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A. Background 
 
1. The transport sector contributes substantially toward regional integration among the 
Central Asian republics (CARs). The existing transport infrastructure in the CARs was 
developed as a regional network to serve the former Soviet Union’s (FSU) needs, without taking 
into consideration the administrative boundaries of the CARs. This created difficulties after 
independence, as the CARs found themselves with fragmented transport networks that 
frequently cross and recross the borders of neighboring countries. Part of the difficulties of the 
CARs in competing in the global markets could be attributed to the bottlenecks in the transport 
infrastructure that constrain growth, and to inefficient administrative arrangements and 
regulations that govern freight and passenger transport. With both Kazakhstan and Kyrgyz 
Republic being landlocked countries, there is an increasing need for developing cross-border 
roads to contribute to economic development. 
 
2. The Asian Development Bank (ADB) support for regional cooperation stems from its 
Charter, which mandates ADB to promote economic growth and cooperation in the Asia Pacific 
region by financing development of developing member countries (DMCs), “giving priority to 
those regional, subregional, as well as national projects and programs which will contribute 
most effectively to the harmonious growth of the region as a whole …”1 A Regional Cooperation 
Policy (RCP) 2  was adopted in 1994. The RCP espoused a phased approach to regional 
cooperation support. The first phase focused on raising DMC awareness of the importance and 
potential of regional cooperation. The second phase was concerned with providing assistance 
with identifying potential regional projects and programs, and the third phase involved the 
financing of cross-border projects and national projects with a regional dimension. The RCP 
also underscored ADB’s catalytic role in promoting regional cooperation as a provider of 
information, an honest broker, and a financer of regional cooperation projects. 
 
3. Succeeding ADB policy and strategy documents have acknowledged the importance of 
regional cooperation in addressing poverty reduction in the region. In 2001, the Long-Term 
Strategic Framework (LTSF) 2001–20153 formally recognized regional cooperation as a core 
component in ADB’s overarching agenda of poverty reduction by identifying it as a crosscutting 
theme to deepen and broaden the impact of its core strategic areas. Recognizing ADB’s 
comparative advantage in this area, the LTSF called for increased support for subregional 

                                                 
1 ADB. 1966. Agreement Establishing the Asian Development Bank. Manila. Chapter 1, Article I and Article II (ii). 
2 ADB. 1994. Bank Support for Regional Cooperation. Manila. 
3 ADB. 2001. Moving the Poverty Reduction Agenda Forward in Asia and the Pacific: The Long Term Strategic 

Framework of the Asian Development Bank (2001–2015). Manila. 
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cooperation and economic integration to reinforce ADB’s development efforts at the national 
level. It also recommended the establishment of regional cooperation funding facilities to finance 
activities that extend beyond national borders. The recently approved LTSF 2020 has reinforced 
regional cooperation and integration by recognizing it as a core area of ADB operations. 
 
4. ADB has provided assistance to support regional economic cooperation in the CARs 
since early 1997. ADB’s initiatives in the CARs’ transport sector included coordination of sector 
reforms through country-specific projects, development of road standards, and preparation of 
road safety guidelines. 
 
B. The Project and its Expected Results 
 
5. The Almaty-Bishkek Regional Road Rehabilitation Project (the Project) was initiated to 
develop an efficient and safe road transport link between Almaty and Bishkek and across the 
Kazakhstan/Kyrgyz Republic (Akzhol-Chu) border at Georgievka. Besides improving the 221-
kilometer (km) long road,4 the Project included improved customs facilities at the Akzhol-Chu 
border point; new road maintenance equipment for Kazakhstan; and a cross-border agreement 
(CBA) and specific road safety initiatives ratified and implemented by Kazakhstan and the 
Kyrgyz Republic. The Project also included an advisory technical assistance (TA) 5

 to help 
implement the CBA and provide transport advisory support to Kazakhstan. 
 
6. The total project cost was estimated at $119.1 million. The Kazakhstan component was 
estimated to cost $112.4 million equivalent (foreign exchange cost $58.9 million; local currency 
cost $53.5 million equivalent), and the Kyrgyz Republic component $6.7 million equivalent 
(foreign exchange cost $3.7 million; local currency cost $3.0 million equivalent). 
 
7. The Project was cofinanced by the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development 
(EBRD) and the European Commission’s Transport Corridor Europe-Caucasus-Asia Program 
(TRACECA). The funding patterns for each country are provided in Tables 1 and 2. 
 

Table 1: Kazakhstan Component Financing Plan ($ million) 
 
Cost Appraisal Estimate Actual 
Implementation Costs   
 Borrower Financed 22.0 44.1 
 ADB Financed 65.0 49.8 
 EBRD Financed 25.0 28.5 
 EU TRACECA Financed 0.4 0.4 
  Total 112.4 122.8 
   

IDC Costs   
 Borrower Financed 0.0 0.0 
 ADB Financed 12.1 0.5 
 EBRD Financed 3.5 3.5 
  Total 15.6 4.0 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, EBRD = European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, EU TRACECA = 
European Union Transport Corridor Europe-Caucasus-Asia Program, IDC = interest during construction. 
Source: ADB. 2007. Project Completion Report. Kazakhstan and Kyrgyz Republic: Almaty-Bishkek Regional Road 

Rehabilitation Project. Manila. 

                                                 
4 The length of the rehabilitated road in Kyrgyz Republic was reduced owing to increased works on the main road 

sections. As compared to the original target of rehabilitating 40.8 km, the project could complete only 19.2 km. As a 
result, the total length of the rehabilitation on the Almaty-Bishkek road was reduced from 245 km targeted at 
appraisal to 221 km as completed. 

5 ADB. 2000. Technical Assistance to the Republic of Kazakhstan and the Kyrgyz Republic for Road Sector 
Efficiency. Manila (TA 3530-KAZ and TA 3531-KGZ, for $750,000 and $440,000, approved on 31 October). 
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Table 2: Kyrgyz Republic Component Financing Plan ($ million) 
Cost Appraisal Estimate Actual 
Implementation Costs   
 Borrower Financed 1.3 1.0 
 ADB Financed 5.0 4.6 
 EU TRACECA Financed 0.4 0.4 
  Total 6.7 6.0 
   

IDC Costs   
 Borrower Financed 0.0 0.0 
 ADB Financed 0.1 0.1 
  Total 0.1 0.1 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, EU TRACECA = European Union Transport Corridor Europe-Caucasus-Asia 
Program, IDC = interest during construction. 
Source: ADB. 2007. Project Completion Report. Kazakhstan and Kyrgyz Republic: Almaty-Bishkek Regional Road 

Rehabilitation Project. Manila. 
 
C. Objective and Scope of the OED Review 
 
8. Taking into consideration the cofinancing of the Project, the Operations Evaluation 
Department (OED) intends to carry out a joint evaluation of the Project with the EBRD. The joint 
evaluation (hereinafter referred to as the evaluation) with EBRD’s Evaluation Department (EvD) 
will identify and guide the ADB strategy for regional cooperation projects in the Central Asia 
region. The evaluation will produce the following outputs: 

(i) Jointly. A joint performance evaluation report (JPER) Almaty-Bishkek Regional 
Road Rehabilitation Project (Kazakhstan and Kyrgyz Republic) using common 
evaluation guidelines; 

(ii) By OED. Project performance evaluation report (PPER) for Almaty-Bishkek 
Regional Road Rehabilitation Project (Kazakhstan and Kyrgyz Republic) (Loans 
1774-KAZ and 1775-KGZ) as per OED’s guidelines for evaluation;6 

(iii) By EvD. Operation performance evaluation review (OPER) report for EBRD’s 
Kazakhstan – Road Sector Development Project (BDS00-126 and BDS00-126 
Addendum 1) as per EvD’s methodology and ratings; and 

(iv) Jointly. Brief report on the joint evaluation experience and the lessons learned 
from the joint study. This joint evaluation experience report (JEER) will be 
prepared after the completion of the above reports. 

 
9. The evaluation reports (para. 8[i] to [iii]) will (i) assess the relevance, effectiveness, and 
efficiency in achieving its outputs and purposes, sustainability of the outcomes, and institutional 
development and other socioeconomic impacts of the Project; (ii) assess the performance of 
ADB and executing agency; and (iii) identify key issues and lessons for future ADB operations. 
These are broadly similar to ADB’s and EBRD’s project evaluation criteria and the Evaluation 
Cooperation Group’s good practice standards. The individual reports mentioned in para. 8(ii) 
and (iii) are optional and will depend on internal organizational requirements of ADB and EBRD. 
 
10. The JEER (para. 8[iv]) will analyze the experience of carrying out the joint evaluation 
study. It will highlight the synergies that were developed and the issues during implementation 
of the study. The contents of the JEER will be jointly presented by OED and EvD at the 
Evaluation Cooperation Group meeting. 
 

                                                 
6 The evaluation method will be based on ADB. 2006. Guidelines for Preparing Performance Evaluation Reports for 

Public Sector Operations. Manila. 
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D. Joint Evaluation Methodology 
 
11. Appendix 1 provides an evaluation outline and detailed methodology for the evaluation 
prepared jointly between OED and EvD. It includes details relating to (i) fielding consultants to 
carry out the initial surveys, (ii) physically inspecting the project road sections, (iii) consulting 
with Government staff and other aid agencies in the road sector, and (iv) consulting with project 
affectees and beneficiaries. 
 
12. Data Collection. The following ground-level studies will be carried out: 

(i) Traffic count and origin-destination surveys (traffic study), 
(ii) Socioeconomic impact assessment using focus group surveys (socioeconomic 

study), and 
(iii) Technical inspection of the completed road sections (technical study). 

 
13. All the above studies will be carried out for the ADB, as well as EBRD components of the 
Project. In other words, the socioeconomic study will measure the impact of both the sections. 
Similarly, the technical study will cover the EBRD as well as ADB sections.  
 
14. A preliminary evaluation mission (PEM) will be fielded in June 2008 to kick-off the field 
surveys and provide a background to the government officials about the contents of the evaluation 
study. The PEM will be led by an evaluation officer from ADB. Subsequently, a joint evaluation 
mission (JEM) will be fielded in September 2008 to interview project affectees and beneficiaries, 
road users, government officials, and development partners. Besides institutional assessment, the 
JEM will discuss the findings of the surveys. The JEM will be jointly led by an evaluation specialist 
from ADB and a senior evaluation manager from EBRD. 
 
15. Figure 1 shows the evaluation activities. The traffic study and the socioeconomic study 
will be funded and managed by ADB. The technical study will be funded by EBRD. All the data 
sources, i.e., ground studies, will cover both the ADB, as well as the EBRD sections. 
 
16. The traffic study will update the traffic count and provide the vehicle operating cost 
savings. These data will be used for the economic analysis comprising economic internal rate of 
return and distribution analysis taking into account the subregional dimensions of the project. 
This economic analysis will be based on the guidelines provided in ADB’s Handbook for the 
Economic Analysis of Subregional Projects.  
 
17. Based on the findings of the field surveys, OED and EvD will prepare a JPER. A draft 
outline of the JPER is provided in Appendix 2 for discussion purpose. This JPER will act as the 
source of information for drafting the subsequent individual reports (paras. 8–9), as needed by 
ADB and EBRD. The individual reports will be prepared separately by OED and EvD. However, 
if the JPER fulfills the organization’s internal needs, then a separate individual report will not be 
prepared. 
 
