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I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A. Rationale  

1. Tajikistan is one of the poorest countries in Central Asia with a per capita gross domestic 
product equivalent of $715 in 2008, which increased to about $800 in 2016.1 The economy grew 
at an average annual rate of 7.2% from 1997—the end of the civil war—to 2015. The country’s 
infrastructure, however, suffered considerable damage during the civil war from 1992 to 1997.2 
By 2008, the year of project preparation, much of the country’s electrical infrastructure was 
obsolete and in dire need of refurbishment or replacement. In the same year, over 60% of 
Tajikistan’s electricity supply was from the Nurek hydroelectric power plant (NHEPP). The 
reconstruction of the NHEPP switchyards was necessary because the existing ones were often 
failing—they had already outlived their technical life. Also because of the dated technology from 
the Soviet era, spare parts were difficult to source.3 This was high priority under the government’s 
rehabilitation of electrical infrastructure.  
 
2. The existing NHEPP air-insulated switchgear (AIS) was on an unstable salt dome and 
subject to possible destruction from landslides. The government decided to build a new gas-
insulated switchgear (GIS) on stable ground next to the NHEPP instead of rehabilitating the old 
AIS. The new system would be more efficient, require less maintenance, increase the electricity 
output of the switchgear, and stabilize electricity supply. The old components of the AIS could be 
partly used as spare parts for other switchyards. Funding by international financing institutions 
was necessary since the national electrical utility company, Barki Tojik Open Joint Stock Holding 
Company (BT),4 was unable to fund capital investments. Its revenues from electricity sales were 
insufficient to generate needed cash because regulated tariffs were kept below cost-recovery 
levels. 
 
3. In December 2008, the government signed a $54.77 million grant agreement with the 
Asian Development Bank (ADB) to fund the construction of a new 500 kilovolt (kV) GIS for the 
NHEPP. The fund was relent to BT at an interest rate of 5% per annum over a period of 25 years, 
including a 5-year grace period with the foreign exchange risk being borne by BT.5 The proceeds 
were from ADB’s Special Funds. The Nurek 500 kV Switchyard Reconstruction Project was 
estimated to cost some $66.90 million, of which the Government of Tajikistan was to put in $12.13 
million as counterpart funding to the ADB grant. The project covered the construction of the new 
GIS under a turnkey contract that would include a one-year guarantee period, and the recruitment 
of one consulting firm as the implementation consultant. The project was to be accompanied by 
a new 220 kV GIS in the same location, funded by German development cooperation through 
KfW under a separate loan agreement. The KfW-funded project was to be implemented first and 
completed by April 2011. 

 
 

                                                
1  ADB. 2017. Key Indicators for Asia and the Pacific 2017 Country Table Tajikistan. Manila 
2  ADB. 2017. Completion Report: Nurek 500 kV Switchyard Reconstruction Project in Tajikistan. Manila. 
3  ADB. 2008. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Director: Proposed Grant to Tajikistan for 

the Nurek 500 kV Switchyard Reconstruction Project. Manila. 
4  A state-owned power entity responsible for generation, transmission, and distribution—except in the Kuhistoni 

Badakhshon autonomous region—operated by the privately-owned Pamir Energy Company. 
5  ADB. 2009. Subsidiary Loan Agreement TAJ 020-BT between the Ministry of Finance of the Republic of Tajikistan 

and Open Joint Stock Holding Power Company BT and its amendment.  
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B. Expected Impacts, Outcomes, and Outputs  

4. The project’s envisaged impact was sustainable and reliable electricity supply. The 
intended outcome was the reliable evacuation of electricity produced by NHEPP to the grid.  
 
5. The project had one expected output: the construction of a new 500 kV switchyard at a 
secure location and also connected to the grid and NHEPP. The target date to successfully 
complete and commission this subsystem was 2013. 
 
