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I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A. Rationale  

1. Agriculture is an integral part of Tajikistan’s economy. At the appraisal stage of the 
Irrigation Rehabilitation Project, agriculture accounted for 22% of gross domestic product and 
employed 52% of the country’s total workforce. However, only 34.7% of Tajikistan’s 14.3 million 
hectares (ha) of land is suitable for agricultural use and only 7% (960,000 ha) is conducive for 
crop cultivation, i.e., is arable. Moreover, because of its relatively arid climate and dependence 
on water-intensive crops such as cotton, agricultural productivity is heavily dependent on 
irrigation, with 84% of all arable land being serviced by the country’s network of irrigation and 
drainage (I&D) facilities developed during the Soviet era.1 These facilities require significant 
resources to maintain. Hence, after Tajikistan’s independence (and, by extension, cessation of 
resource transfers from Moscow) and the civil war (1992–1997) that soon followed, a large 

1  World Bank. World Development Indicator Database. http://data.worldbank.org/indicator 
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proportion of the country’s I&D infrastructure quickly fell into a state of disrepair. This negatively 
affected agricultural productivity and, in turn, frustrated the country’s post-war recovery efforts.   
 
2. Consequently, during project appraisal, the government expressed the need to 
rehabilitate Tajikistan’s I&D facilities and revitalize agriculture. In addition, only 15% of the rural 
population had access to safe, piped drinking water; resulting in a high prevalence of 
waterborne diseases. The Government of Tajikistan likewise sought support to address this 
issue through the project.  

B. Expected Impact  

3. The project’s stated impact at appraisal was to improve the living standards of the rural 
population residing in its catchment areas, which were located in five districts: Asht and Vahdat 
districts (Region of Republican Subordination); Farkhor and Pianj districts (Khatlon Region); and 
Rushan district (Gomo Badakhshan Autonomous Region).2 Specifically, the project aimed to 
reduce poverty by 5% by enhancing agricultural productivity, and decrease the incidence of 
waterborne disease by 20% in these areas by providing potable water. Economic and financial 
analyses were carried out at appraisal. The project was expected to generate $9.8 million in 
benefits, with 69% going directly to poor farmers. Given that the project aimed to rehabilitate 
existing I&D facilities, no significant negative environmental impacts were expected. Rather, the 
project was expected to lessen land degradation by reducing salinity buildup and soil erosion. 
Positive gender impacts were also expected in increasing women’s access to food, income-
generating and skills-training opportunities, community leadership positions, and decreasing 
their vulnerability to waterborne disease. Finally, the project was expected to enhance the 
institutional capacity of targeted communities by promoting the development of water user 
associations (WUAs), water supply committees (WSCs), women’s groups, and independent 
farmer’s associations.      

C. Objectives or Expected Outcome  

4. The project explicitly sought to increase the productivity and incomes of rural 
communities and improve access to rural potable water supply systems. The performance 
indicators for these outcomes were as follows: (i) improved agriculture sector policy in terms of 
agriculture and water sector financing, farm restructuring, and privatization; (ii) I&D 
infrastructure over an area of 47,500 ha rehabilitated; (iii) increased yields of cotton by 19% and 
wheat by 21%; (iv) cropping intensity increased by 5%; (v) farm income increased by 10%; and 
(vi) potable water made available to 51,000 beneficiaries.  

D. Components and Outputs  

5. Rehabilitated irrigation and drainage system and improved operation and 
maintenance. This component involved rehabilitating 760 kilometers (km) of primary and 
secondary irrigation canals, 425 km of collector drains, 9 pump stations, and 9 head works. It 
also involved establishing WUAs in all project areas, as well as a WUA support unit under the 
Ministry of Water Resources and Land Reclamation (MWRLR). Furthermore, an O&M cost-
recovery mechanism was to be put in place midway through the project. 
 

2   ADB. 2004. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan and Technical 
Assistance Grant to Tajikistan for the Irrigation Rehabilitation Project. Manila. 
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6. Construction of potable water supply schemes. Water supply schemes were to be 
constructed to service 57,000 people, with WSCs in place to promote sustainable O&M. 

 
7. Improved adoption of farmer technology. To enhance the impact of the rehabilitated 
I&D facilities, the project sought to increase access to seed and improve pest management 
through the implementation of field, water, and crop husbandry demonstrations on 100 ha of 
land in each of the five project districts. About 2,500 farmers were to be trained.  