18. To analyze the synergies and issues of the joint evaluation exercise, OED and EvD will 
prepare a brief report analyzing their experience of working together (para. 10). This report on 
lessons learned could be combined with the JPER or drafted separately.  
 
19. Appendix 3 provides an evaluation framework for OED’s PPER. It also includes a 
framework for evaluating the sub-regional impact of the Almaty-Bishkek regional road. Appendix 
4 provides the terms of reference for the consultants to carry out these studies. 
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20. To ensure clearer understanding among OED and EvD, it is proposed to sign a 
memorandum of understanding (MoU) between the two organizations. A draft of the MoU is 
provided in Appendix 5. 
 
E. Key Evaluation Issues to be Addressed by the Operations Evaluation Mission 
 
21. Appendix 1 provides a list of issues and aspects that will be analyzed by the evaluation. 
In addition, the following issues would be focused on: 

(i) Physical design and construction of the road. The evaluation will analyze 
whether the physical design and construction of the road was adequate taking 
into consideration the geological conditions, climatic conditions, and nature of 
traffic on the road. In addition, the potential sustainability of the road will be 
evaluated in light of the existing maintenance regime. A roads engineer will be 
appointed to study this aspect. 

(ii) Validation of PCR findings. The efficiency of the completed project as 
assessed by the project completion report (PCR) was based on the traffic count 
carried out by the Government in 2005. This traffic count needs to be updated 
and made more robust, i.e., OED intends to carry out a 5-day 18-hour traffic 
count at key locations to evaluate the national vis-à-vis international traffic. 
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(iii) Regional benefits and their distribution. Typically, a cross-border road will 
have limited regional benefits accruing in the initial years after completion. 
However, in this case, the road existed before the ADB-EBRD intervention. The 
evaluation will measure any incremental benefits that are visible after the 
rehabilitation was completed in 2005. 

(iv) Additionality. Whose idea was this (multilateral development banks or DMCs?) 
and what was the extent of country ownership in the Project? What additionality 
the Project has brought about from being a subregional project as opposed to a 
national project? What would have happened if the Project was not designed and 
implemented as a subregional project? 

(v) Trade facilitation and economic growth. Generally, it is an expected fact that 
rehabilitation of roads is necessary but not sufficient for facilitating trade and 
economic activity. The evaluation will attempt to identify the other constraints that 
need to be addressed to ensure this in the context of the Project, particularly 
looking at EC/TRACECA-funded component and the CBA among others. 

(vi) Socioeconomic benefits. Has the Project impacted on socioeconomic and 
environment aspects of the project-influence areas in both countries? Did the 
Project exert any influences on livelihoods of the local people? The evaluation 
will update the findings of the Project Completion Review Mission. The 
information will include anecdotal evidence and direct interviews of transport 
organizations, truck owners, key village informants, shop keepers, business 
operators and farmers, and other households in the vicinity of the project roads. 
The survey will identify changes, if any, in socioeconomic, environmental, and 
road safety conditions due to the road improvements.  

(vii) Road safety. In CARs, it has been observed that improvement in road condition 
is closely linked with deterioration in road safety. The evaluation will assess the 
safety using the secondary data on accidents and interviews with road users. 

(viii) Sustainability and development results monitoring. Are the short-term 
outcomes produced by the Project going to be sustained? If so, what are the 
mechanisms in place for technical and also financial areas required to upkeep 
the road infrastructure and trade facilitation? What have been the mechanisms at 
both multilateral development bank and respective governments for development 
results monitoring? The proposed evaluation will address these questions. 

(ix) Institutional development. The Project included a TA that enabled the 
establishment of the Permanent Secretariat for Road Safety in the Kyrgyz 
Republic. It also recommended organizational changes in the Kazakhstan 
Ministry of Transport and Communications. The evaluation will assess the 
outcomes of these efforts and analyze the success of the TA. 

 
F. Resource Requirements and Proposed Schedule 
 
22. The evaluation resources of ADB and EBRD will be pooled to create synergies and 
avoid overlapping. Recent discussions indicated that EBRD is keen to evaluate the physical 
condition of the road and the procurement practices. ADB is keen to evaluate the benefits and 
achievement of outcomes in terms of traffic growth and trade development and obtain lessons 
on the project design. Taking into consideration the priorities of the two organizations, the 
following team of staff consultants is proposed: 
 

1. Funded by ADB 
(i) One domestic consultant (Transport Expert) to gather and process necessary 

data on traffic count, time savings, and origin-destination data for carrying out the 
economic analysis and the distribution analysis (1.5 person month-inputs); and 
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(ii) One domestic consultant (Social Expert) to carry out the socioeconomic impact 
assessment (1.5 person-month inputs). 

 
2. Funded by EBRD 
(i) One international consultant (Highway Engineer) to inspect the road pavement 

quality, selectively determine surface roughness, and assess the current 
operations and maintenance regime as well as the likelihood of the project 
sustainability (1 person-month input). 

 
23. The terms of reference of the above consultants are provided in Appendix 4. Appendix 6 
provides the cost estimates for the consultants’ inputs, as well as the cost for carrying out the 
field surveys. 
 
24. As mentioned in para. 8, the evaluation will require two missions to the field—in June 
2008 and in September 2008. 
 
25. The schedule for preparing the OED evaluation is proposed as follows:7 

 
Evaluation Approach Paper Discussion with Director OED2  I May 2008 
Initial Desk Review       II May–I June 2008 
Preliminary Evaluation Mission      II–III June 2008 
Submission of Domestic Consultants’ Outputs   IV July 2008 
Draft PPER for internal Review     IV August 2008 
Joint Evaluation Mission      II–III September 2008 
Draft for Interdepartmental/Government Review   II October 2008 
Draft Final Report for Editing      II November 2008 
Submit to the Director General, OED     II December 2008 
Preparation of Joint Summary Report    IV January 2009 

 
26. Knowledge Dissemination Plan. The PPER and the joint summary report will be 
available to the public after the Director, OED2 has approved them. The reports will be 
uploaded on ADB external and internal websites, as well as will provide inputs to ADB’s 
evaluation information system. The synthesis report of the joint evaluation will be presented at 
an Evaluation Cooperation Group meeting in 2009. 
 
27. Marco Gatti and Geoff Crooks will be the peer reviewers for this evaluation study. 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
7 EvD will follow a corresponding schedule according to its administrative requirements. 
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EVALUATION OUTLINE 
 
This paper serves several purposes. Apart from providing an outline of the envisaged joint 
evaluation approach by the ADB/EBRD evaluation functions, and thus forming a basis for 
internal decision making, this paper is also meant to provide guidance for the formulation of the 
terms of reference (TOR) for an evaluation consultants anticipated to be recruited and to 
establish the related budget, and for external communication where warranted. 
 
A. Introduction 
 
 1. Background and Context 
 
1. Confirmed by a major European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) 
transport infrastructure sector study in 1992 establishing the importance and state of transport 
infrastructure in general (transport by road, rail, air, and water) for Russia, Ukraine, Kazakhstan, 
and Belarus in the aftermath of the collapse of the former Soviet Union (FSU),1 this sector is 
evidently key for the economic development not alone for the said countries individually, but 
beyond for the entire region and globally, a notion supported by the Transport Corridor Europe-
Caucasus-Asia (TRACECA) program.2 
 
2. The Almaty (Kazakhstan)-Bishkek (Kyrgyz Republic) Road Sector Development Project 
parallel-financed by the Asian Development Bank (ADB) and EBRD, further elaborated below and 
hereafter referred to as “the Project,” is thus focusing on an important axis within the (road) 
transport infrastructure network referred to above, particularly in the absence of a direct rail link.3 
 
3. Wear and tear, inadequate maintenance, and insufficient reinvestments since the collapse 
of the FSU during the late 1980s/early 1990s resulted in a poor state of the physical 
infrastructure, including the border-crossing facilities between Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan, that 
urgently called for rehabilitation. Equally, if not more important, was the need for addressing 
nonphysical aspects. These included road sector reforms, including the separation of the policy 
and administration roles of the Ministry of Transport and Communications (MOTC); the adoption 
of the so-called Road Sector Development Program (RSDP); and road sector related laws, 
policies, and procedures—notably the nonphysical border-crossing barriers including related 
attitudinal issues (particularly at the international crossing point at Akzhol-Chu).4 
 

                                                 
1 The former Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. 
2 The TRACECA Program was launched at a conference in Brussels in May 1993 (bringing together original eight 

TRACECA countries, five Central Asian republics, and three Caucasian republics), with a view to implement a 
program of European Union (EU)-funded technical assistance (TA) to develop a transport corridor on a west-east 
axis from Europe, across the Black Sea, through the Caucasus and the Caspian Sea to Central Asia in 
reminiscence of the ancient Silk Route becoming once again a major trade corridor. It was envisaged to support 
the political and economic independence of the republics by enhancing their capacity to access European and 
World markets through alternative transport routes, to encourage further regional cooperation among the partner 
states, to increasingly use TRACECA as a catalyst to attract the support of international financial institutions (IFIs) 
and private investors, and to link the TRACECA route with the Trans-European networks. 

3 The official abbreviation for the Asian Development Bank is ADB; but since this is the same as for the African 
Development Bank, the author of this paper uses the abbreviations ADB and AfDB for differentiation. 

4 A more detailed account of the sector background, its structure at the time of investment preparation, and the 
evolvement of sector reforms is provided in the related loan appraisal documents of ADB and EBRD to which 
reference is made. 
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 2. ADB/EBRD Project Involvement 
 
4. Following up on the above-mentioned all-mode regional traffic sector study in 1992, 
EBRD entered into discussion with the Government of Kazakhstan (GOK) in 1993 to explore the 
possibility of financing of a roads and bridges rehabilitation program, but eventually decided to 
focus on other investment opportunities since the World Bank (International Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development [IBRD]) and ADB also expressed interest in the road sector. 
ADB signed its first road project in 1996, a loan in the amount of $50 million to improve sections 
of the road from Almaty to the country’s new capital Astana, a road which also benefited from an 
IBRD loan of $100 million loan signed in 1999.5 Within this period, both international financial 
institutions (IFIs) launched several technical cooperation operations striving for enhanced 
regional economic cooperation between the two countries more generally.6 Initiatives in the 
transport sector, more specifically, included coordination of sector reforms, development of road 
standards, and preparation of road safety guidelines.7 Success of the sector reforms induced by 
IBRD/ADB technical cooperation emerged further when the powers of the erstwhile monopoly of 
Kazavtodor, the centralized road contractor, started to weaken during the late 1990s by allowing 
small- and medium-sized private contractors to enter the supply chain. Finally, and relating to 
this Project directly, ADB has financed the feasibility studies for the Kazakhstan section and 
supervisory work for the Kyrgyz Republic section.8 
 
5. Based on this feasibility work, ADB started investment preparation in 1998 on the 
understanding that the Project included a trade facilitation component, in turn, resulting in a 
cross-border agreement (CBA) between Kazakhstan and Kyrgyz Republic promoting free 
movement of people and goods at its Akzhol-Chu international border crossing. EBRD was 
invited in this Project by GOK in the wake of its “strategy of development, restructuring, and 
commercialization of the Kazakhstan road sector” in 2000 upon ADB’s initiative. EBRD 
commissioned a study of road sector financing and cost-recovery the same year highlighting 
that, while total revenues from road user charges were well above costs, this apparently 
“comfortable” position disguised the fact that actual road maintenance and investment levels 
were far below expectations, thus, in fact, representing a financial gap of the Road Fund. 
 
