
component costs schedule are contradictory. The inconsistencies are summarized in the table 
below. 

 
Inconsistencies in RRP and PCR Details 

    
RRP and PCR Text RRP and PCR Logframe RRP Text Summary Component Costs 
Resource inventory Capacity building Resource inventory Resource inventory 
Capacity building Policy reform Capacity building Capacity building 
Subprojects Subprojects Subprojects Subprojects 
Policy framework  Support facilities, consulting services, equipment Consulting services 
   Equipment 
   Incremental operating cost 
PCR = project completion report, RRP = report and recommendation of the President.  
 

The RRP text is the basis of the following summary of components. 
 
Component 1: Resource inventory. This component aimed to (a) map the project area 
(1 million ha) at a scale of 1:50,000; (b) create detailed village level maps of 114,000 ha at a 
scale of 1:10,000, as the basis for commune development plans; and (c) conduct 
socioeconomic surveys.  
 
Component 2: Capacity building. This component was to (a) train 200 national, provincial, 
and district officials on forest management, agroforestry, participatory land-use planning, and 
the priority needs of ethnic minorities; (b) train 500 farmers in applicable technology for crop 
production, agroforestry, livestock production, and reforestation practices; (c) provide extension 
materials on sustainable forestry and agroforestry; (d) conduct villager field trips in nearby 
areas; (e) conduct applied research in agroforestry; and (f) provide overseas training for six 
individuals in the fields of social forestry, resource economics, and agroforestry. Under this 
component, the logframe also included establishing a monitoring information system (MIS). 
 

Component 3: Development of subprojects. This component focused on the implementation 
of eight core subprojects, and preparation and implementation of 40 further subprojects, 
including (a) forestation of 45,000 ha of barren land; (b) enrichment planting on 2,000 ha; 
(c) forestation of 12,000 ha of degraded land; (d) establishment of 14,000 ha of mixed-forest 
plantations; (e) establishment of 9,000 ha of agroforestry; (f) multicropping of 15,000 ha 
including irrigation; (g) improvement of 12,000 ha of pasture; and (h) planting of 5,000 ha of 
bamboo. A total area of 114,000 ha for support services, infrastructure, equipment, and 
consultants were provided under this component. The logframe grouped b, c, d, and h into 
33,000 ha of replanting of degraded land.  
 
Component 4: Strengthening the forest policy framework. This component reexamined 
policies relating to (a) land classification and allocation, (b) operation of state forest 
enterprises, (c) fuelwood use, and (d) cost recovery. The logframe allocated $5.2 million for 
consultancy services to this component. 

 

C. Evaluation of Design and Implementation (PCR assessment and validation) 
  

(i) Relevance of design and formulation. The PCR affirmed the relevance of the Project in 
terms of the Government’s reforestation program, the country strategy and program of the 
Asian Development Bank (ADB), and ADB’s forestry policy. However, the PCR noted that the 
project design lacked approved implementation guidelines, and the method of subproject 
selection led to the Project being scattered over a large area, which was highly inefficient. 
The Independent Evaluation Department (IED) concurs with these conclusions. 

 
 

                                                                                                                                                             
2  ADB. 2007. Completion Report: Forestry Sector Project in Viet Nam. Manila. 
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(ii) Project outputs and costs as envisioned during appraisal as compared to actual costs 
and achievement of outputs. 

 
 Component 1. The PCR specified that only 400,000 ha—the total area covered by 

communes that received project funds—were mapped at 1:50,000 and 1:10,000 scales. 
At validation, it is assumed that the whole area was not mapped at the detailed level, but it is 
difficult to compare the targeted coverage with the actual coverage. Reference is made in the 
PCR, however, to an area of around 110,000 ha categorized by land use, of which 65,000 ha 
was allocated to 31,000 households. The PCR stated that land allocation was an important 
project intervention. 

 
The text of the PCR made no reference to the socioeconomic survey, but in Table 4 of the 
project summary and in the implementation schedule, socioeconomic surveys were shown—
together with mapping and land allocation—as being completed by September 2004. In the 
logframe, socioeconomic surveys of each subproject were given as a target under subproject 
development.  
 