E. Provision of Inputs  

8. The project was estimated to cost $29.0 million–$13.3 million (45.7%) in foreign 
exchange and the equivalent of $15.7 million (54.3%) in local currency. The project’s I&D 
component accounted for 73.9% of the total cost. The cost estimates included $4.3 million for 
taxes and duties, and 5% of base costs for physical contingencies. The Asian Development 
Bank (ADB) was to finance $22.7 million, representing 78.3% of total project costs in the form of 
a loan from the Asian Development Fund. The loan was to finance 100% of the project’s foreign 
exchange costs and 60% of the local currency costs. Moreover, the Government of Tajikistan 
was to contribute the equivalent of $6.3 million, amounting to 21.7% of project costs. The term 
of the Asian Development Fund loan was 32 years with a grace period of 8 years. Interest on 
this loan was to be 1% during the grace period and 1.5% per annum thereafter. 
 
9. Machinery, equipment, civil works, services, and other materials required for project 
implementation were to be procured by the borrower following ADB’s Procurement Guidelines 
(2010). The project was to provide 684 person-months of consulting services, comprising 78 
person-months of international and 606 person-months of national consultants. These services 
were to be provided by one or more international consulting firms (in collaboration with one or 
more domestic consulting firms) in accordance with ADB’s Guidelines on the Use of Consultants 
(2010). 

F. Implementation Arrangements  
 
10. A high-level steering committee, set up during project preparation, was to provide policy 
guidance and facilitate interministerial coordination. The minister of the MWRLR was the 
project’s director, while a project management office (PMO) in Dushanbe and five regional 
offices were to be set up to spearhead implementation. The PMO, in particular, was to be led by 
a full-time manager and the regional offices by regional managers. The government would 
nominate and ADB would endorse the PMO manager, while a panel of government-appointed 
experts would select the regional managers and other key staff. The project was to be 
implemented over 6 years starting in 2005. 
 

II. EVALUATION OF PERFORMANCE AND RATINGS 
 
A. Relevance of Design and Formulation 
 
11. This validation rates the project relevant, as does the project completion report (PCR).3 
Given that agricultural productivity in Tajikistan is highly dependent on irrigation, rehabilitating 
the irrigation infrastructure constructed during the Soviet era was perhaps the most pragmatic 
approach that could have been undertaken at the time to revitalize the sector, despite the 
inherent sustainability issues discussed below. Moreover, it made sense to combine this 

3  ADB. 2012. Completion Report: Tajikistan Irrigation Rehabilitation Project. Manila. 
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intervention with the construction of potable water supply systems and development of farmer 
capacity. 4  While WUAs and WSCs cannot fully address sustainability on their own, their 
promotion was important in this regard and likely to promote local ownership and responsibility. 
The project’s emphasis on rural institution development was therefore highly pertinent. 
Moreover, the Farm Machinery Unit component of the project’s predecessor project, the 
Agricultural Rehabilitation Project, was problematic and not incorporated into the project design, 
thereby, revealing that project learning had taken place. The overall project design was 
therefore adequate. Finally, the project’s focus was consistent with ADB’s Country Strategy 
Program (2004–2008) 5  that was operational at appraisal, and Tajikistan’s first Poverty 
Reduction Strategy Program (2002–2006).6   

B. Effectiveness in Achieving Project Outcome  

12. The PCR rated the project as effective. However, it stated that the project 
underperformed with respect to farmer training, given that only 773 out of the planned 2,500 
farmers were trained. Moreover, the main way the project intended to achieve its impact was by 
ensuring adequate irrigation water supply covering 47,500 ha of land for the benefit of 262,000 
beneficiaries. The PCR reported that 55,368 ha of land was reached by the rehabilitated 
facilities—“23,343 ha direct, 32,025 ha indirect. It further stated in the project economic 
reevaluation (PCR, Appendix 9, p. 49, para. 4) that “…large areas of Asht, Pyanj, and Farhkor 
irrigation systems only received indirect benefit from increased water distribution linked to work 
on part of the head works or distribution canal rehabilitation.” In other words, many secondary 
and tertiary canals were not rehabilitated as planned and more than half of the 55,368 ha had 
better irrigation simply because of the increased water flow resulting from the rehabilitated head 
works and primary canals. While this is beneficial, it can only be considered as partial 
achievement—the intended rehabilitation of many secondary and tertiary canals in the project’s 
catchment area never occurred. However, given that the project likely increased access to 
irrigation for a large number of “indirect beneficiaries,” the validation maintains the PCR’s 
effectiveness rating.    