 3. The Project 
 
6. At a total cost of estimated $119.1 million (Kazakhstan component estimated at 
$112.4 or about 94.4% and Kyrgyz Republic component at $6.7 million or about 5.6%), the 
Project, besides focusing on modernizing border control policies and procedures, improving the 
coordination and management of road safety, and introducing an efficient road maintenance 
system), aimed at the 

(i) rehabilitation of about 245 kilometers (km) of the Almaty-Bishkek road (about 
204 km in Kazakhstan and 41 km in Kyrgyz Republic), including consulting 
services for design and construction supervision; 

                                                 
5 This included a $750,000 technical cooperation by ADB for “Institutional Strengthening of the Road Sector” in 1996. 
6 Throughout this paper the term technical cooperation (TC) is used as synonymous to TA. EBRD uses the term 

“TC” and ADB “TA.” 
7 The splitting of the sector policy and road network administration portfolio (looked after by the MOTC Committee of 

Roads and Road Transport from the centralized road contractor function (taken care of by the Republican State 
Road Enterprise—Kazavtodor) was a milestone achieved under ADB-IBRD technical cooperation. 

8 ADB. 1996. Feasibility Study of Selected Priority Road Sections. Manila (TA 2632-KAZ, for $250,000, approved on 
27 August). The Kyrgyz Republic part was financed under ADB’s first road sector loan (ADB. 1996. Report and 
Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors on a Proposed Loan and Technical Assistance Grant 
to the Kyrgyz Republic for the Road Rehabilitation Project. Manila [Loan 1444-KGZ{SF}, for $50 million, approved 
on 13 June]). 
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(ii) improvement of the customs facilities at the Akzhol-Chu border; and 
(iii) procurement of road maintenance equipment for Kazakhstan. 

 
7. For the project cost financing, EBRD approved in November 2000 a sovereign loan of 
$28.5 million (18 years maturity including 3 years grace period) and ADB approved a loan of 
$65.0 million (24 years maturity including 4 years grace period) from its ordinary capital resources 
for the Kazakhstan component and about $5.0 million equivalent from its Special Fund (expressed 
in special drawing rights) for the Kyrgyz Republic component (32 years maturity including 8 years 
grace period). Additional financing was contributed by the two beneficiary governments and from 
the European Union (EU) Tacis facilities under the TRACECA program. 
 
8. The executing agency for the Project in both countries is the Committee of Transport 
Infrastructure Development (CTID) under the MOTC, respectively. The procurement rules of 
both IFIs for their respective components would apply. It was further envisioned that the 
estimated completion dates would be for the Kazakhstan component, respectively, 
31 December 2004 (ADB) and first quarter 2004 (EBRD), and for the Kyrgyz Republic 
component 31 December 2003. 
 
 4. Project Implementation and Completion 
 
  a. ADB Component 
 
9. Key Dates. Board approval for the two subregional road projects was 31 October 2000. For 
the Kazakhstan component, the Loan Agreement was signed in June 2001. Loan effectiveness was 
in May 2002. Loan was closed in December 2006. For Kyrgyz Republic, loan signing was in May 
2001. Loan effectiveness was in May 2002. Physical activities have been substantially completed by 
December 2007. Some minor works are expected to finish in March 2008. 
 
10. Procurement. The ADB-financed part of the road rehabilitation works were procured as 
three packages: one contract package (contract 1) for the Kyrgyz Republic component and two 
packages (contracts 2 and 3) for the Kazakhstan component. For Kyrgyz Republic, this 
comprised civil works─rehabilitation of the Bishkek-Georgievka Road (16.3 km) and Bishkek By-
pass (3 km) including rehabilitation/reconstruction of two bridges on the project road, and 
consulting services for project management and construction supervision and maintenance. For 
Kazakhstan, this included separate packages for civil works (sections Km 65–165 for contract 2 
and Km 166–205 for contract 3), procurement of road maintenance equipment, and consulting 
services for project management and construction supervision. Contract 1 was awarded 
following ADB’s local competitive bidding procedures, and contracts 2 and 3 were tendered 
following ADB’s international competitive bidding procedures. 
 
11. Civil Works. The civil works contract under the Kyrgyz Republic component was 
delayed by about 51 months from the original schedule of December 2003.9 This was mainly 
due to internal factors other than the effectiveness of the CBA and included (i) inadequate 
assessment of local contracting industry capacity at project design stage, (ii) delays in 
procurement of civil works due to changes in the road design and scope of works, 
                                                 
9 Contract 1 was awarded to Aziyadorinter joint venture (Kyrgyzstan) on 10 July 2003 with the original completion 

date of 10 July 2005. Another component was added to this contract on 1 April 2004 for rehabilitation of two 
bridges on the project road, which were completed on 30 April 2005. However, the contractor failed to complete the 
rehabilitation of the road, and the contract for the first component was terminated on 7 May 2007. A contract to 
complete the remaining works was awarded to Kulak Construction Company on 6 June 2007 with the completion 
date of 30 September 2007. 
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(iii) contractor’s inexperience with the requirements of ADB and Fédération Internationale Des 
Ingénieurs-Conseils (International Federation of Consulting Engineers [FIDIC]) contracts 12, 
(iv)  delays in mobilizing equipment, (v) poor site management, and (vi) contractor’s cash-flow 
deficit and inability to raise funds from local banks to fund cash-flow requirements. 
 
12. Road rehabilitation works in Kazakhstan were completed in December 2006 or 
24 months behind schedule. 10  Apart from loan effectiveness delay, the delay was due to 
(i) inexperience of the executing agency in ADB procurement procedures; (ii) frequent changes 
in project management arrangements; (iii) the timing of contract awards, which coincided with 
the start of winter; and (iv) increased quantities of works. 
 
13. Consulting Services. The project management and construction supervision consulting 
services for both countries were procured following international competitive recruitment. 
Consulting services for the Kyrgyz Republic component commenced in June 2002. The 
consultant for contract 1, Dar Muhendislik Musavirlik, was engaged in January 2002 and 
expected to conclude services in December 2007 Consulting services for the Kazakhstan 
component commenced in August 2002 and was completed in October 2006. The consultant for 
contracts 2 and 3, Temelsu-Halcrow association, was engaged in August 2002 and completed 
services in October 2006 with a cumulative extension of more than 30 months. Delays in the 
civil works necessitated consultants’ contract extensions, with a total overrun of more than 
30 months for Kazakhstan and at least 50 months for the Kyrgyz Republic component. 
 
14. Road Maintenance Equipment. While the loan for the Kyrgyz Republic did not include 
any specific component for road maintenance, the Project included procurement of road 
maintenance equipment for Kazakhstan. These include multifunctional trucks for all season 
maintenance (19), crack repair (sealing and filling) equipments (14), road marking machines (2), 
1,500 kilogram-vibratory tandem rollers (53), 4x4 pick-ups (15), radio communication system 
(4), and 7-ton vibratory rollers (15). Procurement of these equipment followed ADB’s 
Procurement Guidelines using international competitive bidding procedures. 
 
15. Cross-Border Agreement and Institutional Components. The CBA, as intended 
under the Project, was signed and made effective in 2002. While it significantly delayed the loan 
effectiveness, the initiatives under the CBA made the border crossing procedures much easier 
and more transparent. Vehicle weights and dimensions and customs documentation were 
harmonized. However, challenges still exist to further improve the border procedures due to 
differences in the legal and procedural requirements of the two countries.11 
 
16. The Project included associated TA for Kazakhstan. Approved together with the respective 
loans, two advisory TA projects were rated “successful” by the respective TA completion reports. 
The TA projects were to (i) assist the governments to implement the CBA (phase I); (ii) focus on 
improving coordination and management of road safety (phase II); and (iii) help Kazakhstan 
MOTC streamline its functions and responsibilities, define sector objectives, and prepare the 3-

                                                 
10 Contract 2 was awarded to Eksen-Dogus joint venture (Turkey), and contract 3 was awarded to Alsim-Alarko joint 

venture (Turkey). Both contracts received notice to proceed on 4 September 2003 with completion date of 
4 September 2005. Both contracts have been completed and the taking-over certificates were issued on 
1 December 2006, 15 months later than originally scheduled. Delays were due to major changes in work quantities 
and the award of contracts coinciding with the start of winter. 

11 Kazakhstan and the Kyrgyz Republic are now discussing the introduction of a joint customs inspection and 
clearance (one-window clearance system) at the Akzhol-Chu border and plan to enforce vehicle weight and 
dimension controls through inland control points and advance vehicles clearance procedures. Draft documents are 
being considered by the parliaments of the two countries. 
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year national transport investment plan (phase III). Phase I helped the two countries to 
(i) streamline customs documentation and procedures for cross-border traffic; (ii) harmonize 
weights and dimension standards for vehicles; and (iii) remove inland checkpoints, thus removing 
the cause of unauthorized payments. Phase II activities led to the establishment of the Permanent 
Secretariat for Road Safety in the Kyrgyz Republic in 2004. It also provided a detailed analysis of 
all aspects of road safety and developed a comprehensive plan. Further, revisions were made to 
the Road Traffic Regulations (the road safety guidelines under the Road Transport Act) in the 
Kyrgyz Republic. 12  Overall, the success in implementing institutional changes that were 
recommended under the advisory TA attached to the Project varies. 
 
17. Sector Reform. The Project was among ADB’s first interventions in roads sector in the 
two countries, which were at the early stages of transition to market economies. The capacity of 
the executing agencies and their understanding of international bidding and/or contracting 
practices, as well as ADB procedures were limited. The Project required both governments to 
implement the standards prepared under an ADB-financed TA.13 Road maintenance manuals 
and associated training were delivered under the supervision consultant’s contract. However, 
the countries still prefer to use the standards and schedule of unit rates inherited from the 
former Soviet Union. This is partly due to the regulatory requirements of government agencies 
that impose standards and unit rates. These agencies traditionally had little involvement in new 
trends and practices in the industry. However, road sector professionals recognize the need for 
changing to more market-based principles. 
 
18. Both governments increased financing for road maintenance substantially in recognition 
of the need for preserving the road assets. Kazakhstan increased financing for the entire road 
network to the current level of T6.8 billion ($60 million equivalent), while the Kyrgyz Republic is 
funding its road network at an acceptable level of funding ($1,200–$1,500 per km) for a country 
with a predominantly two-lane carriageway road network. Further, both governments moved to 
introduce road maintenance by contract through outsourcing periodic maintenance activities to 
the private sector. The governments are willing to further introduce international best practices 
in managing the road assets such as the (i) supervision of maintenance activities by private 
sector consultants, (ii) implementation of pavement management and road asset management 
systems, (iii) implementation of performance-based road maintenance contracts, and 
(iv) international tendering procedures. 
 