C. Provision of Inputs 

 
6. The project grant was approved on 17 November 2008 with a closing date of 31 July 2014. 
Actual closure was on 3 April 2017, after three extensions and a 2.5 years delay. The main 
reasons for the project implementation delays were (i) the lengthy grant approval processes of 
the government (a 4-month delay); (ii) delayed contract awarding during procurement (2.5 months 
delay for consultants, and 4 months for the turnkey contract); (iii) delays in civil works because of 
unforeseen weather events and weak contractor performance, issues with cement supply, and 
coordination issues with the NHEPP shutdown schedule (total delay of 24.4 months); and  
(iv) delays in the implementation of the KfW-funded 220 kV switchyard project (9 months).6 
 
7. The amount of the grant was $54.77 million, of which $54.76 million was disbursed. This 
was to finance $46.8 million for the switchgear turnkey contract and $2.1 million for consulting 
services. Some $5.87 million was allocated for contingencies. The government provided all 
$12.13 million of its counterpart funding. Throughout project execution, unused grant money 
saved by efficient international competitive bidding was reallocated into the contingency amount 
to finance additional capital expenditures for the replacement of a transformer that broke down, 
additional tower construction, and the purchase of spare parts. This increased the capital outlay 
to $49.56 million at grant closure. The consulting contract was also extended and funded through 
the use of contingencies for a total cost of $5.2 million. 
 
8. The international consulting services contract was signed on 10 November 2009 and 
became effective on 22 February 2010. The services were originally planned for 85 person-
months. Due to the three extensions to the grant period, the consulting services contract was 
extended until 31 December 2016 and involved 159 person-months of international experts upon 
project completion. There was no other technical assistance attached to this project (footnote 6).  
 
9. The new GIS was constructed under the project on the NHEPP area, and was the property 
of BT. The only space not belonging to BT was a temporary laydown area used only during 
construction. Since no resettlement was envisaged, the safeguard category for involuntary 
resettlement was C. The environmental classification was category B because only minor impacts 
were expected. There was no anticipated impact on indigenous peoples, thus the category C. 
The project did not have any gender aspects since the impact on the national electricity production 
and supply would benefit all. No gender action plan was required or prepared. 
 
 
 
 

                                                
6  Fichtner Consulting Engineers. 2017. Project Closing Report: Nurek 500 kV Switchyard Reconstruction Project 

(prepared for the Government of Tajikistan and ADB). Stuttgart. 
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D. Implementation Arrangements  
 

10. The government was the recipient of the grant proceeds with BT as the executing agency. 
A project management unit (PMU) was set up in 2006 under the direct control of the president’s 
office .7  The PMU managed the procurement, accounting, monitoring and supervision of the 
project facilities’ installation, as well as liaison with BT, ADB and contractors. It was BT, however, 
that signed all contracts with the consultants and contractors, and not the PMU as envisaged 
during project appraisal (footnote 6). ADB project management activities were handed over to the 
Tajikistan Resident Mission on 1 December 2011. 

 
11. Consulting services were tendered and awarded under the quality and cost-based 
selection method to provide BT and the PMU with procurement and project implementation 
assistance. BT signed the contract with Fichtner Consulting Engineers. The consultants reviewed 
the existing feasibility study, prepared conceptual designs, elaborated on technical specifications, 
prepared and issued bidding documents for the turnkey contract, evaluated bids and drafted 
reports, and participated in contract negotiations. During construction, the consultants assisted 
with project management and the inspection of equipment supplied, and oversaw the installation, 
testing, and commissioning of mechanical and electrical equipment.  
 
12. The covenants of the legal agreements were assessed by the project completion report 
(PCR) as relevant and appropriate. None were modified during project implementation. Forty-two 
of the 46 covenants were fully complied with, while four (those related to electricity tariff 
adjustments), namely, BT’s operation and financial performance, debt and accounts receivable 
ratios were only partially complied with (Grant Agreement Schedule 4, paras. 6 and 7). This 
validation determined, however, that two other covenants were not fully complied with. First, Grant 
Agreement Schedule 4 Paragraph 5 states that the recipient had to ensure that the KfW-financed 
Nurek 220 kV project be commissioned no later than June 2011, but commercial operation began 
on 22 December 2012—1.5 years later—therefore breaching the covenant. Second, Grant 
Agreement Schedule 4 Paragraph 9 states that the recipient had to ensure BT had adequate legal 
powers and enforcement mechanisms to effectively collect service fees. While the PCR states 
that court cases and claims have successfully been filed (see PCR Appendix 7), it also notes as 
a recommendation that, to improve collection efficiency and deter nonpayment, the government 
should establish laws that provide BT with adequate legal powers and enforcement mechanisms 
(see PCR para. 63). Currently, BT does not have any legal recourse to prosecute parties for 
electricity theft (see PCR para. 66). 

