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I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
A. Rationale 

 
1. Indonesia’s agriculture sector is the largest provider of jobs, food, and raw materials for 
the country’s manufacturing industry, particularly for export. Agriculture continues to play a key 
role in reducing poverty despite its diminishing contribution to the country’s gross domestic 
product. During project preparation, about 90% of the rural poor depended on agriculture for 
daily subsistence. This low standard of living translated into a low quality of life for them. In 
addition, 80% of the rural population had less than 5 years of formal schooling. Health indicators 
showed that a third of infants in rural Indonesia were malnourished while 50% of women 
suffered from micronutrient deficiencies.  
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2. The country moved forward in many areas of reforms that were meant to increase food 
production and consequently promote food security. Agricultural support however focused on 
already productive areas at the expense of marginal and rain-fed areas in the eastern part of the 
country that were typically tilled by poor farmers. In particular, village- or location-specific 
constraints to adopting agricultural and marketing innovations such as inadequate development 
of technology, deficient physical and social infrastructure, weak support institutions, and 
improper incentives needed to be addressed. These prevented poor farmers from engaging in 
more productive and commercial endeavors that could have given them opportunities to 
increase their farm incomes and participate in viable nonfarm activities. Consequently, 
commercial activities in these areas remained very low. 
 
B. Expected Impact  

 
3. The desired impact of the project design and monitoring framework (DMF) was to 
increase innovations in agricultural production, marketing, and agribusiness by poor farmers. 1 Its 
achievement was to be assessed in terms of (i) increased value of agricultural production by at 
least 25% or decreased crop losses by at least the same percentage; (ii) reduced farm market 
price differentials by at least 25% in target villages 3 years after project completion; (iii) receipt 
by poor farmers of at least 50% of project benefits; and (iv) women substantially benefiting from 
the project in terms of income opportunities and empowerment. 
 
C. Objectives or Expected Outcome  

 
4. The expected project outcomes and corresponding performance targets are as follows: 
(i) improved targeting of village-level public investments to location-specific needs of 
agriculture and rural development, evidenced by at least 80% of poor farmers in target areas 
satisfied with the quality and type of public investments in their village at project completion; (ii) 
increased access by poor farmers to information, by which at project completion at least 80% 
of these farmers experience adequate access to information about their income improvement 
potential and on means to achieve it; and (iii) reorientation of the focus of agricultural research 
to the needs of marginal rain-fed areas to be assessed by about 30% increase in the 
government’s current research budget 2 years after completion. 
 
D. Components and Outputs  

 
5. The expected impact and outcomes were to be achieved through the following 
components: (i) empowerment of poor farmers, (ii) development of national and local 
agricultural information resources, (iii) development and dissemination of agricultural 
innovation, and (iv) project management. 
  
6. Empowerment of poor farmers was to be facilitated by a nationally recruited 
nongovernment organization (NGO), which would spearhead the establishment of farmers’ 
groups in all villages during the first year of implementation with adequate representation from 
poor farmers and women, and assisted by facilitators who could effectively prod the groups to 
adopt participatory processes in decision making. During the same period, village project 
investment committees and project intervillage forums (PIVFs) were to have already 
functioned according to their respective mandates. After 4 years of the project, district 

                                                 
1  ADB. 2002. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan to the 

Republic of Indonesia for the Poor Farmers’ Income Improvement through Innovation Project. Manila. 
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coordination committees should be providing effective backstopping in implementing village 
investments and farmer innovations. These three institutions were expected to be developed 
and formally installed into the broader district administrative structures of the project areas 
before project completion. With farmers mobilized and assisted by functioning support 
institutions, village-level public investments leading to innovations in agricultural production 
and marketing were expected to be identified through participatory processes and in 
partnership with public and private agencies. In the second year of the project, 60% of the 
identified projects were supposed to be selected for funding. At project completion, 90% of all 
investment proposals were expected to be eligible for funding.  
 