 Component 2. The PCR extensively reviewed this component, although the subcomponents 
it used differed from those in the RRP. The numbers quoted in the text and appendix in the 
PCR and RRP were confusing. Overall, it was stated in the PCR that over 11,000 people 
were trained; comprising 3,800 project staff members, and 7,700 farmers. In the same text, 
numbers were also given as 664 forestry staff members (against a target of 200) and 
4,215 farmers (against a target of 500). Although all of these numbers are impressive, 
it seems clear from the PCR that this component was not satisfactory. Out of many problems 
cited in the PCR, IED draws attention to (a) the shift of responsibility for the training budget 
from the consultants to the EA caused delays and negatively reoriented the training; (b) the 
Project had difficulty tapping in to the limited pool of trainers, partly because the budget was 
under Vietnamese cost ceilings and was, therefore, not competitive; (c) curricula were 
developed in a conventional manner and did not encourage learning; (d) switching of 
responsibilities between the project management office and provincial project management 
units led to burgeoning bureaucracy; and (e) lack of training of the provincial project 
management units by the project management office had severe consequences on timely 
implementation and the number of courses run. Although the overseas training on tropical 
forestry, natural forest management, social forestry, public policy, and administration 
appeared to have been satisfactory, domestic training was difficult. The large numbers 
trained may reflect the comment in the PCR that "under the management of the EA, the 
training budget became a supplementary financing source for regular training inputs." 
(page 5, para. 17) In practice, the total actual amount spent on capacity building was 
$1.14 million, only 57% of the budget of $2.00 million. 

 
 In its assessment of the compliance with covenants, the PCR stated that the subcomponent 

for applied research in agroforestry was canceled. While the PCR made no reference to the 
establishment of an MIS under this component, its existence was referred to in the 
description of the resource inventory.  

 
Component 3. The PCR also reviewed this component in detail. However, this review was 
not structured in accordance with the subcomponents given in the text or logframe of the 
RRP. It was clear that the implementation of the component was beset with problems, 
including (a) the initial approach was not appropriate to a loan-funded project; 
(b) participatory planning suffered from the dominance of central planning and control of 
implementation; (c) provision of services from a range of technical agencies was 
unsatisfactory and had not been properly planned in the project design; (d) subprojects were 
small, scattered, and difficult to design and implement; (e) approval procedures for subproject 
designs were slow and cumbersome; and (f) provincial authorities were inflexible in adapting 
to commune needs. There appeared to be a certain amount of revision of the Project during 
implementation as well—the number of subprojects was reduced from 48 to 43, then back 
to 45. 
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Figures given in the PCR were confusing. Spending on this component was $11.7 million, 
compared to a target of $13.1 million or the midterm review target of $20.9 million. However, 
the original budget allocated to this component was $41.8 million—to which was not referred 
in the PCR—compared to an actual spending of $12.3 million. 

 
Component 4. The PCR reviewed Viet Nam’s forestry policy, but the extent to which the 
Project was an active driver of—or participant in—forest policy development dialogue is 
unclear. Rather, the impression given was that forest policy was evolving simultaneously with 
the Project and may—to some extent—have been influenced by the Project. At one point, 
the PCR stated that "[t]he attempt to influence national policy towards a further shift from 
household forestry to community forestry was a complicated and time-consuming effort." 
(page 10, para 44)  However, it also stated that the Project was "most relevant for 
Vietnamese policy makers who viewed and used the Project as a learning case for the 
institutions involved."(page 10, para 45) In its conclusion, the PCR cited five main impacts of 
the Project on the development of the forestry sector: (a) an integrated project approach; 
(b) introduction of land-use planning; (c) concurrence with decentralization and poverty 
reduction; (d) shift from household to community forest management; and (e) harmonization 
of the policy, legal, and administrative frameworks.  
 
Since the PCR did not cost this component, it is impossible to indicate whether there was a 
direct attribution of project funds to it. The RRP logframe showed an allocation of 
$5.20 million, but all was attributed to consultancy. The PCR cost table summary showed a 
consultancy cost of $5.64 million. However, it is assumed that only a part of this was related 
directly to this component. 
 

(iii) Project cost, disbursements, borrower contribution, and conformance to schedule. 
The total project cost was about $21.9 million against the appraisal estimate of $53.2 million, 
which the PCR attributed to changes in the Project’s physical and financial dimensions at the 
Midterm Review. The back-to-office report (BTOR) of the Midterm Review stated that the 
reduction was due to lower investments per subproject than had been estimated at appraisal. 
Also, in respect of the comments above regarding the attribution of consultancy services, the 
Midterm Review also adjusted the technical assistance inputs to emphasize field-level—
rather than national-level—implementation. Therefore, this implies a much-reduced 
consultancy input to component 4. 