19. For Kazakhstan, the Project envisioned the introduction of a system for road maintenance 
by contract and the establishment of an equipment pool in Kazakhstan.14 With support from ADB-
financed consultants, this component aimed to help establish the equipment hire system and the 
related servicing and repair workshop, and provide guidance and on-the-job training to equipment 
operators, workshop mechanics, and foreman. The equipment pool was not established as the 

                                                 
12 The following positive developments have taken place since then: (i) the Road Safety Secretariat (RSS) now has 

five full-time staff members; (ii) the RSS has revised the road safety guidelines and they are expected to be 
approved by the Government before the end of 2007; (iii) the accident database of the traffic police is shared with 
the RSS; (iv) through investigative data analysis and safety audits, the RSS has contributed to the improvement of 
certain safety features of the project road; (v) new provisions which increase the liability of public transport 
operators are being proposed by the RSS for introduction into the Road Transport Act; (vi) the RSS is initiating 
preparation of the Road Safety Act and a traffic safety strategy to be submitted to the Government for consideration 
in 2008; and (vii) phase III has provided recommendations to Kazakhstan MOTC with regard to the organizational 
changes and an action plan for the improvement of the management of the road sector administration. 

13 Kazakhstan issued a series of road construction specifications and harmonized standards in 2003. These have been 
further updated since then. The Kyrgyz Republic adopted new road design and construction standards in July 2006. 

14 A precondition for implementation of maintenance by contract was (i) the preparation of a maintenance manual and 
contracts, and (ii) training of both government supervisors and contractors. 
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private sector in Kazakhstan has developed rapidly during project implementation, and today, 
there are more opportunities in the domestic market for the direct sourcing of needed resources. 
 
20. Environment. The Project was reported to have negligible impact on the environment. 
However, the lack of effective monitoring and reporting does not allow for verification of this and 
whether all risks was mitigated during construction. Some of the diversion roads built during 
rehabilitation have been kept because (i) they were built on unused state-owned land, (ii) the 
land used had no agricultural or residential value, and (iii) local authorities wished to use them 
as service roads during the harvesting season. For similar reasons, project impacts on health 
and human trafficking was not monitored effectively. It is reported that cases of HIV/AIDS 
infections have generally increased in the project area, but it was not possible to determine how 
much the Project contributed to such increase. 
 
21. Project Completion. In pursuant to ADB guidelines, the two regional projects were 
considered substantially complete and underwent self-evaluation. The project completion report 
was completed in December 2007. ADB’s strategy to support the road subsector and focus on 
one of the main subregional road links was most appropriate at the time and remains highly 
relevant after project completion. Kazakhstan is a principal trading partner of the Kyrgyz Republic. 
Trade between the two countries has increased by 4–5 times since the project appraisal. While it 
was not possible to directly assess the impact of the Projects on regional cooperation as its 
design framework did not require the monitoring of such indicators, it is quite evident that the 
Project helped lower the transport costs and remove some of the official and unofficial payments 
at the Kyrgyz-Kazakhstan borders. At the same time, rather ambitious performance targets and 
milestones were set at the project design stage since institutional constraints were not fully 
recognized and factored into implementation arrangements and schedules at project design. 
 
22. The responsible operation units of both IFIs declared the Project as completed and 
prepared self-evaluation reports accordingly. ADB’s project completion report dated October 
2007 assigned an overall rating of “Satisfactory” and noted that “the achievement of project 
effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability are considered lower than anticipated at project 
preparation”, and further “Constraints were not fully recognized and factored into 
implementation arrangements and schedules during the project design. Consequently, rather 
ambitious performance targets and milestones were set at the project design stage.”15 
 
  b. EBRD Component 
 
23. Key Dates. Board approval for the Project was in November 2000, loan signing in 
December 2000, loan effectiveness in June 2002, and first disbursement in July 2002. The road 
was completed in July 2007 and handed over to the Government. 
 
24. Procurement. This was scheduled in three areas: civil works; small-scale road 
improvements, and consulting services assisting CTID in project selection, preparation of 
engineering designs, tender documents, and construction supervision with regard to small-scale 
improvements. 
 
25. Civil Works. The expanded monitoring report (XMR) of EBRD notes the following 
events: “Procurement of the main civil works took place in 2002, with contract award to 
TransStroy, a Russian road construction company, in January 2003. The contractor began 

                                                 
15 ADB’s project rating is based on the four criterion of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability. It rates 

a project on a scale of highly successful, successful, partly successful, or unsuccessful. 
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mobilizing in April 2003 and work started in mid-June 2003. By July, some serious problems 
with project implementation had already become apparent: slow progress of works, poor quality 
of works, and concerns over the safety of the contractor’s working arrangements; these 
deficiencies were regarded as partly attributable to inadequate supervision performance by the 
supervising engineer (see below) but also to capacity constraints by CTID.16 Because of this, 
the contract with TransStroy was terminated in May 2006 and a new contractor Dogus Eksen 
was appointed in July 2006, a Turkish joint-venture which had shortly before completed the 
works on the ADB funded part of the road.” This change was by way of single appointment 
through non-objection Board approval. 
 
26. Consulting Services. In addition, however, the performance of the supervising engineer 
(a consortium of Halcrow-Temelsuu)—financed by ADB but covering ADB and EBRD 
sections—was also substandard, and the engineer needed to be replaced. Separate 
ADB/EBRD supervision arrangements followed (since no funds were left under the ADB 
contract). Upon suggestion by CTID in August 2006, the firm KazDorProject—a former 
subcontractor of Halcrow-Temelsuu—was appointed on a non-objection basis granted by EBRD 
in February 2007, which subcontracted Swedish National Road Consulting AB (SweRoad) 
because of its experience in FIDIC contract administration. Since these changed arrangements, 
the implementation has been good. 
 
27. Small-Scale Road Improvement. The subcomponent “small-scale road improvement” 
for which $6.5 million (EBRD: $4.5 million and GOK: $1.9 million) were allocated was 
subsequently omitted and resulting savings were reallocated to the civil works component, 
mainly due to a change in the required road specification to allow an axle load of 13 tons, up 
from the original 10 tons. 
 
28. Transition Impact. Potential for transition impact was identified at appraisal in the 
following areas: reforms pertaining to investment and sector restructuring plans, motor vehicle 
taxation, and legal framework for road safety and environment. Associated risks were coupled 
with the uncertainty over the willingness to reform of the Government in the road sector and the 
chances of a follow-up project. This risk was regarded as mitigated by stipulating under the loan 
conditionalities of a statement of sector development policy to be approved by the Government. 
Against these appraisal expectations, EBRD’s latest Transition Impact Monitoring System report 
dated April 2008 confirms the completion of several activities: Road Sector Development Plan 
(November 2001) and National Sector Strategy (early 2005); Automobiles Road Act (January 
2003); Road Traffic Safety Act (through acceptable equivalents); budget increase, but revenues 
from road user charges are still below cost recovery levels; follow-on project through which to 
further  the transition impact (BDS03-60, June 2003). 
 
29. Sector Reform. Regarding the Project’s envisaged sector development progress, the 
XMR notes that “improving the administration of the road sector has been slow” with a main 
contributing factor being “the overlapping and ambiguous responsibilities of the road sector 
institutions which are an impediment to the sector development.” Intended institutional reforms 
were not covenanted under the loan (albeit frequently discussed with the Borrower), but they 
are under a subsequent project. The RSDP establishing investment priorities was covenanted 
and adopted by the GOK by Decree in November 2001. 
 
                                                 
16 An EBRD independent road engineer established poor compaction, roughness, and irregular asphalt mixture. This 

lead to the conclusion that “the contract had not been carried out substantially in accordance with its terms, in 
particular the technical requirements, and determined that the Contract could no longer consider to be eligible for 
further financing.” 
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30. Environment. Concerning the environment, the XMR notes that “The Project has been 
classified in category B by both EBRD and ADB. The resultant environmental analysis and 
Environmental Management Plan were carried out with the help of consultants in compliance 
with both ADB and EBRD environmental procedures as well as EU environmental requirements. 
The road rehabilitation will be moistly carried out on the existing alignment; the small areas 
which may be affected by minor realignments, and those expected to be used by contractors, 
are on land which is effectively wasteland and not significant from an environmental point of 
view. Thus, the environmental impacts associated with the rehabilitation are not significant, 
additionally, the Environmental Management Plan includes provision for a number of 
environmental mitigation measures.” 
 
  c. Project Completion 
 
31. As per EBRD’s Expanded Monitoring Report prepared in March 2008 the EBRD funded 
road has been completed and already in use, although later than originally expected. The 
transition impact benchmarks have broadly been achieved. The physically implementation has 
been delayed (32 months), mainly due to initial delays in reaching effectiveness and the poor 
performance of the consultant and contractor.  Euro 12 million out of Euro 22.6 million 
committed have been disbursed. The last availability date was postponed to end-2006 
(originally completion was expected in 2003, LAD was extended twice from April 2004, then 
from April 2005).  In addition to significant delays, it became apparent that there are serious 
concerns over the quality of the work (the quality is likely to fall short the EBRD standards). The 
transition impact monitoring system (TIMS) rating is provided in Table A1.1. 
 

Table A1.1: EBRD’s TIMS Rating 
 

Item Original Previous New 

Transition impact potential 
rating 

Good Good Good 

Transition impact risk High Medium Medium 

EBRD = European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, TIMS = Transition Impact Monitoring System. 
Source: EBRD’s TIMS Project Review Checklist, April 2008. 

 
B. Evaluation Subject, Mandate, and Evolvement 
 
32. The evaluation subject is the Almaty-Bishkek Regional Road Rehabilitation Project 
supported by the Governments of Kazakhstan and Kyrgyz Republic, ADB, EBRD, and the EU 
TRACECA Program that was implemented during the period 2000–2007. 
 
33. In both multilateral development banks (MDB), evaluation forms integral part of 
corporate operational standards and procedures, including a mandatory self-evaluation process 
of completed operations (by the project-responsible operation unit concerned) and an 
independent evaluation process applied to a sample of operations, mainly post-completion (by a 
dedicated operation-independent evaluation function). The subject operation has been selected 
for such independent evaluation based on a stratified sampling and to foster harmonization in 
the field of evaluation. 
 
34. In the spirit of the Paris Declaration to which all external project financiers are party, the 
striving for harmonization by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 
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(OECD)-Development Assistance Committee (DAC) of its Evaluation Network and of the 
Evaluation Cooperation Group of the MDBs, this evaluation is intended to be carried out jointly 
by the external investors ADB and EBRD. 17 
 
35. Both MDB evaluation functions discussed this undertaking since 2007, and it was 
decided to include this joint evaluation under their 2008–2009 work programs, respectively. 
 
C. Evaluation Objectives and Approach 
 
36. The ADB evaluation report (referred as project performance evaluation report) will be 
prepared in accordance with OED’s guidelines for evaluation.18 From time to time, information 
and data will be exchanged between ADB and EBRD to create synergies. 
 