7. Enhancing the farmers’ income-earning potential by allowing them to harmonize their 
farm operations with comparative advantage-yielding technologies, and access input and 
output markets was the core of developing national and local agricultural information 
resources. By underwriting the costs of staff, operations, equipment, and consultants under 
this component, the Ministry of Agriculture (MOA) was to have (i) completed by the end of the 
project the upgrading of an agricultural market information system capable of having 
nationwide coverage and scope, and generating frequent updates; (ii) established a national 
farming website by year 4 of the project, capable of serving as a platform for agricultural trade 
2 years after its operations; and (iii) established information centers at target district agriculture 
offices capable of linking with the information network of MOA and disseminating information 
through traditional media by the third year of implementation. 

 
8. The initiatives under the component for developing and disseminating agricultural 
innovation were to expand the effectiveness of village-level investments to boost the income-
generating potential of farmers in the long run. The project was to infuse capacity-building and 
operational support for staff of the Indonesian Agency for Agricultural Research and 
Development (IAARD) of the MOA and procure equipment, civil works, and consulting 
services. By year 2 of the project, 19 national agricultural research institutes (NARI) and 4 
assessment institutes of agricultural technology (BPTP) would be able to conduct outreach 
research programs to disseminate appropriate technologies for the project areas. By the end 
of year 4, these project interventions were expected to enable 15 NARIs to undertake specific 
research programs, which would represent at least a 20% increase in their research budget for 
marginal rain-fed areas. Moreover, by year 3, relevant BPTPs in each target district were to 
approve and implement at least five local initiatives to develop innovative production or 
marketing methods for farmers, and another five in each target district every year thereafter. 
Lastly, at least 20 different information exchange activities (e.g., farmers’ fairs, farmers’ field 
days, training, seminars, and exchange visits) were to be held by the relevant BPTP in each 
target district, and a further 20 every year thereafter. 
 
9. Under the project management component, the project was mandated to finance (i) 
operational costs of the national steering committee (NSC); (ii) staffing, operational costs, 
procurement of equipment, minor civil works, and consulting services for the national project 
coordination and monitoring unit (PCMU); (iii) establishment of a project performance 
management system (PPMS); (iv) operational and minor civil works costs of the project 
implementation units (PIUs); and (v) project completion report (PCR) preparation by the MOA. 
 
E. Provision of Inputs  

 
10. The Asian Development Bank (ADB) extended a loan of $56.0 million to finance both 
foreign and local currency cost components of the project. Disbursements reached $50.8 
million after two partial cancellations and closing date extensions. Financing of the village-
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investment fund accounted for 51% of disbursements and 100% of the last revised allocation 
for this expenditure category. The government’s actual contribution amounted to $25.2 million 
compared to the $14.9 million estimated at appraisal. Project expenditures were $76.0 million, 
exceeding the estimated $71.0 million at appraisal because of higher amounts of community 
contributions, and increased civil works and research expenditures undertaken by the 
borrower. Inputs provided were to fund (i) the component on poor farmer empowerment, which 
dropped from $49.5 million at appraisal to $39.5 million; (ii) development of the information 
resources component, which decreased from $1.6 million to $0.7 million; and (iii) the 
agricultural innovation development and dissemination, which also declined from $11.8 million 
to $9.4 million. Actual costs of these components decreased because of the partial loan 
cancellations made possible by savings in loan proceeds, which resulted from the appreciation 
of special drawing rights (SDRs), the loan denomination, and the higher government and 
community contributions. The allocation for the project management component at appraisal of 
$7.0 million leaped to $24.8 million by the time the project closed as the project had to provide 
adequate support for the PCMU and the PIUs to manage and finance staff and other recurrent 
costs. 
 