II. EVALUATION OF PERFORMANCE AND RATINGS 

A. Relevance of Design and Formulation 
 
13. The PCR rated the project as highly relevant and indicated that the project was aligned 
with the government’s country development strategy defined in 2007 The strategy targets to bring 
the country’s energy sector to reasonable operating conditions and increase electricity exports.8 
It was also aligned with ADB’s updated country strategy and program which indicates that a stable 
power supply would be one of the institution’s key interventions.9  The modality of providing a 
grant for this project was aligned with ADB’s general country policy to classify Tajikistan as eligible 
                                                
7  Government of Tajikistan. 2006. Resolution Number 283 on Public Institution Project Management Center of Electric 

Utility Sector dated July 2006. Dushanbe. 
8  Government of Tajikistan. 2007. National Development Strategy of the Republic of Tajikistan for the Period to 2015. 

Dushanbe. 
9  ADB. 2005. Country Strategy and Program Update: Tajikistan, 2006–2008. Manila. 
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for 100% grant funding because of the high risk of debt distress (footnote 2). The project was 
coordinated with and complementary to the projects of other developing partners such as the 
KfW-financed 220 kV switchyard project.  

 
14. The successful completion of all commissioning tests by 2013 was also challenging as it 
did not allow for possible project-related or external delays. As the project implementation 
consultant (PIC) pointed out, the nature of the project being a ‘rehabilitation project’, in 
comparison with a principal ‘green-field project’ was not sufficiently addressed during initial setting 
up of the overall project time schedule in appraisal (footnote 6). This validation agrees because 
rehabilitation projects typically require extended timelines for engineering due to the increased 
interfaces to existing equipment, the dismantling of existing equipment, and the harmonization of 
equipment with other technology. Also, delays during execution usually arise when equipment 
initially deemed usable is found unfit during implementation. These issues were not appropriately 
assessed during project preparation. 
 
15. This validation assesses the project relevant given the deficiencies on performance and 
target definition in the project design and timeframe issues for a brownfield project.  
 
B. Effectiveness in Achieving Project Outcomes and Outputs 
 
16. The PCR rated the project effective because it achieved a broader scope than initially 
planned. The project outcome was for an NHEPP switchyard to be available 99% of the time—
excluding planned maintenance outages—after project completion. The PCR states this target 
was achieved as end-users reported an availability of 100% with circuit breaker trips occurring 
only due to failures outside of the 500 kV GIS system. The target output of successfully completing 
and commissioning the newly built NHEPP GIS by 2013 was accomplished in October 2015, 
almost a 2-year delay.   
 
17. The safeguards assessment conducted by this validation concludes that the 
environmental, social, health and safety performance of the project was satisfactory. The project 
complied with standards set by ADB at approval and in accordance with host country laws and 
regulations. ADB’s Safeguard Work Quality at Screening, Preparation and Appraisal was 
satisfactory. The environmental management plan was successfully implemented and monitored, 
and no substantial adverse impacts were noted. This validation finds that environmental and 
social aspects were not a major concern for this type of project and appear to have been 
adequately managed. 

 
18. The project execution fell short of timely delivering the targeted output, although this was 
a result of the inadequate assessment of the project timeline, rather than implementation. The 
final rating of this validation is effective, which is of the same view as the PCR.  
 
