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I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A. Rationale 

1. The Kyrgyz Republic, after becoming an independent state in 1991, steadily 
implemented a program of agriculture sector reforms that focused primarily on land reform and 
privatization of state and collective farms, liberalization of trade and commodity prices, and 
privatization of input supply and output marketing and processing ventures. While in transition 
from centrally planned to market-based economy, the government implemented these reforms 
to address major issues on rural poverty, such as explicit dependence on subsistence 
agriculture, and limited access to social services. In response to these reforms, the crop, 
livestock, and agro-industrial subsectors experienced substantial adjustments. All state and 
collective farms were privatized. Private farms expanded as their aggregate outputs accounted 
for more than a quarter of the total output of the sector during the first 8 months of 1999. 
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2. While the country moved forward in many areas of reform, the performance of the 
agriculture sector was less than expected. Performance also varied across regions. The sector 
continued to underperform as many farms and agro-processing facilities did not operate 
efficiently, thus failing to attain financial viability. Support interventions from the government 
meant for key investment areas were not only fragmented but also uncoordinated such that the 
desired linkages between public sector investments and private sector initiatives were not 
realized. As a consequence, agricultural producers reverted to subsistence farming operations 
and barter exchange from commercial and diversified farm production since access to capital 
and other resources were curtailed, and input supply, agro-processing, storage, and distribution 
activities generally floundered. 

B. Expected Impact  

3. The project design and monitoring framework (DMF) indicated that the envisaged project 
impact was increased incomes of farmers in Chui Oblast.1 The impact indicator was a 190% 
increase in income per hectare (ha)—from Som725 to Som2,100 by 2005—to be sustained in the 
succeeding years. 
  
C. Objectives or Expected Outcomes  

 
4. For the targeted outcome of increasing on-farm productivity and profitability, this was to 
be assessed via (i) increased yields per ha for cereals and other high-value crops (i.e., wheat, 
maize, sugar beet, sunflower, potatoes, onions, and barley); (ii) increased volume of production 
for cow’s milk and beef; and (iii) 75% increase in the number of farms that have achieved 
commercial level of activity. The outcome of the technical assistance (TA), on the other hand, 
was the improved capacity of Chui Oblast Administration (COA) to design, develop, implement, 
and monitor agricultural development projects. 
 
D. Components and Outputs  
 
5. The project consisted of the following: Component A for farm development, Component 
B for drainage and irrigation, Component C for development of private sector marketing and 
input supply services, and Component D for project management. Component A was to support 
the restructuring and registration of farms as legal enterprises following initial comprehensive 
participatory surveys. Aside from ensuring adequate basis for their business transactions with 
private service providers, registered farms were consequently assured of their full participation 
under the project. The component also intended to finance the training of farm owners to 
improve their farm and business management practices, deploy local farm management 
specialists and farm advisory consultants to assist farms and business achieve commercial 
viability in their operations, and provide credit for the participating farms’ working capital 
requirements. Component B was to rehabilitate and improve existing drainage and irrigation 
infrastructure aside from implementing improved farm-based land management practices and 
erosion and soil protection measures. Component C was to support the formation of 
agribusiness enterprises for input supply, marketing, and other services. Their development 
would be promoted via provision of training, deployment of enterprise development consultants, 
conduct of market studies, and credit facility for capital expenditures to enable them to meet the 
raw material standards and requirements of processors based both domestically and overseas. 
Component D was to build up the managerial, financial, and technical capacity of existing local 

1 ADB. 1999. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors on the Proposed Loan and 
Technical Assistance Grant to the Kyrgyz Republic for the Agriculture Area Development Project. Manila. 
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institutions to effectively and sustainably implement the project through the deployment of 
international and domestic consultants.  
 