11. Consultancy services were all procured according to ADB guidelines though the total 
amount fell below what was budgeted mainly because of the appreciation of SDRs. 
Notwithstanding, 859 person-months of consultancy services were deployed compared to the 
796 person-months of services allocated. Likewise, the procurement of vehicles and 
equipment was carried out consistently with established ADB procedures. Civil works in 
villages were undertaken using village investment funds and implemented with the 
participation of beneficiary communities. 
 
F. Implementation Arrangements 

 
12. Implementation arrangements were deemed sufficient as most project outputs 
exceeded the targets in the modified DMF. The executing agency was the MOA where the 
NSC was located, tasked to oversee project implementation, monitoring, and supervision of 
the IAARD, which was the designated focal point for all project activities. The PCMU acted as 
the secretariat to the NSC and managed daily project operations with the support of the district 
PIUs. The PIUs managed all project activities in districts and provided secretariat support to 
the district coordination committees and the PIVFs. These implementation schemes at 
appraisal were substantively adhered to throughout the project except for three modifications: 
(i) creation of an NGO consortium in districts and the appointment of an assistant team leader 
from the national NGO; (ii) coordination by the PIVFs with the subdistrict head rather than with 
the agriculture office; and (iii) coordination of the village heads by the village project 
investment committee for better harmonization of village-level investments undertaken by both 
the farmers’ groups and the government. 
 
13. The PCR indicated that these did not have a negative impact on the project’s 
implementation or its outcomes. The PCR further reported that the performance of 
consultants, the NGO and the suppliers procured under the project ranged from satisfactory to 
highly satisfactory despite delays during the early stages of implementation.  
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II. EVALUATION OF PERFORMANCE AND RATINGS 
 
A. Relevance of Design and Formulation 
 
14. The PCR rated the project highly relevant because it was designed to contribute to 
poverty reduction in the rural areas as envisaged in the Indonesia Country Strategy and 
Program Update for 2002–2004, which provided the overall context in which agricultural and 
rural development programs and strategies were to be carried out. 2  Poverty alleviation 
remained a primary goal in Indonesia’s Medium-Term Development Plan for 2004–2009. The 
project was in line with ADB’s 2001 country and strategy program for agriculture, which had an 
overarching poverty reduction objective and a sector strategy that emphasized a demand-
driven and participatory process for agricultural innovation. At completion, the project 
remained aligned with ADB strategies for poverty reduction and gender mainstreaming in the 
country. It should be emphasized that the project invested heavily in rural infrastructure and 
facilities with farmers’ groups participating in planning, selecting, prioritizing, and financing of 
investments in lieu of government agencies managing the funds for their construction.   
 
15. Three project design modifications intended to improve coordination among 
implementing units from the national to the village level were introduced to the organizational 
structure (para. 12). To put the project back on track and underscore its relevance, other 
changes in project design were implemented that consisted of  increasing the number of 
villages covered; formulating an exit strategy for sustainability purposes; documenting project 
experiences and project-funded research findings, technical innovations, training manuals, and 
farming practices; and guiding project-supported institutions in villages to develop and mature. 
These changes brought to the fore flaws in project design, which were not anticipated and 
acted upon with dispatch. Therefore, the validation downgrades the project’s relevance rating 
to relevant. 
 
B. Effectiveness in Achieving Project Outcome 

 
16. The PCR considered the project highly effective in achieving its outcome indicators. The 
targeted overarching outcome of the project—to increase innovation in agricultural production 
and marketing by poor farmers in the five districts—was achieved. At the end of the project, 
performance targets for indicators relating to the value of production or income registered 
increases ranging from 31% to 48%. Similarly, crop losses were reduced from 10% to 30%, and 
ex-farm prices increased by 10% to 20%. The empowerment of women and generation of better 
income opportunities for them were realized—women-based industries contributed 30% to 40% 
to total household income. Thus, this validation also rates the project highly effective. 
 