1. Objectives 
 
37. In compliance with the OECD-DAC evaluation principles,19 the evaluation objective is to 
independently assess the Project’s activities, outputs, fulfillment of purposes, and achievement 
of intended impacts and goals. This includes, but is not limited to, the following aspects: 

(i) Relevance, i.e., the extent to which (a) the Project responds to actual needs; 
(b) the Project’s intention and objectives are consistent with the MDBs’ 
mandates; and (c) the Project’s compliance with the MDBs’ relevant country 
strategies and sector policies concerned. 

(ii) Effectiveness, i.e., the extent to which (a) the Project has met (physical and 
nonphysical, including institution building) appraisal expectations; and (b) the 
Project implementation process adhered to the rules and regulations of the 
MDBs and other bodies as warranted. 

(iii) Efficiency/efficacy, i.e., the extent to which input staff and financial resources 
were used to generate optimal value-for-money, also by way of optimizing 
synergy effects; conversely, the extent to which the achievements justify the 
resources used. 

(iv) Development and transition impact, i.e., the extent to which the Project 
generated poverty reduction and transition impact effects at the 
(a) Corporate/institutional level, for instance, skill transfer, demonstration 

effects, and new standards for business conduct; 
(b) level of the sector and the economy as a whole, for instance, sector 

reforms, changes in the legal body, promoting private sector involvement, 
skills and demonstration effects reaching beyond the road sector, market 
expansion; frameworks for markets, and new standards for business 
conducts; 

(c) Socioeconomic Impact due to the Project; 
(d) Environmental and social safeguards compliance; and 
(e) Contribution to regional cooperation and integration; 

(v) Sustainability, i.e., the extent to which the impacts generated under the Project 
are being at least maintained after external assistance is withdrawn and which 
are attributable risks. This will be examined by looking at current issues and risks 

                                                 
17 The Paris Declaration, endorsed on 2 March 2005, is an international agreement to which over 100 ministers, 

heads of agencies, and other senior officials adhered and committed their countries and organizations to continue 
to increase efforts in harmonization, alignment, and managing aid for results with a set of monitorable actions and 
indicators. 

18 ADB. 2006. Guidelines for Preparing Performance Evaluation Reports for Public Sector Operations. Manila. 
19 Available: http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/21/41/35343400.pdf 
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for the future related to technical, financial, and institutional capacity aspects of 
the project/executing agencies/governments in relation to regular maintenance. 

 
2. Evaluation Approach 

 
  a. Overview 
 
38. The evaluation will start in 2008 and be completed in 2009. It comprises a brief 
preparatory phase (phase 1), execution (phase 2) and consolidation (phase 3). The overall 
responsibility is assumed by a senior evaluation expert from each of the MDBs. The outcome of 
the first phase is expected to result in field reports on technical, traffic and socio-economic 
parameters. These inputs will be used in phase 3 to prepare a joint evaluation report as well as 
the separate MDB reports.20 These reports will cover the more directly project-linked aspects as 
referred to under the previous section. In view of the overall Project’s common objectives of 
promoting trade facilitation and regional cooperation (para. 4), the related achievements would 
need to be assessed jointly for both the ADB and the EBRD sections of the project. 
 

b. Phase 1 - Preparation 
 
39. As part of the preparatory process, this draft outline paper prepared by EBRD will be 
exchanged and amended/complemented by ADB. A brief consultation meeting was carried out 
in April 2008 at ADB’s headquarters in Manila for the purpose of finalizing it and, importantly, 
also soliciting input through joint discussions from ADB operation staff who took the lead in this 
project undertaking. 21  Further outputs expected, if not determined through the exchange 
process, include an agreement on the nature of consultant input required for the first stage; 
establishment of commensurate consultant terms of reference (TOR) and budget requirements; 
procurement modalities and the financing of such services. The consultant procurement process 
(selection and contracting) is envisaged to take place in May 2008.  
 
40. EBRD will establish contact with the European Union’s TRACECA program secretariat to 
obtain their views on the proposed evaluation. Based on the interest expressed by the 
TRACECA secretariat, they would take part in the joint operations evaluation mission. 
 

c. Phase 2 - Execution  
 
41. The execution of the first-stage evaluation (phase 2) is expected to start in June 2008 
and include a thorough study of project files of both MDBs by the consultants. During this 
period, issues and aspects for further scrutiny during the ensuing field visit would need to be 
identified by the consultant in cooperation with the MDB senior evaluation experts. It will include 
a visit by the consultants to the project site and the start of field surveys. This preliminary 
evaluation mission (PEM) will initiate the following studies: 

(i) Traffic count and origin-destination surveys, 
(ii) Socioeconomic impact assessment using focus group surveys, and 
(iii) Technical inspection of the completed road sections. 

 

                                                 
20 This would also allow each MDB evaluation function to keep its familiar evaluation format and template. 
21 As pointed out in the introductory section of this document, ADB took the lead in this Project. Project design and 

preparation, as well as substantial consulting input geared for institutional and sector reforms, prior and in parallel 
with the Project, were commissioned by ADB. 
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42. The traffic count and origin-destination surveys will be conducted at three locations on 
the Almaty-Bishkek road. One of these locations will be the international border of Kazakhstan 
and Kyrgyz Republic. The socioeconomic assessment comprises a combination of key 
informant interviews and focus group discussions. The interviews will involve key village 
informants, shop keepers, business/bus/transport operators, and farmers and other households. 
The focus group discussion will cover road users and people living and working near the road. 
Survey data to be collected will attempt to assess progress in achieving the Millennium 
Development Goals. It will include, among others, (i) per capita income, changes in livelihood 
patterns, prices of indicator consumer commodities and agricultural inputs and outputs; (ii) ease 
of obtaining freight and passenger transport; (iii) presence of access of and or access to health, 
education, advisory, credit and other services; (iv) use of transport by households; (v) changes 
in agricultural and business activities; and (vi) impacts on environment and road safety. 
 
43. The technical study will assess the technical design of the road/bridge rehabilitation and 
applied standards, structure of implementation arrangements, procurement process for the 
construction company and for the supervising engineer, and work carried out by (and 
performance of) the construction company and the supervising engineer. 
 
44. Evaluation consultant team will comprise: 

(i) Funded by ADB 
(a) One domestic consultant (Transport Expert) to gather and process 

necessary data on traffic count, time savings, and origin-destination data 
for carrying out the economic analysis and the distribution analysis 
(1.5 person month-inputs); and 

(b) One domestic consultant (Social Expert) to carry out the socioeconomic 
impact assessment (1.5 person-month inputs). 

(ii) Funded by EBRD 
(a) One international consultant (Highway Engineer) to inspect the road 

pavement quality, selectively determine surface roughness, and assess 
the current operations and maintenance regime as well as the likelihood 
of the project sustainability (1 person-month input). 

 
The terms of reference of the above consultants are provided in Appendix 4. 
 
45. The outputs of the above studies will feed into the next stage of drafting evaluation 
reports. The findings of these studies will be discussed with the Government during the joint 
evaluation mission (JEM) in September-October 2008.  
 

d. Phase 3 - Consolidation and Report Preparation 
 
46. Joint Performance Evaluation Report. Based on the findings of the field surveys, OED 
and EvD will draft a joint performance evaluation report (JPER). This JPER will be based on 
evaluation guidelines common to both organizations. A draft report outline is provided in 
Appendix 2 for discussion purpose. This will be finalized in consultation with EvD. 
 
47. The JPER will provide ratings for the Project using the standard evaluation parameters 
mentioned in para 37. above. The rating scores will be discussed between OED and EvD. In the 
event of any disagreement on arriving at common the ratings, the JPER will include arguments 
from both OED and EvD. This could lead to separate scores as perceived by the two 
organizations.  
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48. The draft JPER could be drafted in September 2008 and be included during the 
discussions with the Government during the JEM in September–October 2008. 
 
49. Individual Evaluation Reports. OED and EvD will prepare separate reports22 using 
JPER as the source report. These reports will be prepared basically for submission to the 
respective Board of Directors. The internal processing of these reports could be expected to be 
completed by December 2008. 
 
50. Upon completion of the PPER and the evaluation report, OED and EvD will then carry 
out an assessment of the evaluation experience of working together. This assessment will 
analyze the synergies that were generated as well as the issues. The main output of this 
analysis will be a brief report (5–10 pages), which will be presented by OED and EvD at the 
meeting of the Evaluation Cooperation Group members in 2009. 
 
 3. Primary and Secondary Stakeholders 
 
51. The tentative list of key stakeholders to be interviewed as part of the evaluation will 
include:23 

(i) Public authorities—MOTC and CTID contacts in Astana, Almaty, and Bishkek; 
(ii) Project implementation unit; 
(iii) Authorities/agencies holding a view on related environment, health, and safety 

aspects; 
(iv) Authorities policing the Almaty-Bishkek road (accident statistics and records); 
(v) Kazakhstan/Kyrgyz Republic custom authorities (international crossing point at 

Akzhol-Chu); 
(vi) Contractors: TranStroy (EBRD contractor), Dogus-Eksen (ADB/EBRD 

contractor); 
(vii) Supervising engineers: Halcrow-Temelsu and Kazdorproject; 
(viii) Hauling companies and organizations representing road users; 
(ix) Nongovernment organizations with a view on “trade and traffic;” 
(x) ADB and EBRD resident offices; and 
(xi) Representatives of other aid agencies/financiers in the sector including 

TRACECA. 
 
 4. Issues and Aspects of Evaluation 
 
52. Notwithstanding the evaluation criteria noted in Section 3.1 above and the evaluation 
issues identified in the main text of the evaluation approach paper, the issues and aspects to be 
assessed in the joint evaluation would include (and, thus, may form part of the consultant TOR), 
but not be limited to the following: 
 
 1. Project Justification 

(i) Was the need for the rehabilitation24 appropriately assessed and the chosen 
concept justified? 

                                                 
22 OED will prepare the project performance evaluation report (PPER) and EBRD will prepare its evaluation report. 
23 The scope of the field visit could also include certain aspects benefiting the second stage (P3) evaluation, for 

instance, assessing availability of P3 required data and information, and if not readily available, initiate their 
preparation and collection. 

24 The ADB appraisal document specifies (para. 70) “The rehabilitation will consist of reconstructing failed 
embankments, providing a crushed aggregate base course, surfacing with asphalt concrete, and improving the 
shoulders and drainage facilities. Rehabilitation does not include any major widening or upgrading works.” 
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(ii) What are the main benefits consisting in and who are the main beneficiaries of 
the Project? 

(iii) Was the role of the MDBs in the project adequately defined? 
(iv) Was ADB’s involvement in the Project justified on the grounds that no alternative 

funding source was available (for instance, through the private sector or in the 
form of a PPP model) and/or that the MDBs brought in design and functioning 
features that other parties, most likely, would not? 

 
2. Project Preparation 
(i) Was the feasibility work carried out diligently (including traffic forecasting methods, 

their reliability, and the accuracy and validity of the project-specific data), its 
findings and conclusions plausible? Did technical alternatives exist, have these 
been examined, and was the Project as designed the least-cost alternative? 

(ii) Have the feasibility findings and recommendations been fully adopted in the 
project design (if not, why not?) and were implementation arrangements 
appropriate (logistically, from an implementation capacity perspective, etc.)? 