6. The outputs stated in the DMF were as follows: (i) restructuring and registration of farms 
as legal enterprises accompanied by the training of participating farmers in farm management 
and farm business development and assistance for farms and businesses to help them become 
commercially viable entities; (ii) rehabilitation and improvement of existing drainage and 
irrigation infrastructure along with improvement in farm-based land and soil management; and 
(iii) establishment of agribusiness enterprises for input supply, marketing, and other services to 
meet the raw material standards and requirements of processors. For output (i), indicators 
included the following: (a) restructuring and registration of farms on some 29,000 ha, (b) training 
of 12,000 farmers and 10 staff on farm management and farm business development, and (c) 
$3.5 million provided and $10.0 million repaid in working capital and capital investment. For 
output (ii), the key performance targets by 2005 included the (a) rehabilitation of drainage 
infrastructure on 24,000 ha covering an irrigated service area of 55,000 ha, (b) rehabilitation of 
irrigation infrastructure serving 55,000 ha, and (c) land management and soil protection 
measures implemented in 12,000 ha. For output (iii), indicators were as follows: (a) agribusiness 
enterprises for input supply and marketing services formed, (b) 1,000 entrepreneurs trained, 
and (c) domestic and export market links created.  
 
E. Provision of Inputs  

 
7. The Asian Development Bank (ADB) extended a loan of $36.00 million to finance both 
foreign and local currency cost components of the project but disbursements reached $38.68 
million after three loan closing date extensions. The government’s actual contribution amounted 
to $15.12 million compared to the $4.70 million pegged at appraisal. Project expenditures were 
$53.96 million, which exceeded the estimated $45.00 million at appraisal due to increases in the 
cost of civil works, vehicles, equipment and machinery, and credit to the Kyrgyz Agricultural 
Finance Corporation (KAFC). Inputs provided were (i) funding of the drainage and irrigation 
component, which increased from $15.34 million at appraisal to $26.90 million; and (ii) 
development of private sector marketing and input supply services component, which increased 
to $20.78 million from $12.25 million estimated at appraisal. The drainage and irrigation 
component included an ADB reallocation of $3.50 million for village flood protection works. The 
project’s farm development component, on the other hand, amounted to $1.81 million or $4.90 
million lower than the estimate at appraisal. As formally modified, the amount was spent for 
activities under institutional development and financial management systems component. 
Consulting services were also provided in the amount of $2.69 million or 75% of the amount 
allocated at appraisal. This reduction accounted for a substantial portion of the foreign-cost 
savings. Along with the project loan, the TA grant from ADB was provided to upgrade the 
performance of the COA in managing agricultural development activities. The TA grant for the 
institutional strengthening of COA in planning and management of agricultural development 
amounted to $800,000.2 

F. Implementation Arrangements 
 
8. The executing agency for the project was the Ministry of Agriculture and Water 
Resources where the project steering committee and the project management unit were set up. 
Designated as the focal point for all project activities, COA was tasked to oversee overall project 

2 ADB. 2006. Technical Assistance Completion Report: Institutional Strengthening in Planning and Management of 
  Agricultural Development. Manila. 
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implementation. These implementation arrangements at appraisal were adhered to throughout 
project implementation, except for the proposal to share the project implementation unit in the 
Department of Water Resources with the World Bank’s Irrigation Rehabilitation Project and the 
then On-Farm Irrigation Project. Most of the loan covenants were complied with as scheduled. 
The borrower only partly complied with the loan covenants on ensuring women farmers’ 
participation in all project activities and on providing budgetary resources for the operation and 
maintenance (O&M) of the drainage and irrigation infrastructure. One covenant yet to be 
complied with is the insurance coverage for project facilities. The project completion report 
(PCR) indicated that these impacted neither on the project’s implementation nor on its outcome. 
The PCR reported no major problems in the recruitment and performance of consultants and 
the procurement of goods and services. 