C. Efficiency of Resource Use  
 
19. The PCR rated the project as highly efficient due to a recomputed economic internal rate 
of return (EIRR) of 29.5%. At appraisal, EIRR was estimated to be 36.7% (footnote 10). Sensitivity 
tests during appraisal computed the lowest EIRR as 24.3%. Sensitivity assumptions at 
completion, where NHEPP produced 20% less energy than expected, resulted in an EIRR of 
25.0%. The PCR analysis, however, did not assess the same downside scenarios as those used 
during appraisal, hence the results are not comparable.  
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20. The economic analysis at appraisal valued the project’s economic benefit at $0.02/kWh, 
as the substituted cost of electricity imports from Uzbekistan, and considered that during the first 
ten years of project operation, because of rehabilitation works, the NHEPP would only produce at 
60% of its capacity, and at 90% thereafter. Economic analysis undertaken for the PCR quantified 
the benefit of the project as 95% incremental (valued at $0.03 per kWh10) and 5% non-incremental 
(valued at$0.16 per kWh) because of savings on diesel fuel costs. Economic analysis at 
completion assumed that the NHEPP would not be rehabilitated and only operate for 10 years 
with very high degradation rates (over 10% per year) and eventually breaking down in 2027. This 
assumption differs from the report and recommendation of the President, where an operational 
horizon until 2048 was envisaged. The PCR approach was justified by the lack of adequate 
information in estimating the rehabilitation costs.  

 
21. This validation considers the EIRR calculation and the assumption of the NHEPP’s non-
rehabilitation to be conservative, given the unknown cost of rehabilitation. Also, in addition to the 
initially planned project outputs, more could have been realized from the funds saved due to 
efficient international competitive bidding. As the project appears to have had a major positive 
impact even with conservative input values, this validation assesses the project highly efficient. 
 
D. Preliminary Assessment of Sustainability  

 
22. The PCR rated the project less than likely sustainable mainly because of BT’s financial 
standing. The financial internal rate of return (FIRR) at project completion was 4.9% compared to 
a weighted average cost of capital (WACC) of 3.9% and a financial net present value of $3.8 
million, lower compared to appraisal estimates of 9.3% FIRR with a WACC of 2.52% and a FNPV 
of $68.3 million. The change in WACC is explained by a more realistic assumption of cost of 
government funding from 2% to 20%, and a decrease in BT’s income tax from 25% to 15%. In 
contrast to the financial analysis at project appraisal, project completion was limited to a time 
horizon of 10 years—assuming there would be no rehabilitation for the NHEPP and that it would 
cease operations in 2027—and taking into consideration the suppositions of the economic 
analysis (footnote 11). Financial analysis at completion shows that the project remains financially 
viable since the FIRR exceeds the WACC, even marginally.  
 
23. Regarding the technical sustainability of the project outputs, a longer lifespan is expected 
as the new GIS is located on more stable ground, unlike the old AIS. Furthermore, the PCR 
reports that the GIS is well maintained by BT. Operation and maintenance staff members received 
adequate training and have sufficient technical capability for its operation. The PIC report states 
that the project output is practically maintenance-free for long years and it is un-manned by shift 
personnel and remote controlled from the HPP central control room. The project output is deemed 
less than likely to be sustainable because its longevity is linked to the NHEPP’s operation. 
Insufficient investments in the power plant may reduce the sustainability of the project. 

 
24. The PCR argues that there is significant risk to the project’s sustainability and the energy 
sector due to BT’s dismal financial performance caused by low electricity tariffs. The government 
keeps levies below cost-recovery levels, making BT’s revenue insufficient in covering operation 
and maintenance costs, debt service, and generating funds for future investments. BT’s tariffs are 
at about TJ0.13 per kWh while the cost of delivering electricity to end-customers is approximately 
TJ0.17 per kWh (PCR, para. 46). This validation considers BT’s financial sustainability a major 
concern. The PIC, however, notes that the project asset requires minimal maintenance and, 
therefore, BT’s financial standing has a marginal effect on project sustainability.  
                                                
10  The PCR quoted this value from a World Bank source dated 2012. No reference is provided. 
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25. Despite the project output being likely sustainable from a technical perspective (low 
maintenance requirements), the provision of electricity and the operations of BT is unsustainable 
under the current tariff regime, where BT incurs substantial financial losses.11 This evaluation 
therefore rates the project less than likely sustainable. 