(iii) Were the project risks and mitigating measures identified appropriately? 
(iv) Were the TORs of the supervising consultant engineer appropriate? Did the 

engineers fulfill their TORs and were eventual deviations justified? 
(v) Was the procurement for goods (mainly construction works) and services (mainly 

pertaining to the consultant engineer) in compliance with the pertaining rules and 
regulations of the MDBs? Were erstwhile and subsequent procurement decisions 
acceptable and reasonable? 

(vi) Were adequate MDB implementation and monitoring arrangements made? 
 

3. Project Performance 
(i) Did the Project fulfill the appraisal expectation, namely, to improve the efficiency 

and safety of this subregional/international corridor road between Almaty and 
Bishkek by: 
(a) rehabilitating the road infrastructure (ADB and EBRD)? 
(b) establishing a program of small-scale road improvements (EBRD)? 
(c) upgrading of the international Kazakhstan-Kyrgyz Republic cross-border 

facilities (ADB)? 
(d) purchasing of equipment for road maintenance (ADB and EBRD), 

laboratory testing (EBRD), and customs authorities (EBRD)? 
(e) Providing consulting services for project implementation in general, and 

for the improvement of road safety, investment planning, sector financing, 
and institutional reform in particular (ADB and EBRD)? 

(ii) Did post-implementation traffic pattern, efficiency measurements, and safety 
records confirm the Project and intervention rationale? 

(iii) Have the underlying sector reform expectations been met? 
(iv) Have the cost recovery assumptions been met, and if not, what are the 

consequences for the future road sector financing? 
(v) Have the intended development and transition impacts been achieved, and if not, 

do their anticipated potentials still exist (or have these changed) and which are 
their associated risks? 

(vi) Assessment of the appropriateness of the Project's EIRR recalculation.25 
(vii) Assessment of the distribution of project generated benefits and costs. 

                                                 
25 An economic reevaluation was carried out in the context of ADB’s project completion report to which reference is 

made. 
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DRAFT OUTLINE OF THE JOINT EVALUATION REPORT 
 

CONTENTS 
Page 

 
BASIC DATA 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (2 pages) 
 
MAP(S) 
 
I. INTRODUCTION (half page) 
 A. Evaluation Purpose and Process 
 B. Expected Results 
 
II. DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION (2 to 3 pages) 
 A. Formulation 
 B. Rationale 
 C. Cost, Financing, and Executing Arrangements 
 D. Procurement, Construction, and Scheduling 
 E. Design Changes 
 F. Outputs 
 G. Consultants 
 H. Loan Covenants 
 I. Policy Framework 
 
III. PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT (7 to 9 pages) 
 A. Overall Assessment 
 B. Relevance 
 C. Effectiveness 
 D. Efficiency 
 E. Sustainability (including risks) 
 
IV. OTHER ASSESSMENTS (2 to 3 pages) 
 A. Impact (transition, socioeconomic, environmental, other impacts) 
 B. Bank Performance 
 C. Borrower Performance 
 D. Technical Assistance 
 
V. ISSUES, LESSONS, AND FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS (1 to 2 pages) 
 A. Issues 
 B. Lessons (project related) 
 C. Follow-Up Actions to EA and ADB/EBRD 
 
APPENDIXES 
1. Summary Design and Monitoring Framework 
2. Appraisal and Actual Project Costs 
3. Summary of Physical Accomplishments 
4. Follow-Up Actions (included if a large number of recommendations were made) 
5. Financial and Economic Reestimation 
6. Rating Matrix for Core Evaluation Criteria 
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EVALUATION FRAMEWORKS 
 

Table A3.1: Project Evaluation Framework 
 
Evaluation 
Criteria 

Areas of 
Evaluation/ 
Subcriteria 

Major Indicators and 
Areas of 

Consideration 

Sources of 
Information 

Data Collection 
Methods 

Relevance What is the 
extent to which 
the Project 
responded to the 
development 
needs of the 
countries? 
 
Were the 
Project’s 
intentions and 
objectives 
consistent with 
the MDB’s 
mandates? 
 
Was the Project 
compliant with 
the country 
strategies and 
sector policies of 
the MDBs in the 
two countries? 
 
Was there 
adequate 
harmonization 
among the 
development 
partners – ADB, 
EBRD, and 
TRACECA? 
 

Appropriateness of the 
project outputs and 
outcomes; 
 
 
 
 
Consistency of the 
project outcomes and 
impacts at the time of 
project appraisal and at 
evaluation;  
 
 
 
 
Consistency of the 
project outcomes and 
impacts at the time of 
project appraisal and at 
evaluation;  
 
 
 
Clarity of expected 
results; 
Appropriateness of 
implementation 
arrangements; 
Level of dialogue 
carried out at appraisal 
and during 
implementation. 

MRM, SRC and 
Board meeting 
minutes; 
RRP and other 
project documents; 
BTORs; 
National 
Development plans; 
Discussion with 
ADB officials and 
other development 
partners 

Desk review 
combined with 
discussion during 
the mission 

Effectiveness Have the desired 
outcomes been 
achieved?  
 
Did the Project 
improve the 
transport 
efficiency and 
road safety? 
 
What is the 
extent to which 
the Project met 
the (physical and 
nonphysical, 

Degree of achievement 
of project purpose as 
stated in RRP 
 
Change in the time and 
cost of travel on the 
road. 
Change in the number 
of accidents. 
 
Level of change seen 
in the implementation 
capacity of the 
government ministries  
 

Socioeconomic 
survey in the project 
area 
 
Secondary data 
from the 
government and 
other development 
partners 
 
BTORs 
 

Sample surveys 
 
Discussions with 
stakeholders 
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Evaluation 
Criteria 

Areas of 
Evaluation/ 
Subcriteria 

Major Indicators and 
Areas of 

Consideration 

Sources of 
Information 

Data Collection 
Methods 

including 
institutional 
building) 
appraisal 
expectations; 
 
Did the project 
implementation 
process adhere 
to the rules and 
regulations of the 
MDBs and other 
bodies as 
warranted? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Quality and speed of 
responsiveness of the 
implementation unit to 
issues 

Efficiency How well the 
Project use staff 
and financial 
resources to 
generate optimal 
value for money? 
 
Were the correct 
synergies 
created by the 
cofinancing/ 
parallel 
financing? 
 
Did the 
achievements 
justify the 
resources used? 

Reevaluation of the 
economic internal rate 
of return (EIRR) at the 
project level and at the 
country level 
 
 
Analysis of synergies 
created 
 
 
 
 
 
Analysis of staff 
deployed 
 
 

Measurement of 
traffic and analysis 
of vehicle operating 
costs savings at 
local, cross border 
and subregional 
levels 
 
Analysis of sector 
best practice 
standards, i.e., cost 
of construction per 
km 
 
 

Traffic count and 
origin-destination 
surveys 
 
Secondary data 
from the 
Government and 
other development 
partners 
 

Sustainability What is the 
likelihood that 
the impacts and 
outcomes 
generated by the 
Project will 
sustain after 
project 
completion? 
 

Adequate deployment 
of resources for road 
maintenance; 
Financial viability of the 
operating entities; 
Appropriate policy 
dialogue and regulatory 
structure for continued 
funding of the 
maintenance; 
Level of ownership and 
commitment 
demonstrated by the 
Governments 

Funds allocation by 
the Government; 
Financial data from 
the transport 
ministries; 
 

Discussions with 
Government 
officials, ADB/EBRD 
staff, and other 
development 
partners. 

Impact What is the 
extent to which 
the Project 
generated 
poverty reduction 
and transition 
impact in terms 

Changes attributable to 
the Project 
 
Distribution analysis 

Socioeconomic 
survey 
 
Secondary data 
from the 
Government and 
other development 

Sample survey 
along the project 
road 
 
Discussions with the 
Government and 
development 
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Evaluation 
Criteria 

Areas of 
Evaluation/ 
Subcriteria 

Major Indicators and 
Areas of 

Consideration 

Sources of 
Information 

Data Collection 
Methods 

of institutional 
impact, sector 
impact, 
socioeconomic 
impact, 
environmental 
and social 
safeguards 
compliance and 
contribution to 
regional 
cooperation and 
integration. 

partners partners 
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Table A3.2: Evaluation Questions for Assessing the Subregional Impact 
of the Almaty-Bishkek Road 

 

Questions Methodology Data Requirements and 
Sources 

Q1: Is the road project as 
economically justifiable now  
when considering real past 
and current information on 
traffic and VOC savings? 

• With new VOC and traffic data, 
reestimated EIRR, and NPV 

• Adjust economic prices to reflect 
reality 

• Traffic count and origin-
destination surveys 

• Collect new VOC (mini 
survey at major centers and 
secondary data) 

• Collect for typical traded 
commodities time series of 
market prices (major 
centers); farm gate prices; 
and transport costs 
(interviews, secondary data) 

Q2: How do the total 
economic benefits (including 
external benefits) for 2007 
compare with anticipated 
benefits? 
 

• Get 2007 project net economic 
benefits from appraisal and PCR 

• Recalculate for 2007 project net 
economic benefits 

• Attempt to quantify external benefits 
by looking at price changes and/or 
changes in value added production 

• Data from appraisal reports 
• Data from PCR reports 
• Market surveys at border and 

along project road 
communities and interviews 
at selected industrial centers 

Q3: Who are the 
beneficiaries of the net 
economic benefits (for the 
total project and for 2007)? 

• From results of Q1, distribute the NPV 
of net economic benefits according to 
categories of beneficiaries (road users 
including transporters/passengers, 
government, producers, and 
consumers) 

• Calculate net economic benefits for 
2007 

• Q1 and Q2 results 
• Secondary data 

Q4: What economic impacts 
beside the external benefits 
included in the economic 
analysis, could be attributed 
to the road project? 

• This could be a qualitative and 
quantitative assessment 

• Inventory of new industries with 
estimates of their value added located 
along the road and at border 
crossings 

• Secondary data on 
production value along 
project roads (time series) 

• Selected interviews with 
firms recently located along 
road projects 

Q5: What are the social and 
poverty reduction impacts 
(border communities and 
whole country)? 

• This could also be a qualitative and 
quantitative assessment 

• Income per capita before and after for 
border communities 

• Q1 results 
• Secondary data on border 

communities income per 
capita (time series) 

• Selected interview with 
stakeholders in social 
domain 

Q6: What has been the cost 
reduction for road users 
crossing the border? 

• Measure the true cost (official and 
unofficial payments) on average for 
road users (car owners and truck 
operators) before and after 

• Information could be 
obtained from perception 
survey to be conducted at 
border crossings 

• Also from freight forwarder 
surveys 

Q7: What has been the time 
reduction for road users 
crossing the border? 

• Measure the true average (range or 
standard deviation) time required by 
road users (car owners and truck 
operators) to cross borders, before 
and after project 

• Information could be 
obtained from perception 
survey to be conducted at 
border crossings 
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Questions Methodology Data Requirements and 
Sources 

• Also from freight forwarder 
surveys 

Q8: What has been the 
increase in border crossing 
activities? 