II. EVALUATION OF PERFORMANCE AND RATINGS 

A. Relevance of Design and Formulation 

9. The PCR3 rated the project highly relevant because of its support for the government’s 
agriculture sector reform program that was being implemented since the Kyrgyz Republic 
became independent. The program focused on land reform, liberalizing commodity prices and 
trade, and breaking up and privatizing state-owned or state-controlled input supply and output 
marketing systems and processing industries. The project was aligned with the National 
Program of Agricultural Development for 2000–2010, especially on ensuring food security, 
providing the processing industry with agricultural raw materials, and enhancing agricultural 
export potential. It was consistent with the government’s Public Investment Programme for 
1997–1999 where policy objectives specific to the agriculture and natural resources sector were 
explicitly defined. The state’s declaration of 1998 as the year of rural development and poverty 
reduction and the formulation of a Poverty Alleviation Program further underscored the 
relevance of the project. The project invested heavily in the restructuring and registration of 
farms as legal enterprises and the rehabilitation and improvement of drainage and irrigation 
infrastructure, all of which were highly relevant to the pro-poor economic growth thrust and as 
the enabling environment adopted by the state for poverty reduction. The project was also in 
line with the ADB operational strategy study for the Kyrgyz Republic, which had an overarching 
poverty reduction objective and an agriculture sector strategy that emphasized the 
implementation of an integrated mix of policy reforms, capacity development, and selective key 
investments. 
 
10. Deviations from the output targets and activities designed at appraisal ensued during 
implementation. For instance, relending by KAFC of the ADB funds went more to livestock 
instead of crop production given the farmers’ preference to accumulate farm assets and to 
mitigate risks. Geographic coverage for lending was made more flexible to include nontarget 
areas where credit was evidently in demand and as a way of quickening the full use of loan 
funds. Annual farm surveys were not undertaken as planned due to lack of funding for the 
National Statistics Committee. The proposed 12,000 ha for coverage with land management 
and soil protection measures, the development of technical test packages for drainage and 
irrigation, and the accompanying establishment of a computerized database were cancelled as 
proposals to undertake these were deemed unacceptable. Biogas plants, which were not within 
the original scope of the project, were established and funded. Academic courses on extension 
and farm planning were established in the Agrarian University although these were likewise not 
originally covered by the project. These changes in scope did not justify a highly relevant rating. 

3 ADB. 2011. Completion Report: Agriculture Area Development Project in the Kyrgyz Republic. Manila. 
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While these changes in scope did not adversely affect the targeted outcome of improving farm 
productivity and profitability, these indicate weaknesses in project design and inadequacy of 
appraisal. Thus, this validation considers the project relevant.4 

B. Effectiveness in Achieving Project Outcomes 

11. Following government request, the selection of state and collective farms for 
restructuring into private farms and their eventual registration as legal enterprises was limited to 
nine districts of Chui Oblast, using the irrigation and drainage rehabilitation component as the 
principal criterion. Specifically, the target at appraisal for Component A was to restructure and 
register farms on some 29,000 ha. Achievements at the time of PCR preparation could not be 
determined but about 20 former state and collective farms were nonetheless reported to have 
been restructured into private farms with support in the form of legal advice, legal audits, and 
training coming from other development partners at no incremental cost to the project. 
Representing 45% of the total number of farmers within the irrigation schemes rehabilitated 
under the project, the 14,700 farmers who were trained by the Rural Advisory and Development 
Service Foundation and the Agroschool Arsten exceeded the target of 12,000 but only 6 of the 
10 staff members of the Agrarian University underwent training in Sweden. The PCR further 
reported that the project established two courses on extension and farm planning in the 
university, and that as of 2009, a total of 317 students graduated. Whether this was a result of 
the link between the Agrarian University and the Swiss Agricultural College being maintained is, 
however, not very clear in the PCR. 
 