 
 By the end of the fourth year of the Project, only 14% of the loan had been disbursed, and the 

rate of disbursement then accelerated from the fifth to the final year, to a rate of around 15% 
per year. The Project had to be extended by 2 years, and the loan account remained open for 
another year. While the PCR allowed for some of this delay to post-planting aftercare of the 
forestry assets, as demonstrated by the disbursement schedule, there was little activity in the 
first 3 years of the Project. Although the PCR implementation schedule showed most 
activities starting relatively on schedule, it must be assumed that activity was at a very low 
level, as it is clear that little progress was made in the first 3 years. 

 
(iv) Implementation arrangements, conditions and covenants, related technical assistance, 

and procurement and consultant performance. IED endorses the PCR’s criticism of 
implementation arrangements that were not only cumbersome but used inappropriate 
implementing agencies. The project organization chart given in the PCR underlined the 
complexity of the arrangements. Not only were institutional arrangements complicated and 
inappropriate, but administrative procedures were not in place, and the PCR reported that 
more than 50 procedures had to be set up to allow the Project to function.  
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The PCR stated that all covenants were complied with except for the preparation of annual 
operation plans, and the covenant relating to agroforestry research was canceled. However, 
IED’s review of the covenants suggests that the specified land classification and allocation 
requirements were not met, including completion throughout the country of the land-use 
reclassification program. The PCR note on status referred only to the completion of the land-
use classification and allocation in the project area. Consultants—engaged through a grant 
from the Government of the Netherlands—performed satisfactorily, although scheduled 
services had to be significantly changed to provide more appropriate support to the Project. 
Inputs should have been adjusted to take account of initial slow progress, which left the 
Project short of support when it was actually needed. The tasks of the consultants as 
described in the PCR, again, contradicted the allocation in the logframe of consultancy to 
component 4.  

 
(v) Performance of the Borrower and Executing Agency. The PCR described the 

performance of the Government, through the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development, 
as generally satisfactory. However, serious difficulties encountered in project implementation 
due to complex and inappropriate institutional arrangements and procedural difficulties 
should be noted. While ADB is somewhat responsible for failing to recognize the existing 
situation in the design of the Project, the EA should also be criticized for not better facilitating 
project implementation. 

 
(vi) Performance of the Asian Development Bank. The PCR rated ADB’s performance as 

satisfactory, noting the regular review missions, frequent consultation, prompt approval 
process, and ability to adjust the Project at the Midterm Review. IED concurs with this and 
records 23 missions over the 9-year project implementation period, all producing useful 
BTORs. Critically, the project officer was the same individual in charge over the main period 
of implementation from 2001 to 2006, undoubtedly benefiting the implementation of a 
complex project. There should, however, be criticism of the original design, which was 
seriously flawed to necessitate such a major redesign after 3 years. ADB’s readiness to 
reduce targets—rather than find ways of getting closer to the original design outputs—should 
also be questioned. 

 
D. Evaluation of Performance (PCR assessment and validation) 

  
(i)  Relevance. The PCR described the Project as highly relevant to the aims of ADB and the 

Government, and to the needs of the beneficiary communities. IED fully concurs with this 
conclusion. The dual benefit of environmental protection and enhanced living standards for 
poor communities justifies such a rating.  

 
(ii)  Effectiveness in achieving outcome. The project framework gave two purposes 

(i.e., outcomes) to the Project. The first of these was to rehabilitate degraded forest and 
barren land, which was only partially achieved. Of an original target of 102,000 ha to be 
planted, only 23,739 ha were actually planted, and the improvement of 12,000 ha of grazing 
land was canceled at the Midterm Review due to a lack of sustainable land. Even the 
reduced target of 31,000 ha of planted area was not met, with only 75% of this area being 
planted. At the Midterm Review, the concept of preserving existing protected forest through 
contracts with household groups was introduced, which was successful during the contract 
period. A total of 77,666 ha of such forest was protected or 96% of the target. The second 
purpose of the Project was to improve watershed management, which was dependent on the 
Project’s ability to build commune capacity. The Project did succeed in creating commune 
development plans. Training and extension services provided for local government staff and 
farmers had improved the capacity of the communes that participated. IED rates the 
effectiveness of the Project in achieving its outcomes as effective. 