C. Efficiency of Resource Use in Achieving Outcome and Outputs  

13. The ex-post economic internal rate of return (EIRR) for the project was computed to be 
11.8% (PCR, p. 12). However, despite this being marginally below the traditional 12% 
“efficiency cutoff,” the PCR rated the project as efficient, given that it “…generated 
unquantifiable benefits from the improved potable drinking water supply systems not included in 
the derived EIRR.” This is reasonable. However, there are three reasons to question the PCR’s 
efficiency rating. First, the 25-year period used for the economic life of the irrigation facilities—
with an O&M budget amounting to 1.56% of the initial capital invested—is unrealistic. Not only 
were the facilities rehabilitated (rather than newly constructed) but an Independent Evaluation 
Department (IED) field inspection of one of the sites revealed shortcomings with the civil works 

4  However, it needs to be acknowledged that the project only intended to train 2,500 farmers, meaning that it would 
only be possible to train 1 representative from a maximum of approximately 5% of all the households in the 
project’s catchment area. This is clearly inadequate to ensure large-scale adaption of improved agricultural 
practices. A more innovative approach to farmer training should have been pursued, e.g., training mentor farmers 
and then supporting them to deliver the training to others in the communities in which they reside. The PCR’s 
appendix on Economic Revaluation states: “Multiple smaller farm based demonstration areas would have facilitated 
extension and participation of growers and been a more efficient use of funds.” (p. 57)  

5  ADB. 2003. Country Strategy and Program: Tajikistan, 2004–2008. Manila.  
6  Government of the Republic of Tajikistan. 2002–2006. Poverty Reduction Strategy (PRS-I). Dushanbe.   
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that had been undertaken. 7  In addition, as mentioned in the effectiveness subsection, 
rehabilitation works were not done on more than half of the intended land area, so it is 
questionable how long these areas will continue to benefit from their indirect receipt of irrigation 
water. A second reason to question the PCR’s efficiency rating is that this particular project 
spent more than twice as much money as its predecessor (the Agriculture Rehabilitation 
Project) to irrigate 1 ha of land ($786.27/ha versus $331.80/ha). 8  The cost per reported 
beneficiary of the potable water supply component reveals further cost inefficiencies—$73.0 per 
person for the project versus $31.4 for the Agriculture Rehabilitation Project. Given the above, 
coupled with the implementation problems experienced with the project’s component for farmer 
technology adoption, the validation downgrades the PCR’s efficient rating to less than efficient.   
 
D. Preliminary Assessment of Sustainability  
 
14. The validation supports the PCR’s less than likely sustainability rating. While 
commendable efforts were made to put in place local WUAs, the amount of money they collect 
in the form of user fees was reported to IED as being inadequate to finance O&M in tertiary 
canals, leave alone the secondary and primary canals, intake points, and pump stations.9 A 
senior representative from the MWRLR further stated that Tajikistan’s current budget for O&M is 
grossly inadequate. In particular, he explained that during the Soviet era approximately $100 
million per annum was spent on O&M, while the government presently spends approximately 
only one-tenth of this amount.     

E. Impact  

15. The PCR did not rate the project’s impact. It stated, however, that the project was 
expected to significantly reduce poverty. Unfortunately, given that an impact evaluation was not 
undertaken for this project, it is difficult to know the extent this expectation came true. The 
validation supports the PCR in stating that increased access to irrigation likely contributed to 
increases in agricultural production for many farmers in the project’s catchment areas and, in 
turn, to greater income and food security. It is also reasonable to assume that the project 
reduced the prevalence of waterborne disease through the established potable water supply 
systems and reduced women’s workloads by no longer necessitating that they travel long 
distances to collect water. However, without the benefit of an impact evaluation, coupled with 
the project’s weak sustainability, this validation rates the impact as moderate. 