12. Access to working capital and investment loans was provided by KAFC in the amount of 
$3.50 million of its own funds and $10.48 of ADB funds. ADB exceeded the target of $10.00 
million. As of June 2009, subsequent relending and repayments enabled KAFC to grow these 
funds to $9.13 million for working capital and $24.76 million for investment, with nonperforming 
loans constituting only 1% of the outstanding portfolio. Investment loans to crop production 
paled in comparison to livestock production loans, which accounted for 82% of total lending for 
investment, with the respective shares of processing (11%), equipment (5%), and construction 
(2%). The PCR attributed this to farmers’ preference to accumulate farm assets and to their risk-
mitigating behavior. Borrowings from nontarget areas also accounted for 84% of the total loan 
portfolio. Lending to nontarget areas was a flexibility adopted by the project due to initial delays 
in target area selection and to quicken full utilization of loanable funds in the face of an evident 
demand for credit. This change in scope, while suggesting that the project seemed out of focus, 
was upheld by a project procurement-related audit report (PPRA), which concluded that the 
distribution of loans was reflective of effective demand, and that the sub-loans granted by KAFC 
were generally above board.5 Farm surveys were conducted only in 2004, 2006, and 2007 
instead of annually. The PCR explained that funding constraints caused this change. 
 
13. Also following government request, the use of $3.5 million for flood protection works in 
eight villages meant a decreased allocation for rehabilitating and improving drainage and irrigation 
infrastructure under Component B. Target outputs under this component were generally met. 
Some 51,215 ha or 93% of the target were rehabilitated involving 18 local construction 
companies. The PCR attributed the slightly lower than target accomplishment to the reallocation 
of the $3.5 million and to the substantial increase in the cost of civil works. Also completed by the 
project were 296 collector drains cleaned and 602 kilometers of irrigation canals repaired. In 2006, 

4 The operations department did not agree with the revision of the rating in the draft validation report.  
5  ADB. 2008. Project Procurement-Related Audit Report Loan 1726-KGZ(SF): Agricultural Area Development    
Project. Manila. 
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all these rehabilitation and improvement works resulted in a total area of 49,464 ha or 96% of the 
target to be irrigated. Increased water availability combined with reduced water conveyance loss 
from as high as 50% to as low as 5% encouraged farmers to plant higher-value and in-demand 
crops instead of the traditional wheat crop. For instance, wheat and lucerne each accounted for 
27% of farm area before rehabilitation work in 2004. By 2007, wheat was planted to only 17% and 
lucerne to 45% of the farm areas. Winter barley also replaced sugar beet as one of the five major 
crops (winter wheat, lucerne, sugar beet, spring barley, and spring wheat) previously grown in 
81% of the farm areas in 2004 to 90% in 2007. Technical and research capacity limitations of the 
Kyrgyz Irrigation Research Institute forced the cancellation of the proposed subcomponent on 
land management and soil protection measures, and the development of technical test 
packages and computerized database.  
 
14. Under Component C, the project helped establish seven new agribusiness entities, 
assisted 25 others in preparing business plans and gave them advice and training, and provided 
$0.60 million in investment and working capital loans to 12 enterprises through the KAFC. Their 
combined total sales reached $3.26 million in 2008 representing an average annual growth rate 
of 73% from 2002–2008. The project likewise assisted 1,000 farmers and formed 80 farmers’ 
groups for farm service provision and marketing. Some 1,712 rural entrepreneurs or 70% more 
than the target number was trained through 22 seminars while 855 of them were provided with 
individual consulting services. Availability and access to appropriate machinery hire services 
was facilitated by the project when it helped establish 26 agricultural machinery centers. Sales 
at these centers grew at an average annual growth rate of 15% from 2002 to 2008 reaching 
$0.88 million in 2008. Also put up were 14 “agroshops” to supply farm inputs like seeds and 
agrochemicals. These shops booked total sales of $50,000 in 2008. Six biogas plants, which 
were not within the original scope of the project, were installed and funded. These project-
supported enterprises reported that their operations were profitable and benefited greatly from 
the project. 

 
15. Productivity increases projected at appraisal ranged from about 50% for maize, sugar 
beet, sunflower, and potato to 109% for wheat, 157% for onion, and 227% for barley. Average 
crop yields based on 2007 farm survey improved but these improvements were lower than 
projected except for maize and potato. For the more than 14,700 project-trained farmers, 
however, the average yields of their crops, except for wheat and barley, were significantly 
higher than the projected “with-project” yields as well as the 2007 survey averages. The Rural 
Advisory and Development Service Foundation further reported that the 5-year (2004–2008) 
average growth rates of annual yield increases by trained farmers were 77% for oil seed crops, 
54% for sugar beet, 43% for vegetable, and 17% for cereals. For livestock, both milk and beef 
production exceeded the appraisal targets. At project completion, milk yield reached 2,350 
liters/year and and beef yield was 512 kilograms/year, surpassing the annual yield targets of 
2,200 liters for milk and 180 kilograms for beef. 