17. The projected outputs—farmers’ mobilization and village planning, development of 
national and local agricultural information resources, and support for agricultural innovation 
development and dissemination components—were generally met. Consequently, the project’s 
targeted outcome—improving the targeting of village-level public investments to location-specific 
needs of agriculture and rural development in five districts—were attained. By employing a 
participatory planning process in village-level public investments, investment “ownership” was 
enhanced because target beneficiaries were involved in selecting, developing, and implementing 
them. At the time of the PCR preparation, it was reported that under the subcomponent on 
farmers’ mobilization and village planning, 4,008 farmer groups in 1,067 villages—compared to 

                                                 
2  ADB. 2011. Completion Report: Poor Farmers’ Income Improvement through Innovation Project in the Republic of 

Indonesia. Manila. 
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the 1,000 villages targeted at appraisal—were organized with only about a third of these 
groups exclusively open to either male or female memberships; and the other two-thirds were 
formed as mixed gender groups. These generated a membership of 158,111 individuals, 26% 
of which were made up of women, and 84% belonging to the poor-income group. Village 
facilitators trained by the contracted local and national NGOs facilitated the formation of these 
groups. These facilitators, more than 50% of whom were women,  in turn took charge of the 
required social preparatory and assessment activities and initiated participatory planning for 
village-level public investments.  
 
18. The PCR clearly states that through a participatory approach, the different farmers’ 
groups were able to initiate investment planning activities and make decisions relating to 
investment type, size, financing requirements, among others. By completion, 6,671 village 
investments comprising 1,479 farm roads, 1,353 minor irrigation systems, 35 soil and water 
conservation infrastructures, 41 storage facilities, and 11 rural market facilities were built. 
Capacity-building activities for farmers that included demonstration plots and farmers’ training 
were conducted. At appraisal, it was estimated that 60% of the identified projects were already 
selected for funding in the second year and that 90% of all investment proposals were 
expected to be eligible for funding at completion. The satisfaction survey conducted revealed 
that 90% of the poor farmers located in the investment sites were satisfied with the quality and 
types of public investments. The survey also showed that increased economic activities 
consequently increased incomes. 

 
19. The second targeted project outcome—increasing the farmers’ access to information on 
agricultural production technologies and market opportunities—was likewise accomplished. 
Institutions mandated to produce, distribute, and disseminate much-needed information in 
practical and useful formats were up to the task. The project succeeded in upgrading the 
market information system of the MOA’s Center for Agricultural Data and Information to 
increase its coverage and scope according to the expected outputs. This gave poor farmers 
and extension workers more access to agricultural information. The system included a national 
farming website featuring over 2,000 commodities, which the IAARD regularly updated. It 
became a one-stop-shop service for agricultural information such as market prices and 
technologies. A district agricultural information center and a village agricultural information 
center in each project district were established to enhance farmers’ and extension workers’ 
access to the web and information technology services. However, their operations were 
constrained by poor internet connectivity and frequent power outages. Personnel problems 
were resolved when the district agricultural information centers were absorbed into the district 
governments. Other mitigating measures adopted were the production and distribution of 
extension materials and technical guides in printed and VCD/DVD formats, and the use of print 
media and short messaging service (SMS) on cellular phones. Women beneficiaries from the 
project districts also benefited from the implementation of this project component as 
information generated also dealt with agro-based food processing.  
 