III. OTHER PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENTS  

A. Performance of the Borrower and Executing Agency 

16. The PCR rated the borrower’s performance as satisfactory. However, the validation 
questions this rating on two grounds. First, despite both the Agriculture Rehabilitation Project 
and the Irrigation Rehabilitation Project being largely the same, the borrower’s performance with 
respect to the former was considerably better. Second, as reported in the PCR, the farmer 

7  For instance, the roof of pumping station ANS-2D in Asht District, Soghd region was reconstructed and, after only a 
few months, was completely destroyed by wind. Moreover, some parts of the water supply systems that were 
constructed were also found destroyed in Davlatobad and Navobod villages of Farkhor district. 

8  The funds spent on the emergency rehabilitation works were excluded from the calculations. 
9  For example, in 2012, the Department of Water Management of J. Rasulov District collected only TJS1,208,275 

from WUAs and with direct contracts with farmers for delivered water, yet its expenses for this same year were 
TJS2,461,051. Consequently, this department is burdened by TJS7,592,616 worth of debt. Moreover, the debt of 
farms and other organizations to the department for delivered water and other rendered services is TJS2,349,636. 
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training intervention was very poorly executed, thereby, failing to fully maximize the project’s 
potential impacts. The validation therefore rates the borrower’s performance as less than 
satisfactory.  

B. Performance of the Asian Development Bank  

17. The PCR rated ADB’s performance as satisfactory. While, as documented in the PCR, 
ADB followed regular project management protocol, it should have been more critical of the 
project’s performance. The PCR specifically mentioned, for instance, that ADB should have 
ensured that the farmer technology component of the project was adequately implemented, and 
it failed to recognize deficiencies in its monitoring and evaluation (M&E) system. In addition, 
ADB should have more critically monitored and reviewed other aspects of the project as well, 
e.g., the fact that large areas of the project’s catchment area were only indirectly benefiting from 
the rehabilitated I&D facilities. Given the above, this validation rates ADB’s performance less 
than satisfactory. 

C. Others 

18. The validation supports the PCR assessment that the project likely did not generate any 
significant negative environmental impacts. Indeed, it generated some positive environmental 
impacts such as reduced water logging and soil salinity. The PCR further reported that the 
fiduciary responsibilities of the borrower were largely fulfilled and the loan covenants were 
mostly complied with, save for one pertaining to funding for O&M. It noted, however, that the 
implementation of the policy-related covenants was slow. The targets of the project’s gender 
action plan were reported as having been successfully achieved. The PCR specifically reported 
that women were significantly represented in the WUAs and WSCs, as well as in project design, 
planning, and implementation meetings.  

IV. OVERALL ASSESSMENT, LESSONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS  

A. Overall Assessment and Ratings  

19. This validation downgrades the PCR’s overall rating of successful to less than successful 
(see table) for two primary reasons. 10 First, while it likely did generate a number of positive 
benefits, it was not as much as it could have been. This is not only because its farmer technology 
component was a failure but also because much of the intended I&D rehabilitation works did not 
take place, resulting in only half of the intended land area being directly covered. This clearly can 
be viewed as only a partial achievement. Second, the project had clear efficiency shortfalls. Not 
only did it achieve significantly less for the same cost as its predecessor project (the Agriculture 
Rehabilitation Project) but also its ex-post EIRR is only 11.8% and several of the assumptions on 
which it is based are suspect, as explained in para. 13.  

Overall Ratings 
  Criteria PCR IED Review Reason for Disagreement and/or 

Comments 
Relevance Relevant  Relevant   
Effectiveness in 
Achieving Outcome 

Effective  Effective   

10 CWRD, however, does not agree with the PVR assessment downgrading project performance from successful to 
less than successful. 
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  Criteria PCR IED Review Reason for Disagreement and/or 
Comments 

Efficiency in Achieving 
Outcome and Outputs 

Efficient  Less than 
efficient  

The assumptions underlying the ex-
post economic internal rate of return 
were not valid; the project had cost 
inefficiencies and implementation 
problems (para. 13). 

Preliminary Assessment 
of Sustainability 

Less likely Less than likely   

Overall Assessment Successful  Less than 
successful  

Rating is downgraded because of the 
aggregated score (1.5), which falls 
below the successful rating. 

Borrower and Executing 
Agency 

Satisfactory  Less than 
satisfactory  

Inefficient handling of project (para. 16). 

