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I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
A. Rationale 

  
1.  The Transport and Trade Facilitation Strategy of Central Asia Regional Economic 
Cooperation (CAREC) focuses on infrastructure improvements in six transport corridors (CAREC 
Corridors 1 to 6).1 These link the transport networks of member countries of Central Asia and the 
markets of the Caucasus, the Middle East, and Europe. CAREC Corridor 2 links the Caucasus 
and Mediterranean to East Asia through Central Asian countries. This investment program aims 

                                                
1 ADB. 2008. CAREC Transport and Trade Facilitation Strategy and Action Plan. Manila. 
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to finance improvements to road sections within this corridor in Kazakhstan’s Mangystau Oblast—
comprising 790 km.   
 
2. Mangystau is the center of Kazakhstan’s oil and mineral extraction industries. Its capital, 
Aktau, is not only a regional hub for transporting Caspian’s oil and related products to European 
and Asian countries, but also serves as transit traffic—linking the nearby oilfield developers to 
other countries. Hence, having an improved and international standard-approved road network in 
Aktau will transform it into a key part of international transport corridors (Europe–Caucasus–Asia, 
North–South, and Inogate). Despite Mangystau’s strategic role as an arterial route and its 
increasing traffic at an annual rate of 7%, most of its roads were in bad condition, requiring major 
rehabilitation. Travel along these gravel or partially paved roads with almost impassable sections 
is slow, dangerous, and expensive. 

 
3. The total investment program amounted to $1.2 billion. It is to be financed through a 
multitranche financing facility (MFF) of as much as $800 million from the ordinary capital 
resources of the Asian Development Bank (ADB) and government counterpart funds of $412 
million. The program aimed to assist the government improve roads and border infrastructure and 
facilities, and enhance the institutional capacity for road planning and asset management. The 
MFF included covenants intended to bring about sector-wide institutional and procedural reforms 
and sustain the benefits gained from road reconstruction. The investment program was consistent 
with (i) the Kazakhstan’s Transport Infrastructure Development Program (TIDP) for 2010–2014,2 
which aims to develop efficient transport integrated into the international transport system;  
(ii) ADB’s Strategy 2020,3 which identifies transport infrastructure as a core area of operations; 
and (iii) the CAREC Transport and Trade Facilitation Strategy,4 which includes CAREC Corridor 
2 as a priority. The loan for the Central Asia Regional Economic Cooperation Corridor 2 
(Mangystau Oblast Sections) Investment Program, Project 1 was tranche 1 of the MFF. 
 
B. Expected Impacts, Outcomes, and Outputs  
 
4. The expected impact of the investment program was its contribution to a sustained 
economic development and regional cooperation under CAREC, measured by the country’s 
increased gross domestic product. The expected outcome was increased transport connectivity 
and efficiency and improved institutional effectiveness. This was to be achieved by increasing 
traffic volume on the road, reducing road user costs and travel time between Aktau and Beineu, 
and improving road safety measured through a reduction of accidents on the project road.5 Three 
outputs were identified: (i) 790 kilometer (km) road of Mangystau Oblast sections of CAREC 
Corridor 2 reconstructed, (ii) the capacity of the Ministry of Transport and Communications 
(MOTC) for project and asset management strengthened, and (iii) cross-border infrastructure and 
facilities improved. Outputs (i) and (ii) were the focus of CAREC Corridor 2 (Mangystau Oblast 
Sections) Investment Program, Project 1. 
 
5. The intended outputs of Project 1 were (i) about 200 km reconstructed sections (km 372.6–
km 514.3 and km 574–km 632.3) of the Aktau–Manasha road, including culverts and bridges, 
overpasses, road signs, and warning posts along dangerous spots; and (ii) strengthened project 

                                                
2 Government of Kazakhstan. 2010. Transport Infrastructure Development Program for 2010–2014. Astana. 
3 ADB. 2008. Strategy 2020. The Long-Term Strategic Framework of the Asian Development Bank, 2008–2020. Manila. 
4 ADB. 2007. CAREC Transport and Trade Facilitation Strategy. Manila. 
5 ADB. 2017. Completion Report: Central Asia Regional Economic Cooperation Corridor 2 (Mangystau Oblast Sections) 

Investment Program, Project 1 (Kazakhstan). Manila. Based on the completion report, Project 1 adopted the same 
impact and outcome statements and indicators of the entire investment program. 
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and asset management, and institutional capacity. The project completion report (PCR) validated 
the achievements of Project 1 of the investment program. 
 
C. Provision of Inputs  
 
6. The loan was approved on 20 December 2010 and the loan agreement signed on 22 
August 2011. The original date of loan effectiveness was 21 October 2011, but this took effect 
only on 18 May 2012. The project completion report (PCR) noted that the delay was because  
(i) government procedures required the issuance of a Presidential Decree before the loan 
agreement could be signed; (ii) the Parliament needed to ratify the signed loan agreement; and 
(iii) there was a need to complete a legal, scientific, and linguistic review (footnote 5). The delayed 
loan effectiveness meant contract awards could not take place until later. Therefore, the overall 
commencement of works was also delayed, compounded by the slow mobilization by contractors, 
and the need to obtain necessary permits. Loan closure, however, was only delayed by one 
month— to 29 February 2016—which is within the 4-month winding up period to close loan 
accounts. There was no technical assistance attached to Project 1. 
 