 
(iii)  Efficiency in achieving outcome and outputs. The PCR assessed the Project as efficient. 

Such a rating can be justified on the basis that forests—which may have been lost—were 
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preserved at a much lower cost than an equivalent area gained by replanting barren land. 
The PCR presented a computation based on an assumed area saved by the forest protection 
program—introduced at the Midterm Review—plus the area that was actually replanted. 
This gave an overall unit cost comparable with the original estimates. However, this 
computation was a dubious argument and not necessarily relevant. Clearly, there is no 
disputing the much lower cost of protection, but the original project design targeted 
revegetation, presumably because this was seen as the priority action in the project area. 
Thus, the Project may reasonably be rated as efficient because it preserved forests at a low 
cost and, in doing so, provided income to communities. If at a cost of further erosion and 
degradation of barren lands, though, then the efficiency of the Project would have to be 
reconsidered. 

 
(iv) Preliminary assessment of sustainability. The PCR considered that the sustainability of 

the Project was likely. It based this on an assumed long-term income from the tree crops that 
were planted, benefits from the project’s infrastructure developments (particularly irrigation), 
and a cadre of trained farmers and local government officials. IED concurs with this rating. 
However, the PCR made no reference to the sustainability of forest protection. If communities 
are being paid to work on forest protection, shifting cultivation and illegal logging will be 
reduced—but what happens after a project is questionable. Thus, for the Project to be 
regarded as sustainable, there needs to be evidence of a long-term plan for the continued 
preservation of the areas protected during the Project. If this—the largest of the project 
components, accounting for 56% of expenditure—is not sustainable, then the Project is not 
sustainable. 

 
(v) Impact (both intended and unintended). The PCR stated that the Project had a beneficial 

impact on the environment; the lives of the communities in terms of income and social 
infrastructure; and in building capacity among project staff members, line agencies, and at 
commune and district levels. No negative impacts were recorded. IED endorses these 
conclusions but also draws attention to the stated planned impact of the Project, to reduce 
the net rate of depletion of forestry resources to zero by the end of 2005. Although no specific 
figures were given for this, Viet Nam has achieved a positive net rate of forestation to which 
the Project would appear to have contributed. The impact therefore had been rated as 
significant. 

 

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

(i) Overall assessment. The PCR assessed the Project as successful based on the funds 
actually invested. The Project fell well behind the targeted outputs of all four components. 
This validation raises the issue of the sustainability of the Project’s single largest 
intervention—the protection of existing forest. If the Project benefits are indeed sustained, the 
Project can be rated as successful. 

 
(ii) Lessons. The PCR drew many lessons from the Project, covering (a) the need for an 

extended implementation phase, (b) better matching of investment with government capacity, 
(c) project design that aligns with the Government’s procedures, (d) the use of appropriate 
institutions to implement the Project, and (e) more realistic and flexible matching of consultant 
input to project progress. From this validation, more realistic design is the main lesson. It may 
be noted that while the Board endorsed the Project, two relevant concerns were raised. 
One member expressed concerns that the Project would have difficulties with bureaucratic 
procedures in Viet Nam; another described the Project as high risk due to the perceived 
weakness of the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development in community-based 
approaches.  

 
Project design must take more realistic account of existing institutions, processes, and 
procedures. If these are not in accordance with the requirements of a project, then either the 
project should not proceed or should only proceed if irrevocable agreements are in place to 
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allow the project to function in accordance with its design. It is hoped that the lessons coming 
from the Project have been taken into account in the design and implementation of the 
Forests for Livelihood Improvement in the Central Highlands Project. 
 

(iii) Recommendations. The PCR made several recommendations, mainly relating to sustaining 
the activities and benefits of the Project. These covered (a) the handover of plantations to 
farmers; (b) measurement of groundwater levels to assess effectiveness of watershed 
conservation measures; (c) reinstatement of an MIS (of which little was said in the PCR); 
(d) for the two provinces in which there will be no follow-up support (the other two fall into the 
area covered by the Forests for Livelihood Improvement in the Central Highlands Project), 
some support needs to be put in place, possibly drawing on the Trust Fund for Forests. 
Finally, the PCR recommended that the project performance evaluation report should be 
planned for no earlier than 2012, to allow plantations to grow. IED has, however, concerns 
regarding the sustainability of benefits from the household contracts for protected forest 
maintenance. If it has not already been done, the protected forest should be assessed at an 
earlier stage, particularly in view of the fact that a significant part of the Forests for Livelihood 
Improvement in the Central Highlands Project is involved in forest protection. 