20. The other targeted project outcome—refocusing research and development (R&D) 
toward marginal rain-fed areas—was achieved at completion, as evidenced by the huge 
increases in the allocated annual research budgets. Various training activities, clinic 
management, extension services, and workshops and seminars enhanced the capacity of the 
IAARDs and the NARIs. At completion and as prearranged, 11 NARIs and 4 assessment 
institutes for agricultural technology (AIATs) received building refurbishment, vehicle, and 
equipment and furniture support amounting to $0.8 million. As the IAARD increased its R&D 
budget from Rp8.7 billion in 2003 to Rp20.0 billion in 2007, representing a 130% increase, 19 
NARIs were involved in producing 128 technology packages from 246 titles and topics in 
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agricultural R&D. The $5.72 million invested in the 4 AIATs, on the other hand, enabled them to 
perform 103 assessments and disseminate 77 technology assessment packages designed to 
develop and promote agricultural innovations that were attuned to the needs of the project 
districts and marginal rain-fed areas. Furthermore, the AIATs were able to initiate 106 types of 
information exchange and capacity-building activities in five districts such as farmers’ exchange 
visits, seminars, field training activities for women on household-business industries, food 
processing, gender mainstreaming, and female empowerment. AIAT researchers also produced 
36 titles on innovation development, in which local NGOs, extension workers, and farmers’ 
groups participated. The AIATs in tandem with the NARIs also converted 569 agricultural 
technology topics into interactive CDs, VCDs, and folders for disseminating through libraries. 
Meanwhile, the Indonesian Center for Agricultural Library and Technology Dissemination 
uploaded on its AgriTech website over 400 titles on agricultural technology as well as many 
brochures, posters, manuals, and VCDs. 
 
C. Efficiency of Resource Use in Achieving Outcome and Outputs 
 
21. The PCR rated the project efficient. An aggregate economic viability analysis was not 
undertaken at appraisal. At completion, the economic internal rates of return (EIRRs) for small-
scale irrigation systems ranged from a low of 52% in Donggala district to as high as 185% in 
Blora district, which had the highest number of irrigation investments and the largest irrigated 
service area. For farm roads, the reestimated EIRR from a representative project district 
yielded 24.5% compared to 27.7% at appraisal. Only transport cost savings on farm outputs 
were considered in the analysis of investment efficiency. This analysis, confined only to the 
most common physical infrastructure investments in all project districts, could not provide an 
aggregate quantitative assessment of the project’s overall efficiency. While limited in scope, 
this validation finds the assumptions and methodology used in the economic analysis, as 
presented in Appendix 18 of the PCR, acceptable and appropriate. 
 
22. The project needed a 30-month extension to attain most of its performance targets. 
Accordingly, project management had to allocate more funds for its operation, from $7.0 
million to $24.8 million. The extension was warranted to offset delays in loan effectiveness, 
signing of grants agreements between the MOF and district governments, and recruitment of 
consultant and NGO services. The extension was also required to allow for (i) coverage of 
additional number of villages; (ii) formulation of an exit strategy and documentation of project 
experiences; (iii) documentation, compilation, and preservation of project-funded research 
findings, technical innovations, training manuals, and farming practices; and (iv) project-
supported institutions in villages to grow to sustain the gains of the project. While there were 
delays and cost overruns, the recomputed EIRRs reflected the efficient use of project 
resources allocated for public investments, which accounted for more than 50% of total project 
costs. The PCR opined that the result would have significantly appreciated if the major 
tangible effects of the project were thrown in. Indeed, the project could have been shown as 
more efficient if the resulting increase in agricultural production, reduction in post-harvest 
losses, growth in income and increase in ex-farm prices were taken into account and 
accordingly integrated with the earlier efficiency test conducted. Credit should also go to the 
project for establishing the capacity of target beneficiaries to organize themselves, adopt 
agricultural production and marketing innovations, and engage in participatory planning for 
village-level investments. This validation therefore also rates the project efficient. 
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D. Preliminary Assessment of Sustainability 
 
23. The PCR rated the project most likely sustainable. According to the PCR, mobilization 
and management of the farmers’ group; participatory planning in the selecting, prioritizing, 
financing, and executing village-level public investments; access to information and technology 
transfers through different media format; and exchange visits and field demonstrations were 
facilitated through the project. These could have not taken place without the capacity-building 
activities undertaken by the executing and implementing agencies and partner NGOs. These 
activities paved the way for a smooth working relationship between them and the farmers, 
which at completion remained robust according to the PCR. The satisfaction survey showed 
that 90% of the farmers were satisfied with the quality and types of public investments 
supported by the project. The IAARD impact assessment in 2010 also revealed that village-
level investments in small-scale irrigation systems and farm roads were financially viable—
financial internal rates of return ranged from 27% to 172% for small-scale irrigation systems 
and 22.7% for farm roads. Women’s participation in various skills training and technology 
transfer activities have allowed them to gain confidence and subsequently play important roles 
in home-based agro-industries and decision-making processes of farmers’ groups, which 
traditionally were assumed by their male counterparts. The same study showed that women-
based businesses contributed 30% to 40% to the total household income. Women village and 
intervillage facilitators accounted for 51% and 53% of the total numbers, respectively.   
 