Performance of ADB Satisfactory Less than 
satisfactory  

Implementation inefficiencies should 
have been identified and addressed 
through negotiation and mentoring 
(para. 17). 

Impact Not rated 
 

 Moderate Refer to para. 15. 

Quality of PCR  Satisfactory Refer to para. 25. 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, IED = Independent Evaluation Department, PCR = project completion report. 
Note: From May 2012, IED views the PCR's rating terminology of "partly" or "less" as equivalent to "less than" and 
uses this terminology for its own rating categories to improve clarity. 
Source: ADB Independent Evaluation Department. 

B. Lessons  

20. The PCR identified five lessons: (i) partial rehabilitation of irrigation systems is less 
effective than complete rehabilitation; (ii) infrastructure rehabilitation projects dispersed over a 
broad geographic area are harder to implement and have higher administrative burdens and 
management costs than more regionally concentrated projects; (iii) there is a high project 
administration burden associated with a large number of civil works and equipment contracts; 
(iv) improving on-farm agricultural productivity is important for project efficiency and 
sustainability; and (v) the MWRLR did not have the expertise to deliver the output of improved 
agricultural technologies.  
 
21. The validation agrees with these important lessons. Moreover, given the implementation 
shortfalls of this project, it also puts forward another lesson—regular monitoring, reappraisal, 
and redesign are often critical for project success and need to be built meaningfully into ADB’s 
project management processes. This project would have been considerably more successful if 
ADB had monitored and supported it more intensely.   
   
C.  Recommendations for Follow-Up 
 
22. The PCR’s recommendations are categorized into project-related and general. Project-
related recommendations were the following: (i) continued monitoring of completed works in one 
of the districts where a complaint from a nongovernment organization was filed, and (ii) avoiding 
duplication of project output indicators in the form of covenants. The general recommendations 
were that (i) ADB should focus on full rather than partial rehabilitation; (ii) including a well-
resourced component to improve agricultural productivity is important for ensuring long-term 
sustainability; (iii) adoption of a centralized procurement system can enhance efficiency; and (iv) 
sufficient water-use levies or government contributions should be levied to ensure sustainability.   
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23. In general, these recommendations are logical. However, while it is true that full, rather 
than partial, rehabilitation of Tajikistan’s I&D facilities would be better from both an effectiveness 
and sustainability point of view, how feasible would it be to do this on a large scale? The 
construction of I&D infrastructure put in place during the former Soviet Union was a very 
expensive undertaking. Unfortunately, it may not be possible for Tajikistan to go back to such an 
elaborate and high-maintenance system. And, even if this were possible, it is unlikely—given 
the state of the country’s agriculture sector—that farmers and/or the government could meet the 
cost of maintaining it. It is likely that Tajikistan will need to pursue other smaller scale, efficient, 
and more environmentally benign options to meeting its irrigation demands in the future. This 
will require considerable innovation and experimentation to get right.           

V. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS AND FOLLOW-UP 

A. Monitoring and Evaluation Design, Implementation, and Utilization 

24. The PCR acknowledged that the project’s M&E system was deficient. The validation also 
notes that there were significant deficiencies in its implementation as well. 

B. Comments on Project Completion Report Quality 

25. The PCR is generally well written. The quality of identified lessons and 
recommendations are satisfactory. The information contained in the project economic 
reevaluation (PCR, Appendix 9) is particularly insightful and contains critical information about 
the project’s performance, which is not highlighted in the PCR’s main text, e.g., the distinction 
between direct and indirect land covered by the rehabilitated I&D facilities. Overall, the quality of 
the PCR is satisfactory. 
 
C. Data Sources for Validation 

 
26.  The sources of data for this validation were the project’s report and recommendation of 
the President, back-to-office reports and aide memoires of ADB missions and related 
correspondence, and ADB’s PCR, as well as field visits to the project sites and interviews with 
Tajikistan-based stakeholders conducted during the data collection phase of Tajikistan’s country 
assistance program evaluation in July 2013. 

D. Recommendation for Independent Evaluation Department Follow-Up 

27.  The project was closely examined as part of the Tajikistan country assistance program 
evaluation, so it may not be necessary to subject it to a project performance evaluation. IED 
follow-up is not required. 
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