III. OTHER PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENTS  
 
A. Preliminary Assessment of Development Impact 
 
26. The PCR rated the impact satisfactory. There are no physical or economic displacements, 
environmental impacts or other risks expected. The major economic risk from a natural disaster 
destroying the old AIS switchyard was mitigated. Increased electricity from more efficient 
equipment and the replacement one generator transformer would increase power supply and 
greatly improve the lives of consumers.  
 
27. The project’s targets and indicators were (i) the elimination of load shedding by 2020,  
(ii) for the quality of the electricity supply to meet international standards, and (iii) for BT to be fully 
financially viable by 2011. Upon project completion in 2017, the PCR mentioned that the electricity 
supply now adheres to international standards, with frequency and voltage variations within the 
accepted thresholds,12 and a sustainable, reliable electricity supply was broadly achieved. The 
target of eliminating load shedding by 2020 was reached in January 2017, 3 years ahead of 
schedule. BT has yet to become a financially viable agency, however, because of the lack of 
institutional and regulatory reforms expected at project completion.  
 
28. There was no involuntary resettlement and impact on indigenous peoples. Gender and 
poverty impacts were minimal because a more reliable electricity supply benefits all, the poor and 
non-poor who are connected to the network. Job creation through construction activities had a 
small positive impact on the local economy. The project was rated as category B for environmental 
impact, with the necessary requirements included in the turnkey contract. An initial environmental 
examination was prepared and updated after detailed design by the contractor. This validation on 
environmental, social, health and safety rates the project as satisfactory in all areas and does not 
identify any substantial deficiencies.13 
 
29. The institutional impact of the project was negligible given that BT’s financial condition did 
not improve, due to lack of reforms. Neither environmental nor social performance indicators were 
included in the design and monitoring framework (DMF). This validation finds that two out of the 
three impact targets were met and, because of the significance of the project to the national 
economy, the overall impact is assessed as satisfactory. 

B. Performance of the Recipient and Executing Agency 
 
30. The PCR rated the performance of the recipient as satisfactory in relation to its 
responsibilities outlined in the project administration memorandum. Counterpart funds were 
provided in a timely manner. Apart from minor delays, no underperformance was reported. This 
validation does note that compliance with covenants was deficient in a number of areas. The 
nonachievement of BT’s financial viability was mostly caused by the recipient’s lack of support for 
BT’s finances, failure to institute reforms in the energy sector, and inability to adjust tariffs to 
                                                
11 Appendix 9 of PCR shows that BT has been incurring in substantial financial losses from 2013 to 2015. 
12  EN61000 and IEC-038 defines the thresholds for frequency and voltage variations respectively. 
13 ADB (Independent Evaluation Department). 2017. Project Safeguard Assessment: Nurek 500kV Switchyard 

Reconstruction Project in Tajikistan. Back-to-office report. 17 December (internal). 
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sustainable levels as required by the grant agreement. This was substantiated in the 2016 mission 
report, which states that the recipient failed to comply with three covenants and was expected to 
prepare an action plan to address this.  
 
31. The PCR rated the executing agency’s (BT) performance as less than satisfactory in terms 
of project execution due to understaffing and delays. The PIC, however, indicated that BT and 
PMU performance was generally good during the entire project. BT’s efforts to make up for delays 
were emphasized in the 2012 mission report. 14 The technical administration was successful 
except for the lack of coordination over the timely shutdown of the NHEPP to commission the 
GIS. Reporting was adequate and government ownership of the project was strong. Nevertheless, 
the PCR states that BT was slow in implementing management reforms that could have 
strengthened its financial position and avoided problems, including the delayed remuneration of 
PMU staff members and inadequate compliance with other social liabilities. The 2016 mission 
report, however, mentioned that the recipient played a major role in BT’s financial woes, given 
the executing agency’s limited decision-making capacity regarding investments and tariffs. 15 
Furthermore, mission reports all state that the executing agency was generally in compliance with 
its covenants. This validation assesses the combined performance of the borrower and executing 
agency satisfactory. 
 