24. In general, the evidence to prove the most likely sustainable rating is weak. For 
instance, the PCR claimed that fees are being collected, but it is not clear on how many 
communities are collecting and by how much. The exit strategy came very late and did not 
convey much confidence. An exit strategy was developed and implemented largely to put in 
place institutional and financial arrangements for sustained operations and maintenance 
(O&M) of project-supported infrastructure and facilities. For instance, 2 years after completion, 
maintenance of infrastructure by the villagers themselves remained evident. In several 
villages, user fees were collected to cover O&M costs, while in others, members of farmers’ 
groups provided free labor through decrees issued by village officials. Reports gathered during 
PCR preparation revealed that some village facilitators continued to perform their duties 
without pay. District governments also continued to pay for the maintenance of farm roads. 
Based on these, the validation rates the project likely to be sustainable.   
 
E. Impact  
 
25. In general, the project enabled its beneficiaries to introduce innovations in their 
agricultural production, marketing, and agribusiness operations. Agricultural production 
increased from 31% to 48%. Post-harvest losses declined by about 10% to 30%. Increase in 
ex-farm prices ranged from 10% to 20%. Together, these events triggered income growth in 
increments of 30% to 50%. As a poverty-focused intervention, the project showed that about 
84% of beneficiaries instead of 75% were poor farmers. Women in agribusiness activities 
contributed 30%–40% to the total household income. Moreover, empowered women during 
the life of the project accounted for 51% of village facilitators and 53% of intervillage 
facilitators. However, other government interventions in cooperation with other development 
partners were implemented in the project areas during the life of the project and these might 
have been instrumental in generating a similar impact. Some of these included projects on 
community empowerment, rural income generation, rural microfinance, and participatory 
irrigation systems development. 
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26. No known adverse environmental impact was observed during implementation as the 
project did not introduce physical interventions in environmentally sensitive areas. Overall, the 
expected impacts of the project were realized. Increased innovations in agricultural production 
and marketing by poor farmers became more evident in areas covered by the project. Based 
on these, project impact appears to be substantial. 
 

III. OTHER PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENTS  
 
A. Performance of the Borrower and Executing Agency 
 
27. The PCR rated the performance of the borrower and the executing agency highly 
satisfactory despite start-up delays during the first 3 years. The increased government funding 
for civil works and research, and community contributions were not anticipated at appraisal, 
and resulted in a significant cost overrun. Admittedly, these also added to the project’s impact. 
The MOA, as the executing agency, provided adequate counterpart funds and human 
resource support so that the PCMU and the PIUs could aptly perform their respective 
mandates according to ADB procedures. The PPMS developed for the project generated 
timely monitoring reports and hence was able to keep track of progress. External audit reports 
and third party review reports of the contracted NGO and implementing entities in villages 
helped ensure that assignments were effectively carried out. This validation supports the 
highly satisfactory rating for the performance of the borrower and executing agency. 
 
B. Performance of the Asian Development Bank  
 
28. ADB’s performance in administering the project was highly satisfactory. It carried out 
one inception mission, eight review missions, a midterm review mission, and a PCR mission. 
Actions recommended from these missions effectively helped the executing agency resolve 
implementation issues. ADB promptly attended to government requests for modifications in 
implementation arrangement, leniency in cost sharing, contract variations in consultancy 
services, reallocation of funds, flexibility in the selection of project sites, and partial loan 
cancellations. The validation also rates ADB performance as highly satisfactory. 
 