• Show the change in volume of 
activities at borders, before and after 
project: 

o Traffic separated by country 
of origin and vehicle 
categories with identification 
of transit traffic 

o Freight volume (tons), both 
directions, in total and for 
selected major commodities 

o Record changes-if any- in 
trade composition 

o Container traffic 
o Passenger traffic 
o Border trade recorded in 

value 
o Identification of border 

community trading 

• Get time series (2000 to 
2007 or at least 2 points 
before and after) of custom 
data and immigration 
records. This data will be 
requested from Custom 
Departments and 
Immigration Department 

• Custom data to be validated 
by consultant surveys 
conducted at border 
crossings 

Q9: What is the reduction in 
total trade cost and trading 
time for exports and imports 
along the road corridor? 

• Objective is to estimate the total trade 
costs (transport and non transport 
related) and time on the major route 
comparing the before and after 
situation 

• Freight forwarders survey 
• Secondary data from ADB, 

World Bank, and other 
published sources 

Q10: What is the impact on 
GDP growth of investments 
in road projects? 

• This is a macro impact (country level); 
impact is calculated by using GDP 
road investment elasticity applicable 
to each particular country 

• GDP transport elasticity will 
be arrived at based on a 
review of existing literature 

Q11: What is the overall 
trade impact of the transport 
investments? 

• This is another macro impact (country 
level); impact is calculated using 
trade/transport elasticity 

• Like the above, trade/ 
transport elasticity will come 
from a review of existing 
literature 

Q12 (see Q3) How can 
project net economic 
benefits and impacts be 
separated among countries 
and the subregion as a 
whole, i.e., what is the 
differential impact among 
the participating countries? 

• The idea here is to find whether the 
regional economic benefit of a road 
project is greater than the sum of 
country benefits when each country 
pursues its road strategy separately in 
isolation 

• The same reasoning applies when 
considering the whole transport sector 

• It involves getting a “perception” 
measure of what would have 
happened without ADB/EBRD 
assistance 

• Economic model using 
elasticity values from existing 
literature and results of traffic 
survey 

• Perception survey of 
government officials and 
road users 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, EBRD = European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, EIRR = economic 
internal rate of return, GDP = gross domestic product, NPV = net present value, PCR = project completion report, 
VOC = vehicle operating cost. 
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TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR ADB STAFF AND CONSULTANTS 
 
A. Objectives of the Operations Evaluation Mission 
 
1. A joint Asian Development Bank (ADB)-European Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development (EBRD) Operations Evaluation Mission (OEM) will carry out a postevaluation of 
the cofinanced Almaty-Bishkek Regional Road Rehabilitation Project.1 The OEM will collect and 
analyze information needed for the assessment of the Project in terms of the (i) relevance, 
(ii) efficacy and efficiency in achieving project outputs and purposes, (iii) sustainability of the 
outcomes, and (iv) institutional and capacity building impacts of the Project. Special attention 
will be given to identifying key issues, lessons, and follow-up actions for future ADB operations. 
 
B. Terms of Reference for ADB Staff 
 
2. The ADB Evaluation Specialist will be responsible for the overall planning and 
management of the OEM and report preparation from ADB side. He will lead the evaluation and 
perform the following key tasks: 

(i) Supervise the planning and implementation of the project performance evaluation 
report (PPER); 

(ii) Coordinate the activities and progress of consultants; 
(iii) Integrate the outputs of the team members; 
(iv) Jointly lead the OEM in September 2008 and participate in interviews and focus 

group discussions with relevant stakeholders, together with team members; and  
(v) Coordinate and prepare the PPER and the Chapeau report (summary 

consolidated report) and serve as a principal author, taking into account 
contributions from team members, and prepare final reports for knowledge 
dissemination. 

 
3. The Evaluation Officer will carry out the following tasks: 

(i) Assist in collection of all data connected with the Project. 
(ii) Provide a link between the domestic consultants and the Evaluation Specialist, 

ensuring that all the outputs of the domestic consultants (especially economic 
data) is in accordance with the needs of the Evaluation Specialist. 

(iii) Participate in the preliminary OEM to Kazakhstan and Kyrgyz Republic. While on 
mission, the Evaluation Officer will 
(c) supervise the domestic consultants and direct them to start the field 

surveys; 
(d) provide the foundation for the subsequent joint OEM that will take place in 

September 2008; 
(e) interview government officials and resident mission staff; and 
(f) prepare a brief aide memoire at the end of the mission. 

(iv) Analyze the perception data collected during the mission. 
(v) Assist the Mission Leader in collating the outputs of the consultants, especially 

the economic data. 
(vi) Prepare the economic analysis using the guidelines provided in ADB’s Handbook 

for the Economic Analysis of Subregional Projects. This analysis will take on 

                                                 
1 ADB. 2000. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors on Proposed Loans and 

Technical Assistance Grants to the Republic of Kazakhstan and to the Kyrgyz Republic for the Almaty-Bishkek 
Regional Road Rehabilitation Project. (Loans 1774-KAZ and 1775-KGZ[SF], for $52 million, approved on 
31 October). 
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board the benefits derived from vehicle operating cost savings as well as time 
savings. It will include a distribution analysis of the differential benefits. The main 
parameters of comparison will be net present value and economic internal rate of 
return. The economic analysis will be compiled as an appendix to the PPER 
report. 

(vii) Update the matrix on loan covenants, design and monitoring framework, and 
related project data. 

(viii) Assist in the preparation, finalization, and dissemination of the PPER, as well as 
the Chapeau report. 

 
 



Not for Quotation, work-in-progress 

 

Appendix 4       29

Terms of Reference for Domestic Transport Expert 
 

CATEGORY Domestic     

Position Title 
 

Transport Expert Inputs 
Required 

Intermittent 
Assignment 

1.5 person-month PM 

Professional 
Grouping 

NA Director’s Endorsement 

 
Director OED2  

Objective/Purpose of the Assignments: 
The purpose of the consultancy is the completion of surveys and other activities to obtain road 
traffic and other data for use by the Operations Evaluation Mission in evaluating the Almaty-
Bishkek Regional Road Rehabilitation Project (Kazakhstan and Kyrgyz Republic) (Loans 1774-
KAZ and 1775-KGZ[SF]). 
 
Scope of Works: 
The consulting assignment will primarily comprise of a traffic and commodity survey. The surveys 
will include traffic counts (e.g., for 5 days over 18 hours), travel times, as well as origin-destination 
and commodity surveys. Field observations on vehicle and cargo traffic will involve project road 
sections on the Almaty-Bishkek road. The consultant will also evaluate the institutional 
development within the Governments of Kazakhstan and Kyrgyz Republic in relation to the road 
development and maintenance. 
 
The intermittent assignment will commence on or about the 16 June 2008 for 1.5 person-months. 
 
Detailed Tasks: The tasks of the Transport Expert will be the following: 
 
(i) Review relevant background documents (report and recommendations of the President, 

project completion report); 
(ii) Assist in finalizing survey methods including survey locations along the project roads, 

control areas, etc., and sample size; 
(iii) Assist Mission Leader in finalizing survey data requirements and structured interview 

formats including translation to local language. Prepare questionnaires and other such 
survey instruments; 

(iv) Select, recruit, and prepare a team of enumerators for carrying out the three transport 
surveys—traffic count, origin-destination, and commodity. The survey expenses will be 
paid in lump sum separately. He/she will work closely with the Social Sector Expert. The 
Transport Expert will be responsible for providing an estimate of the survey costs in 
advance of his/her appointment. Carrying out the transport surveys will be the 
responsibility of the Transport Expert; 

(v) The traffic survey will be conducted at three locations on the Almaty-Bishkek road for a 
continuous period of 5 days from 4am to 10pm. The origin-destination survey will be 
carried out at the same locations and will be based on a set of parameters identified by the 
Mission Leader. It will include estimation of the time savings after project completion.  

(vi) The Transport Expert will interview select local transport operators, truck owners, bus 
passengers on traffic-related information (before and after the project) such as (a) changes 
in bus fares, freight rates, travel times, range of vehicle types providing service, number of 
service vehicles and frequency of services, vehicle utilization rates, and (b) transport 
issues related to road condition and road safety; 

(vii) Collect data on road safety in terms of frequency, intensity and volume of road accidents; 
impediments to road safety; 

(viii) Collect data on barriers to growth in trade using the Almaty-Bishkek road, e.g., speed of 
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customs clearances. This will include assessing the time and cost of border formalities 
before project construction and after project completion; 

(ix) Tabulate traffic data and provide inputs for developing an economic model. The Transport 
Expert will enter the traffic data along with the related macroeconomic parameters into a 
standard vehicle operating costs (VOC) model (preferably use the World Bank’s Road 
Economic Decision [RED] model) and obtain the VOCs for the project. The outputs of this 
model will be submitted to ADB for further processing of the VOC savings and economic 
internal rate of return; 

(x) Prepare a brief report on the traffic/commodity survey and the field interviews; 
(xi) Assist the Mission Leader in interpreting and analyzing the results of traffic/commodity 

survey; 
(xii) Provide logistic assistance for the Mission Leader to meet government officials, 

businessmen and other people connected with the development and the use of roads in 
Astana, Bishkek, and Almaty; 

(xiii) Undertake other tasks as may be requested by the Mission Leader. 
 
Output/Reporting Requirements: 
The main outputs will be (i) tabulated data on the transport surveys, (ii) VOCs using the RED 
model; (iii) analysis of the outputs of the RED model; and (iv) a brief report summarizing the 
results of the transport surveys. 
 
Draft outputs, including appendixes to be submitted by 31 July 2008. Final outputs by 15 August 
2008. 
 

PLACES OF ASSIGNMENT ESTIMATED WORKING DAYS 

 
Bishkek, Almaty, Astana, and various project 
sites 
 

 
1.5 person-months 
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Term of Reference of Domestic Social Sector Expert 
 
CATEGORY Domestic     

Position Title 
 

Social Sector 
Expert 
 

Inputs 
Required 

Intermittent 
Assignment 

1.5 person-month PM 

Professional 
Grouping 

NA Director’s Endorsement 

 
Director OED2  

 
Objective/Purpose of the Assignment: 
The purpose of the consultancy is collect data on socioeconomic conditions in the project road 
influence areas (RIAs) for use by the Operations Evaluation Mission in evaluating the Almaty-
Bishkek Regional Road Rehabilitation Project (Kazakhstan and Kyrgyz Republic) (Loans 1774-
KAZ and 1775-KGZ[SF]). The assignment will assess the impact on the intended beneficiaries 
and what are the socioeconomic changes directly or indirectly attributable to the Project. The 
evaluation will mainly cover the road sections on the Almaty-Bishkek regional road. 
 
Scope of Work: 
The assignment will primarily involve planning, organizing, and conduct of field surveys in the 
RIAs to identify changes in socioeconomic and environmental conditions, if any, due to Asian 
Development Bank (ADB) road improvements. Survey data to be collected will attempt to assess 
progress in achieving the Millennium Development Goals in the project RIAs. The intermittent 
assignment will commence on or about 16 June 2007 for 1.5 person-months. 
 