C. Performance of the Asian Development Bank and Cofinanciers 
 
32. The PCR rated ADB’s performance as satisfactory. Despite deficiencies in the project 
design and in following up on compliance with covenants, the support provided throughout the 
project execution was adequate and necessary for successful implementation. Handover to the 
resident mission in December 2011 ensured the closer monitoring of progress and better support 
to the executing agency, PMU and recipient. The number of missions fielded during project 
execution was adequate, and compliance with ADB policies and procedures was well managed 
and facilitated through capacity building. Funds were disbursed, and approvals provided in a 
timely manner. ADB did not field a specific mission for the PCR due to frequent monitoring by 
staff members from the resident mission. This validation assesses ADB’s performance 
satisfactory. 
 
D. Others  

 
33. The performance of the consulting team was satisfactory despite some delays in report 
submissions noted in various mission reports, omissions to early notifications of delays in the  
220 kV switchyard project,16 and the replacement of some key experts (footnote 2). A delay of  
19 months was caused by goods not being transported from Turkey (manufacturing origin) due 
to (i) unavailable transit permits (the issuance of which ADB’s resident missions had to facilitate), 
and (ii) bad weather and road conditions (PCR footnote 19). 

 

                                                
14  ADB (Central and West Asia Department). 2012. Midterm Review Mission in Tajikistan: Nurek 500 kV Switchyard 

Reconstruction Project. Back-to-office report. 12 September (internal). 
15  ADB (Central and West Asia Department). 2016. Project Review Mission in Tajikistan: Nurek 500 kV Switchyard 

Reconstruction Project. Back-to-office report. 11 March (internal). 
16  ADB (Central and West Asia Department). 2011. Project Review Mission in Tajikistan: Nurek 500 kV Switchyard 

Reconstruction Project. Back-to-office report. 16 December (internal). 
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IV. OVERALL ASSESSMENT, LESSONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS  

A. Overall Assessment and Ratings  

34. This validation rates the overall project as successful based on the following:  

Overall Ratings 

Validation Criteria PCR IED Review 
Reason for Disagreement 

and/or Comments 
Relevance Highly relevant Relevant Very optimistic implementation timelines 

in the project design that resulted in 
delays during implementation 

Effectiveness  Effective Effective  
Efficiency  Highly efficient Highly efficient  
Sustainability Less than likely 

sustainable 
Less than likely 
sustainable 

 

Overall assessment Successful Successful  
Preliminary assessment 
of impact 

Satisfactory Satisfactory  

Borrower Satisfactory  
 

Satisfactory  

Performance of ADB Satisfactory Satisfactory  
Quality of PCR   Satisfactory  

ADB = Asian Development Bank, IED = Independent Evaluation Department, PCR = project completion report. 
 
B. Lessons  

 
35. The PCR reported the following lessons at project level: (i) accelerated implementation 
due to parallel contracts improves efficiency as it adds buffers to the project schedule, (ii) training 
for the executing agency starting from project inception ensures its familiarity with ADB 
procurement guidelines, and (iii) further onsite training and extension of the defect liability period 
to 24 months ensures the sustainability of the project’s operational life.  

 
36. Lessons at country level are: (i) given the significant delays in transporting the goods 
from Turkey through Uzbekistan, it is essential to thoroughly verify country-specific supplier 
references and request a procurement and logistics plan; (ii) permits and license requirements 
should be anticipated and mitigation measures be taken to facilitate the transport of equipment 
into the country; and (iii) it is recommended that adequate liquidated damages for delays are 
included in supplier contracts to cover anticipated revenue losses from the project and the 
corresponding increase in interest rates during construction. 
 
37. At sector level, there is a strong need for reform and restructuring of the energy sector. 
Including performance targets that require lengthy institutional and regulatory reform into specific 
infrastructure investment projects is inappropriate without associated subprojects, such as 
capacity building and policy advisory support.  