C. Others  
 
29. No adverse effect on the environment was recorded. Commitment to withhold support 
to physical interventions in environmentally sensitive areas was stressed during project 
implementation. In addition, environment-friendly technologies were introduced for the 
beneficiaries to adopt. The PCR did not indicate any resettlement-related issue. On the 
conditions and covenants stipulated in the loan agreement, the borrower complied with all of 
these in a generally satisfactory manner. Most of the loan conditions and covenants were also 
complied with on time.  
 

IV. OVERALL ASSESSMENT, LESSONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS  
 
A. Overall Assessment and Ratings 

 
30.  The PCR rated the project highly successful (see table). The project was relevant to the 
poverty reduction strategies and policy of both the government and ADB. At completion, the 
project had already created a demand for its replication. Village-level investments in 
infrastructure were successfully implemented. Even after project completion, these investments 
were evidently being maintained by beneficiaries and supported by the district governments. 
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NGOs mobilized beneficiaries to actively participate in planning required infrastructure. Support 
institutions were strengthened through capacity-building activities and increased budgetary 
allocations for R&D to improve poor farmers’ access to information, technology, and new 
research findings. The project’s actual achievements exceeded initial targets. However, the 
project encountered start-up implementation delays, cost and time overruns, design 
modifications, a loan reallocation, and a loan closing date extension. Overall, this validation 
rates the project successful.3 
 

Overall Ratings 
 

  Criteria PCR IED Review 
Reason for Disagreement and/or 

Comments 
Relevance Highly relevant  Relevant  The project encountered start-up 

implementation delays as signing 
of grant agreements between the 
MOF and district governments 
and the recruitment of consultants 
and NGO services took place 
beyond the prescribed timelines. 
These were related to some 
design weaknesses (para. 15). 

Effectiveness in 
Achieving Outcome 

Highly effective 
 

Highly effective 
 

 

Efficiency in Achieving 
Outcome and Outputs 

Efficient 
 

Efficient 
 

 

Preliminary Assessment 
of Sustainability 

Most likely 
sustainable 
 

Likely sustainable 
 

In general, the evidence to support 
the most likely sustainable rating is 
weak. For instance, the PCR 
claimed that fees are being 
collected, but is not clear on how 
many communities are collecting 
and by how much. The exit strategy 
came very late, which did not 
convey much confidence (para. 24).

Overall Assessment 
 

Highly 
successful  

Successful   

Borrower and Executing 
Agency 

Highly 
satisfactory 

Highly satisfactory  

Performance of ADB Highly 
satisfactory 

Highly satisfactory  

Impact Not rated Substantial Refer to paras. 25–26. 

Quality of PCR  Satisfactory Refer to para. 34. 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, IED = Independent Evaluation Department, MOF = Ministry of Finance, NGO = 
nongovernment organization, PCR = program completion report. 
Source: ADB Independent Evaluation Department 
 

                                                 
3  The regional department disagrees with the downgrading of the project from highly successful to successful. It 

agreed that the project encountered design modifications, loan reallocation, and loan closing date extension. At the 
same time, it added that the design and implementation of a rural development project, particularly a poverty 
reduction project, is significantly different from designing and implementing a hard infrastructure project, where 
design modification may be considered a flaw in the original design. The regional department emphasized the need 
for flexibility to effectively address the issues as they arise and that it was key to successful project implementation 
by the Government and ADB. 
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B. Lessons 
 

31. The PCR drew valuable lessons to ADB operations. Mobilization and organization of 
farmers’ groups and their subsequent participation in planning village-level investments helped 
foster a favorable climate for partnership among them, national and district governments, and 
nongovernment organizations. Flexibility in implementing arrangements that considered evolving 
social circumstances and local conditions ensured the acceptability and quality of the village 
subprojects. Labor contributed by farmers in completing village infrastructure and facilities not 
only instilled ownership and responsibility for the sustainability of these subprojects but also 
lowered investment costs. Empowerment of women created numerous opportunities for them to 
be part of the decision-making processes in their villages and substantially contributed to their 
household income. This validation suggests, nonetheless, that if this project is to be replicated 
elsewhere, (i) group mobilization, (ii) social preparation by facilitators who come from within the 
communities, and (iii) downloading of funds that fosters full accountability by all recipients are 
key ingredients that must be included in its design and format. 
 