 
16. The DMF for the TA grant underwent drastic changes during its implementation. Outputs 
were delimited to improve financial management systems and strengthen institutional capacity 
from the five outputs defined at appraisal. 
 
17. Overall, the PCR considered the project effective in achieving its outcome indicators. Of 
the 11 targeted outputs, eight were achieved and continued to generate positive results. The 
cancellation of the development of technical test packages for drainage and irrigation along with 
the establishment of computerized database and land management and soil protection measures, 
and the reduced frequency of annual farm surveys were hopefully of no serious consequence to 
the implementation of the project. The targeted outcome of enhancing agricultural productivity and 
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profitability was largely been achieved. However, the targeted commercial-level activity for 75% of 
farms was not ascertained at project completion. Still, there was some evidence to indicate that 
commercial farms were developed through assistance to farmers in preparing business plans and 
in providing working capital loans (para. 14). Thus, this validation rates the project effective.  

C. Efficiency of Resource Use in Achieving Outputs and Outcomes  

18. The PCR rated the project efficient. The economic internal rate of return (EIRR) for the 
whole project was reestimated at 18.3%, based solely on the benefits from incremental crop 
production. This was higher than the 15.0% at appraisal. Sensitivity analysis conducted yielded 
a switching value of 10.8%, implying that benefits would have to fall by this proportion for the 
EIRR to just equal the prescribed opportunity cost of capital of 12.0%. If incremental benefits 
from livestock enterprises were included, the PCR claimed that the estimated EIRR would have 
risen to 30.6%. However, given that the project was not purely a livestock venture, this claim is 
hardly tenable. Nevertheless, this validation finds the assumptions and methodology used in the 
economic analysis, as presented in Appendix 5 of the PCR, plausible and appropriate. 

19. The project encountered start-up and implementation delays as targets farms were not 
identified and bid documents for the procurement of consultants were not prepared earlier and 
in conformity with ADB guidelines. Consequently, the loan closing date was extended by 3 
years. The TA grant was likewise extended six times and its outputs reduced from five to two. 
This validation also rates the project efficient. While there were delays and cost overruns, the 
project still managed to achieve the intended outcome of increased yields of crops, milk, and 
beef. Increases in farm income among the target beneficiaries were also realized. Resources 
from both ADB and the government to achieve these improvements in yields of crops and 
livestock were used efficiently as reflected in an EIRR that far exceeded the economic cut-off 
rate of 12%. As for the TA grant, its institutional development component was discontinued as it 
failed to secure commitment from the COA. By the end of the TA grant, its other remaining 
outputs were rated successful with improvements introduced into the financial management 
systems taking hold. 

D. Preliminary Assessment of Sustainability 
 
20. The PCR rated the project likely sustainable. The project was able to restructure some 
20 state and collective farms into several small, privately owned farms enabling the new owners 
to make critical farm investment decisions and legally transact business with input suppliers and 
service providers. The project was able to train a pool of technicians, farmers, and rural 
entrepreneurs capable of transferring to and promoting best practices in farming in the country’s 
agriculture sector. With quality irrigation and drainage infrastructure also effectively in place and 
the risk of flooding in some villages substantially reduced, larger amounts of irrigation user fees 
could be assessed and collected thereby allowing the water users’ associations to operate and 
maintain the facilities more efficiently and in a more sustainable manner. Evidence found by the 
PCR revealed that where rehabilitation had taken place, the water users’ associations have a 
higher rate of collection as they have already initiated the collection of water charges and 
earmarked them for O&M works in anticipation of government constraints in allocating 
resources for O&M. Hence, this validation also rates the project likely to be sustainable. 
 