 

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

validation) 
 

There is a reference in the PCR to the fact that the capabilities of counterpart staff in participatory 
planning, monitoring and evaluation (M&E), economic analysis, and project financial 
administration remained limited. In the PCR recommendations, it is stated that the M&E system 
established by the Project should be maintained and extended to cover growth, yields, and 
harvest revenues so a more complete assessment can be made in the future. Other than that, the 
PCR gave no information on the design, implementation, or utilization of M&E. This was due to 
the limitation on PCR document size that did not allow the inclusion of all M&E details. 

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

assessment of the Project, as applicable) (PCR assessment and validation)  
 
None. 

 

H. Ratings 

Project 
Completion 

Report 

Independent 
Evaluation 
Department 

Review 
Reason for Disagreement or 

Comments 
Relevance: Highly relevant Highly relevant The Project addressed both 

environmental and livelihood issues. 
Effectiveness in 
Achieving Outcome: 

Effective Effective While accepting that there was a major 
redesign of the Project at the Midterm 
Review in terms of original targets, the 
Project fell short.  

Efficiency in Achieving 
Outcome and Outputs: 

Efficient Efficient In switching the project focus from 
replanting barren and degraded land to 
maintaining protected forest, evidence is 
needed to show that the environment 
was not detrimentally affected. 

Preliminary Assessment 
of Sustainability: 

Likely 
sustainable 

Likely 
sustainable 
(conditional) 

To justify a likely sustainable rating, 
more information is needed on what has 
happened to the protected forest after 
the cessation of household contracts to 
maintain them. 

Borrower and Executing Generally Partly Many of the Project’s problems in 
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Agency: satisfactory 
(this may not be 
an official 
category but is 
used in PCR) 

satisfactory capacity building and in subproject 
implementation were caused by the 
inappropriate—but intractable—
bureaucratic procedures of the Borrower 
and EA, and actions to deal with these 
were too slow. 

Performance of Asian 
Development Bank: 

Satisfactory Satisfactory Flaws in project design should be noted. 

Impact: Positive Positive  
Overall Assessment: Successful Successful The successful rating is conditional on 

the Project's sustainability. 
Quality of Project 
Completion Report: 

 Satisfactory  

 
I. Comments on Project Completion Report Quality 
 

The PCR provided comprehensive coverage of the Project’s achievements and difficulties. 
In places, the text was somewhat rambling, and by not following the order of the subcomponents 
and activities as given in the RRP, it was not always easy to draw comparisons between targets 
and achievements. The PCR would have benefited from reproducing the logframe with an 
additional column presenting achievements. It is unclear exactly what was involved in the 
protection of existing natural protection forest through contracts with household groups. As this was 
not an activity in the original RRP, there is little information on what it intended to achieve, how it 
was to be achieved, and how successful it was. The PCR stated only that there was a cessation of 
shifting cultivation and reduction in illegal logging, but it is unclear what exactly was done to bring 
this about and what happened after the household contracts finished. While the PCR presented a 
clear account of the problems that beset the Project, it did not always reflect these in its ratings.  

 
J. Recommendation for Independent Evaluation Department Follow-Up  
 

The PCR recommended that the project performance evaluation report be planned for no earlier 
than 2012. This is appropriate in the context of the plantations, which will require that length of time 
to become fully established and to provide regular take-off. However, there is a more imminent 
need to assess the affect of the contracted work carried out by community groups in the protected 
forest and, in particular, if the cessation of shifting cultivation and reduced illegal logging was 
sustained after the end of the contract period. 

 
K. Data Sources for Validation 
 

The data sources include the Project’s PCR and RRP, and BTORs of the appraisal, loan review, 
and midterm review missions.  

 
 



 

 

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

 
 

On 3 August 2009, the Independent Evaluation Department circulated a draft project 
completion report validation report for interdepartmental comments. The Independent 
Evaluation Department received comments from the Agriculture, Environment, and Natural 
Resources Division, Southeast Asia Department on 14 August 2009. All comments were duly 
incorporated in the final report.  
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