C.  Recommendations for Follow-Up 
 
32.  This validation subscribes to the recommendations of the PCR. The capacity of the 
target beneficiaries to organize farmers’ groups, adopt agricultural production and marketing 
innovations, and engage in participatory planning for village-level investments has been 
established. Government assistance should now level up such that farmers have free access 
to financial institutions for credit support and farmers’ groups are able to network and establish 
potential buyer marketing arrangements that mutually benefit both sides. 
 

V. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS AND FOLLOW-UP 
 
A. Monitoring and Evaluation Design, Implementation, and Utilization 

 
33. The project design did not include a comprehensive survey of prospective beneficiaries 
and counterfactual information in part to provide baseline or “pre-project” data to facilitate 
evaluation on “without and with” project conditions. However, in the development of the PPMS, 
it mandated the (i) use of clear criteria and project results indicators, (ii) generation of timely 
monitoring reports for tracking project progress, and (iii) the submission of external audit 
reports and third party review reports by the contracted NGO and implementing entities in 
villages to ensure that assignments were effectively carried out. The project also provided 
funds for conducting impact studies toward the loan closing date to measure the project’s 
impact on participating farmers in terms of changes in farm income, crop productivity, and 
cropping intensity and cropped areas. 
 
B. Comments on Project Completion Report Quality 

 
34. This validation rates the quality of the PCR as satisfactory. The PCR is consistent with 
Project Administration Instruction 6.07. It made a systematic and clear assessment of the 
project’s outcomes, impact, relevance, effectiveness, and efficiency. The lessons and 
recommendations given are sound and drawn from the performance of the different 
stakeholders including some factual and anecdotal evidence gathered from the field. The 
report presented direct and detailed analyses of the issues, outputs, and outcomes. The DMF, 
as modified, is clear in presenting the appraisal targets in relation to actual performance, 
enhanced with a brief analysis of results. The financial and economic analyses in Appendix 18 
was however confined only to the most common physical infrastructure investments in all 
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project districts and hence could not provide an aggregate quantitative assessment of the 
project’s overall efficiency. This validation contends that the efficiency test conducted could be 
extended by aggregating the costs of all components and comparing them with the economic 
benefits derived from all the infrastructure investments. Notwithstanding this seeming limitation 
in the approach, the assumptions, project parameters, and methodology used were sufficient 
and up to standards. 
 
C.  Data Sources for Validation 
 
35. The data sources for this validation comprised the report and recommendation of the 
President (RRP), PCR, back-to-office mission reports, and project processing documents. 
 
D. Recommendation for Independent Evaluation Department Follow-Up 
 
36. Given that the project was generally successful in attaining the desired impact and has 
stirred interest on its possible replication, the Independent Evaluation Department may not 
need to conduct a project performance evaluation report (PPER). In case it happens, the focus 
of this PPER should ideally be on documenting the best practices undertaken by the project, 
confirming anecdotal evidences that the project did indeed empower farmers and women, and 
investigating the impacts of matured village-level investments. The following specific concerns 
may also be addressed by the PPER: (i) the unexplained relationship between the percentage 
of projects selected for funding and the percentage of investment proposals eligible for funding 
at completion, with the number of village-level investments implemented; (ii) the incomplete 
assessment of the accomplishment of the component on poor farmer empowerment against 
programmed performance targets; and (iii) the need for a more comprehensive quantitative 
assessment of the project’s overall efficiency.  
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