E. Impact  

21. The project had positive overall impact on farm incomes. The last annual farm survey 
conducted in 2007 revealed that the project exceeded its goal of increasing real income of crop 
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producers from Som725 in 1999 to Som8,170 (at 1999 prices) in 2007. Productivity increases 
beyond targets were noted for maize, potato, and onion while below target yield increases were 
observed for wheat, sugar beet, sunflower, and barley. Rehabilitation of water-logged and saline 
areas, reduced water conveyance losses, changes in water cropping patterns as irrigation water 
became more available, and the effective and wider coverage of farmers’ training all contributed 
to boost the impact of the project. A more robust increase in farm income could have been 
recorded had increased yields in cow’s milk and beef been included. Still, attributing this positive 
change solely to the project should be avoided. Hence, this validation interprets the data with 
caution since other government interventions in cooperation with other development partners 
were implemented in the same project areas, and these interventions might have been 
instrumental in increasing farm incomes.  

22. No known adverse environmental impact was observed during implementation even if 
the project failed to embark on the soil conservation plans conceived at appraisal. Instead, the 
project brought back into productive use some 3,300 ha of water-logged and saline-irrigated 
land. On the whole, the expected impacts of the project were realized. Increased farm incomes 
and improved crop productivities were promoted. Based on the results of the last survey 
conducted, project impact appears to be moderate. 

III. OTHER PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENTS  

A. Performance of the Borrower and Executing Agency 

23. The performance of the borrower and the executing agency was rated by the PCR 
satisfactory. This validation has the same rating. The increased government funding for civil 
works was not anticipated at appraisal but, nonetheless, boosted the project’s impact. The 
Ministry of Agriculture and Water Resources, as the executing agency, provided adequate 
counterpart funds, human resource support, and oversight functions through its project 
coordinators. Its timely submissions of financial, audit, and monitoring reports helped the project 
achieve effectiveness and efficiency. The project management unit demonstrated managerial 
competence and ability to meet ADB requirements. The same, however, did not hold true for 
COA. The PCR asserted that the Department of Water Resources of COA was not effective in 
implementing irrigation and drainage rehabilitation as it did not have the required technical 
capacity. 

B. Performance of the Asian Development Bank  

24. The performance of ADB was rated by the PCR satisfactory. This validation has a similar 
rating. It carried out 1 inception mission, 7 review missions, 1 midterm review mission, 6 special 
project administration and/or loan missions, and 1 project completion review mission. ADB was 
responsive to government requests for adjustments in project scope, reallocation of funds, 
selection of project sites, and imprest account. ADB demonstrated flexibility and responsiveness 
in resolving issues and in guiding project management steer the project. 

C. Others  
 
25. There was no recorded adverse effect on the environment. Instead, the project brought 
back into productive use 3,300 ha of previously water-logged and saline-irrigated land. The PCR 
did not indicate any resettlement-related issue. The PCR took cognizance of the satisfactory 
performance of KAFC in terms of relending and repayments. As of loan closing date, KAFC had 
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$9.13 million working capital and $24.76 million available for investment loans, from a combined 
loanable amount of $13.98 million from corporate and ADB funds.  
 

IV. OVERALL ASSESSMENT, LESSONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS  

A. Overall Assessment and Ratings 

26.  The PCR rated the project successful. This validation has the same overall rating as that 
of the PCR. The project was relevant to the government’s strategies and policy and to the ADB 
strategy for the Kyrgyz Republic. The reallocation of resources was appropriate to mitigate further 
damage to flood-prone villages. The project brought increased government funding for rural 
infrastructure and stronger commitment to spur development in rural areas. These in turn helped 
catalyze farmers and rural entrepreneurs to participate in capacity-building activities and establish 
agribusiness enterprises. These resulted in the project achieving its outcome of improving farm 
productivity and profitability, and its impact of increasing farm incomes. 