Detailed Tasks: 
The tasks of the Social Sector Expert will be the following: 
(i) Review relevant background documents (report and recommendations of the President, 

project completion report). 
(ii) Assist Mission Leader in finalizing survey methods including questionnaires, survey 

locations along the project roads and control areas (if possible), and the sample size. 
(iii) Assist Mission Leader in finalizing survey data requirements and structured interview 

formats including translation to local language. 
(iv) Organize a team of enumerators and supervise the team to conduct field interviews during 

the socioeconomic survey. He/she will work closely with the Transport Expert. The survey 
expenses will be paid in lump sum separately. The Social Sector Expert will be responsible 
for providing an estimate of the survey costs in advance of his/her appointment. The 
socioeconomic survey will be the responsibility of the Social Sector Expert. 

(v) The survey will comprise a combination of key informant interviews and focus group 
discussions. The interviews will involve key village informants, shop keepers, 
business/bus/transport operators, and farmers and other households. The focus group 
discussion will cover road users and people living and working near the road. Survey data 
to be collected will attempt to assess progress in achieving the Millennium Development 
Goals. It will include, among others, (a) per capita income, changes in livelihood patterns, 
prices of indicator consumer commodities, and agricultural inputs and outputs; (b) ease of 
obtaining freight and passenger transport; (c) presence of access of and/or access to 
health, education, advisory, credit, and other services; (d) use of transport by households; 
(e) changes in agricultural and business activities; and (f) impacts on environment and 
road safety. 

(vi) The Social Expert will analyze the differential impact of the road in the two countries. This 
impact will need to be measured in terms of local impact as well as country level impact. 
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Use of secondary data could be made to supplement the information collected from the 
field surveys. 

(vii) Information of resettlement related issues will be updated in terms of current economic 
situation of the project affectees. 

(viii) The Social Sector Expert will identify complementary investments necessary to stimulate 
and synergize demand for road use. 

(ix) Tabulate all data and prepare a brief report on the results of the field interviews. Assist 
ADB Mission Leader in interpreting the results of the socioeconomic survey. 

(x) Assist ADB Mission Leader and the international consultant during the field visit by 
providing logistical support, i.e., organize meetings with stakeholders in the project areas; 
translate during meetings; or organize for translation and transportation. Participate in 
meetings with stakeholders to collect information on project implementation and outcomes. 

(xi) Collect secondary data on (a) bilateral trade between Kazakhstan and Kyrgyz Republic 
using the project road as well as overall trade; (b) movement of people between the two 
countries; (c) migration patterns; (d) number of tourists and change in the nature of 
tourism; (e) regional domestic product; (f) per capita income in the RIA; and (g) social and 
poverty indicators in the project area from relevant government sources and 
documentation. 

(xii) Provide case studies from other parts of Kazakhstan or Kyrgyz Republic in relation to the 
impact of road improvements and in relation to the issues faced by people living in areas 
with poor access. 

(xiii) Undertake other tasks as maybe requested by the Mission Leader. 
 
Output/Reporting Requirements: 
 
The main outputs will be (i) tabulated data on the socioeconomic and environmental impacts, and 
(ii) a brief report summarizing and analyzing the results of the survey. 
 
Draft socioeconomic report containing tabulated data on all the surveys, including appendixes to 
be submitted by 31 July 2008. Final report by 15 August 2008. 
 

PLACES OF ASSIGNMENT ESTIMATED WORKING DAYS 

 
Bishkek, Almaty, Astana, and various project 
sites  
 

 
1.5 person-months 
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Terms of Reference for International Roads Engineer (to be funded by EBRD) 
 

Independent Technical Assessment 
 
A. Purpose 
 
1. In the context of a joint postevaluation by the Asian Development Bank (ADB) and the 
European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) of their common Almaty-Bishkek 
Road Rehabilitation Project, the background and details of which are described in the attached 
Outline Paper (Attachment 1), the EBRD Evaluation Department (EvD) seeks to procure the 
services of a senior road engineer/civil engineer. 
 
B. Objective 
 
2. The objective of the technical consultant services is to allow the ADB/EBRD evaluation 
team, prior to their joint evaluation mission tentatively scheduled during September 2008, to 
obtain an independent professional opinion on the physical (i.e., road rehabilitation) work 
envisaged at appraisal and performed during project implementation. 
 
C. Tasks 
 
3. The Consultant is expected to assess the appropriateness of: 

(i) the technical design of the road/bridge rehabilitation and applied standards; 
(ii) the structure of implementation arrangements; 
(iii) the procurement process for (a) the construction company, and (b) for the 

supervising engineer; 
(iv) the work carried out by (and performance of) (a) the construction company, and 

(b) the supervising engineer (i.e., validation of actual project achievements). 
 
4. In view of these tasks the Consultant will 

(i) review relevant background documents (e.g., ADB/EBRD appraisal and self-
evaluative completion reports, procurement files) to determine adequacy of the 
design with respect to traffic use, vehicle type, etc.; 

(ii) conduct a site visit to the road sections and bridges that were constructed and 
rehabilitated under the joint ADB/EBRD project to assess, based on a visual 
inspection, 
(a) whether they meet the stipulated specifications to verify their conditions 

and level of maintenance; this includes carrying out a random visual 
inspection of the pavement surface to assess the quality of the pavement 
design and construction of the project road (the Consultant will need to 
give an opinion on any significant signs of distress or premature failure 
and suggest possible causes and remedies. Particular attention should be 
paid to any areas where asphalt overlays may have been applied to 
existing concrete pavements); a key question might be to which 
standards the road should have been and actually has been built; 

(b) the quality of the EBRD-funded project road with ADB-funded road to 
assess whether the level of design and construction were adequate in 
light of the current and future traffic (note: reportedly EBRD-funded 
sections were upgraded to 13 tons axle load while ADB-funded road 
sections were designed observing 10 tons axle load); 
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(iii) assess road safety measures (accident prevention/response systems, lighting, 
etc.) implemented in the project roads and assess road maintenance issues 
including the allocation of funds to operation and maintenance and 
implementation of appropriate vehicle load limits; 

(iv) assess the institutional capacity of the responsible road authority to undertake 
regular monitoring and maintenance of the roads and bridges financed under the 
Project; 

(v) complementing the document review and site inspections by discussions with 
stakeholders, notably Government officials, to gain further insight which, 
together, shall lead to “lessons learned” for future reference; and 

(vi) prepare a report on the technical findings, including operational performance, 
performance of the operating entity, and operational sustainability. 

 
D. Consultant Qualifications 
 
5. The Consultant should be a senior civil engineer specialized in road construction with at 
least 10 years experience and with at least several years of international experience. He/she 
should be fully conversant with road construction and rehabilitation practices, experience in the 
supervision of works, design of pavements and surface treatments, and supervision of road 
contracts. The ideal candidate should have worked both in the road sector for both private firms 
(contractors/consultants) and the public sector (road administration). Fluency in spoken and 
written English—the report language—is required, and experience in countries of the Former 
Soviet Union (FSU) would be an asset. 
 
E. Implementation Arrangements 
 
6. Reporting. The assignment will involve desk study work and a field visit. The Consultant 
will work under the supervision of a Senior Evaluation Manager of EBRD’s EvD. 
 
7. Duration and Timing. The assignment is expected to start in early June 2008 and be 
completed within June 2008 to involve up to 20 working days, an indicative only distribution of 
which is presented below (activity/working days [WDs]): 

(i) EBRD/Home-based file studies (5 WDs); 
(ii) Field visit (8 WDs), including travel time; 
(iii) Report drafting (5 WDs); and 
(iv) Report finalizing (2 WDs). 

 
8. Payment. The consultant contract will be based on an all inclusive lump sum (exclusive 
of value added tax) arrangement, and payment to the Consultant will be made upon receipt of 
the Consultant’s satisfactory final report. 
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN 
OPERATIONS EVALUATION DEPARTMENT, ASIAN DEVELOPMENT BANK 

AND 
EVALUATION DEPARTMENT, EUROPEAN BANK FOR RECONSTRUCTION AND 

DEVELOPMENT 
 
The Operations Evaluation Department (OED) of the Asian Development Bank (ADB) and the 
Evaluation Department (EvD) of the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development 
(EBRD) agree to carry out a joint evaluation of the Almaty-Bishkek Regional Road Rehabilitation 
Project (ADB Loans 1774-KAZ and 1775-KGZ) (the Project) located in Kazakhstan and Kyrgyz 
Republic. This joint evaluation will comprise the following: 
 

(i) Division of work. OED will recruit and manage consultants to carry out (a) the 
traffic count and origin-destination surveys, and (b) socioeconomic survey. EvD 
will recruit and manage a consultant to carry out the technical assessment of the 
Project. The terms of reference for these consultants are provided in OED’s 
evaluation approach paper dated May 2008. 

 
(ii) Preliminary mission in June 2008. An OED staff will carry out a preliminary 

evaluation mission in June 2008 to initiate the traffic surveys and the 
socioeconomic survey. This mission will coincide with the mobilization of EvD’s 
consultant for technical assessment. 

 
(iii) Joint mission in September-October 2008. OED and EvD will carry out a joint 

evaluation mission in September-October 2008 to discuss, among others, the 
findings of the field surveys (Section [ii]) and to obtain feedback on the initial draft 
of the joint evaluation report. This mission will be led jointly by an OED staff and 
an EvD staff. 

 
(iv) Sharing of data and information. OED and EvD will share data and information 

related to the Project on the explicit condition that this information will not be 
disclosed to any persons outside the respective organizations. 

 
(v) Ensuring consistency in joint evaluation and a joint report preparation. 

OED and EvD will agree upon a broad report outline based on the evaluation 
methodology elaborated in OED’s evaluation approach paper dated May 2008. 
Upon receipt of the consultants’ reports, OED and EvD will distribute the work of 
writing the joint evaluation report based on the agreed outline. Using common 
evaluation guidelines based on OECD-Development Assistance Committee 
evaluation principles, OED and EvD will prepare the joint evaluation report 
whereby key elements of each of the institution’s evaluation approach and 
methodology are taken into account. In the event of any disagreement on arriving 
at common ratings on indicators which OED and EvD have in common, the joint 
evaluation report will include arguments from both OED and EvD. This could 
lead, apart from different ratings, to separate scores as perceived by the two 
organizations. 

 
(vi) Processing, distribution, and publication of the joint evaluation report. The 

joint evaluation report will be processed and distributed separately within both 
institutions, under separate cover notes, and in compliance with each institution’s 
procedures and practices. Thereafter, and in consultation between OED and 
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EvD, the joint evaluation report will be subjected to a compliance review 
according to each institution’s (external) publication policy before its release for 
public consumption. 

 
(vii) Joint report on lessons learned. Upon completion of the joint evaluation, OED 

and EvD will then carry out an assessment of the evaluation experience of 
working together. This assessment will analyze the synergies that were 
generated as well as emerging issues. The main output of this analysis will be a 
brief report (5–10 pages), which will be presented by OED and EvD at the 
meeting of the Evaluation Cooperation Group members in 2009. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Ramesh B. Adhikari      Fredrik Korfker 
Director       Chief Evaluator 
Evaluation Division 2      European Bank for 
Operations Evaluation Department    Reconstruction and Development 
Asian Development Bank 
 
 
 
Signed on 
 
 
_____________________ 
                Date 
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