 
38. As for the results framework and methodology, the DMF performance targets were 
inadequate. The expected output of completing commissioning tests by 2013 was too ambitious 
and did not allow for any delays typically associated with a brownfield project. The timelines for 
major structural and institutional reforms should be longer as sector reforms usually take time to 
deliver results.  
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C. Recommendations for Follow-Up  

39. Footnote 31 of the PCR states that no project completion review mission was fielded. The 
generator transformer was not yet delivered and installed before the PCR was circulated. The 
PIC also states that some important deficiencies like outage of 500 kV TLs differential protection 
and one SF6 gas leakage location on the 500 kV GIS are still not fully attended by Alstom-Grid. 
The resident mission confirmed that the generator transformer and 500 kV GIS were 
commissioned and energized in August 2017 after the PCR was prepared. The resident mission 
confirmed that the deficiencies described in the PIC report have been fixed completely. 
 
40. A field mission is recommended to verify the correct operation of equipment and ensure 
that all open issues have been fixed and spare parts replaced. The action plan that the 
implementation agency agreed to prepare during the 2016 mission (footnote 13) should also be 
requested. It is also suggested that all pending issues be verified solved with the contractor as 
described in the Operational Acceptance Certificate of 31 May 2016, and for which the contract’s 
performance bonds and bank guarantees have been extended. 
 

V. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS AND FOLLOW-UP 
 
A. Monitoring and Reporting 

 
41. More substantiation in the PCR would have been advisable as information requests were 
required during the validation process. As for the expected outcome of finalizing the 
commissioning of all project outputs, it is unclear whether the final output was fully commissioned 
and energized at the time of PCR preparation. Also, the PCR only states that the quality of the 
electricity supply meets international standards without providing evidence or reference. 
Nonetheless, the resident mission was very responsive in providing updates and substantiation 
during the validation process. 
 
B. Comments on Project Completion Report Quality 

 
42. The PCR is generally concise and comprehensive, but some minor deficiencies have been 
identified as follows:  
 

(i) Table C on page ii lists the “Government and BT Financed” contribution as “n/a”, 
while Appendix 3 shows different cost values.  

(ii) Dates are not consistent in paragraphs 5 and 14. 
(iii) The appraised disbursement time period of 7 years stated in paragraph 18 is wrong 

and should be 5.5 years.  
(iv) Paragraph 33 erroneously states that there are several project sites.  
(v) Missing details on substantiation for each DMF indicator target, which required 

follow-up with project officers.   
(vi) The expected output of successfully completing all commissioning tests on the 

new  
500 kV switchyard by 2013 is stated as achieved, not in 2013, but in October 2015.  

(vii) The two final dates of year 2010 in Appendix 2 are in the wrong order.  
(viii) Appendix 6 could include the timelines of the added sub-projects including the 

generator transformer.  
(ix) Footnote 7 of Appendix 8 refers to properties of coal-fired generators, where it 

should refer to diesel generators.  
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(x) In year 2016 of Table A8.2, the items do not add up to the total value of $16.2 
million as documented because the inclusion of $500,000 of salvage value is not 
shown.  

(xi) In Appendix 9, paragraph 2 refers to economic instead of financial analysis and 
paragraph 5 still contains the placeholder “[insert date this exchange rate is valid].”  

(xii) Table A9.2 should use a consistent number of decimal places.  
 

43. Despite the minor deficiencies enumerated above, this validation considers the quality of 
the PCR satisfactory. 
 
C. Data Sources for Validation 

 
44. Mission reports, PCR, report and recommendation of the President, consultant final report, 
safeguard assessment on project performance and ADB work quality, economic and financial 
model spreadsheets and documentation, and Government No Objection to disclose PCR. 
 
D. Recommendation for Independent Evaluation Department Follow-Up 

 
45. This validation agrees with the PCR that the delivery of the project outputs should be 
verified, including the successful commissioning and operation of all assets, through a project 
performance evaluation report. Furthermore, there is a need to verify the underlying data used to 
evaluate the achievement of the project’s performance targets. Also, the project performance 
evaluation report could provide an analysis of the reforms intended to make the country’s power 
utility, BT, financially sustainable in the long term.  
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