Overall Ratings 
  Criteria PCR IED Review Reason for Disagreement  

and/or Comments 
Relevance Highly relevant  

 
Relevant 
 

The six major changes in scope were 
not anticipated and identified at 
appraisal indicating weakness in 
project design (para.10). 

Effectiveness in 
achieving outcome 

Effective  Effective  
 

Efficiency in achieving 
outcome and outputs 

Efficient  Efficient   

Preliminary assessment 
of sustainability 

Likely sustainable  Likely to be 
sustainable  

 

Overall assessment Successful  Successful   
Borrower and executing 
agency 

Satisfactory Satisfactory  

Performance of ADB Satisfactory Satisfactory  
Impact Not rated Moderate Refer to paras. 21–22. 
Quality of PCR  Satisfactory Refer to para. 30. 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, IED = Independent Evaluation Department, PCR = project completion report.  
Source: ADB Independent Evaluation Department. 

B. Lessons 

27. The PCR drew out valuable lessons to ADB operations. It noted that clarity of the project’s 
purpose, objectives, processes and procedures, and requirements helped ensure government’s 
commitment and focus to implement the project, and fostered partnership among donors. Early 
hand-holding of the local institutions on the processes and procedures in the procurement of 
goods and services, and the timely selection of beneficiary farms could have negated the need for 
the extension. The PCR also noted the many administrative tasks that could have immediately 
and effectively been undertaken to support project implementation if the resident mission had had 
more capacity to assist the project. This validation posits, nonetheless, that proper due diligence 
on the capacity and commitment of government partner institutions like the COA to implement 
components assigned to them should have been undertaken at appraisal to determine the risks 
and sustainability of involving them. 
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C.  Recommendations for Follow-Up 
 

28.  This validation agrees with the recommendations of the PCR. Assessment and collection 
of irrigation fees for O&M must continue to be monitored in view of the sensitivity of these 
schemes to demand and prices of crops being farmed, weather conditions, and rural economic 
growth. Furthermore, the government needs to continue training technicians and farmers in the 
provinces covered by the project to boost the development of agricultural enterprises and 
sustain rural economic growth. 

IV. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS AND FOLLOW-UP 

A. Monitoring and Evaluation Design, Implementation, and Utilization 

29. Following the project design, an initial comprehensive participatory survey of selected 
farms was undertaken to provide baseline or pre-project data for project performance 
management system, which was designed to monitor and assess project impact and the 
achievement of project objectives. It was also designed to serve as basis for establishing an 
annual survey of farms to generate “with” and “without” project conditions across a wide range 
of economic and technical monitoring variables. The surveys measured the impact of the project 
on participating farms in terms of changes in farm income, crop productivity, and cropping 
patterns. Funding constraints limited the farm survey to only 3 years. 

B. Comments on Project Completion Report Quality 
30. This validation rates the quality of the PCR satisfactory. The PCR was consistent with 
the PCR Guidelines (Project Administration Instruction 6.07) particularly in assessing outcomes, 
impact, relevance, effectiveness, and efficiency. The lessons and recommendation were sound 
and were drawn from the findings of the report. The report clearly presented a detailed analysis 
of the issues, outputs, and outcomes. The DMF was clear in presenting the appraisal targets 
and actual performance. The financial and economic analysis in Appendix 5 was thorough. The 
assumptions, project parameters, and methodology used were sufficient and up to standards. 

C.  Data Sources for Validation 
 
31. The data sources for this validation comprised the report and recommendation of the 
President, PCR, back-to-office mission reports, and project processing documents. 

D. Recommendation for Independent Evaluation Department Follow-Up 
32. Given that the project was relatively successful in attaining the desired impact, the IED 
may still consider conducting a project performance evaluation report. The focus of this report, 
however, should ideally be on the shortcomings (i.e., particularly in terms of start-up and 
implementation delays encountered as targets farms were not readily identified, bid documents 
for the procurement of consultants were not prepared earlier and in conformity with ADB 
guidelines, and performance targets and activities were revised), effectiveness, and 
sustainability of the project so that ADB may appropriately be guided in designing similar 
projects in the future.  
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