7. The engagement of the contract supervision consultant (CSC) was delayed by the 
government’s decision to reduce the budget, and this required time to amend the terms of 
reference. The decision to reduce the budget was taken after shortlisting, and the identified firms 
had to reconfirm interest.6 The engagement of the project management consultant (PMC) was 
also delayed because MOTC could not decide whether to hire a consulting firm or individual 
consultants. Although a consulting firm was eventually hired, the delay necessitated contracting 
individual consultants in the interim.   
 
8. The actual project cost was $173.5 million, just over half the appraisal estimate of $333.0 
million. Excluding contingencies, the appraisal cost implied an overestimation of 76%. The lower 
cost was because of the following: (i) the budget for land acquisition and resettlement ($17.2 
million) was not used since the land was state-owned and affected leaseholders were 
compensated with replacement plots; (ii) reduced contract costs were due to adjustments of 
actual work quantities compared with the quantities set out in the original bidding documents;  
(iii) bids for civil works ($163.5 million against $271.4 million at appraisal) were lower than 
expected; and (iv) lower costs for consulting services ($9.9 million compared to $17.0 million), 
and the government’s decision to reduce the budget for PMC. Contingencies, which were 
originally estimated at $27.4 million, were not used. On July 2014, the government requested the 
cancellation of $104.0 million of the loan amount, leaving an undisbursed amount of $27.8 million, 
which was canceled at the time of loan closure. Overall, $131.9 million of the ADB loan was not 
disbursed and the government reduced its own financial contribution from $50.00 million to $22.3 
million. 
 
9. The government hired consulting companies for the CSC and PMC, and individual 
consultants were engaged to undertake the economic analysis of the project and update 
safeguards reports. Dohwa Consulting Engineers Co., Ltd. (Republic of Korea), in association 
with Astana Engineering Centre LLP (Kazakhstan), were awarded the CSC contract, with 
expected inputs of 106 person-months of international and 408 person-months of national 
consultant services.  Zhol-Sapa LLP (Kazakhstan) was awarded the PMC contract, with expected 
inputs of 101 person-months of international and 297 person-months of national consultant 
services. Actual consulting inputs could not be verified since they were not reported in the PCR. 

                                                
6  ADB (Central and West Asia Department). 2012. Loan Review Mission in Kazakhstan: MFF CAREC Corridor 2 

(Mangystau Oblast) Project 1. Back-to-office report. 19 October (internal). 
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10. The high staff turnover of Dohwa Consulting Engineers Co., Ltd. and Astana Engineering 
Centre LLP significantly affected the timely submission of project progress and safeguards 
reports, and the efficient monitoring of work quality and progress. The PMC was responsible for 
the untimely submission of progress reports during the early stages of project implementation.  
 
11. The safeguard classifications were B for environmental, B for involuntary resettlement, 
and C for indigenous peoples.  All affected tenants (nine households and four legal entities) in the 
government land that was required for the project were resettled on replacement plots.  
 
D. Implementation Arrangements  
 
12. MOTC was the original executing agency while the Committee on Roads (COR) was the 
implementing agency. MOTC set up a program management unit (PMU) comprising staff 
specializing in technical, legal, financial management and auditing, transport economics, 
procurement, monitoring, reporting and evaluation, safeguards, due diligence for subsequent 
tranches, and administration. In 2014, the government was reorganized and the Ministry of 
Investment and Development (MID) was established. MID assumed the powers of several 
ministries and agencies, including those of MOTC, and became the executing agency. However, 
this did not affect the project since COR remained the implementing agency.  
 
13. Apart from the delayed start of the project, implementation went smoothly and in 
accordance with loan conditions and covenants. Of the 33 covenants, 32 were complied with.7 
The project, however, experienced a critical implementation issue, which was appropriately 
resolved. The issue was due to the need for a permit to construct a railway siding to facilitate 
haulage of quarried construction materials.  
 
14. According to ADB’s midterm review mission report dated June 2013, MOTC was reminded 
to amend the PMC’s contract to include the preparation of a capacity development plan, the 
conduct of training programs, and the implementation of a computerized road asset management 
system (RAMS). The PCR provided no reasons why these were not included at the outset.  
 

II. EVALUATION OF PERFORMANCE AND RATINGS 
 
A. Relevance of Design and Formulation 
 
15. The PCR rated the project relevant. The project supported the overall strategy of both the 
government and ADB to connect Kazakhstan to its neighboring countries and regions. The project 
adopted the intended impact and outcome of the investment program, including its performance 
indicators. The PCR, however, acknowledged the shortcomings of these performance indicators. 
It also noted that since the project was only a part of the entire investment program, separate 
performance indicators should have been prepared for the project.  
 
16. This validation confirms that the project enabled the reconstruction of an essential and 
good standard road link in the CAREC transport network. The port of Aktau is one of only two 
points of access to the Caspian Sea from the east,8 and hence, to the South Caucasus, Turkey, 

                                                
7 One covenant under road safety—monitoring the accident rate and traffic volume during the operation of the project 

road—is being complied. The PCR noted that accident rate and traffic volume along the project road were currently 
being monitored, and there is a commitment to continue the monitoring functions. 

8 The other point of access is Turkmenbashi, Turkmenistan. 
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the Middle East, and Europe. The project was also aligned with Kazakhstan’s TIDP 2010–20149 
and Transport Strategy 2020,10 and with ADB’s Strategy 2020.11 
 
17. The PCR indicated that the design and monitoring framework (DMF) was not adjusted for 
Project 1, but in ADB’s midterm review in 2013, both ADB and MOTC agreed to a revised DMF.  
The impact of Project 1 became “efficient transport network in Mangystau Oblast connecting 
Aktau to Manasha, Beineu to Akszhigit, and Zhetybai to Festisovo.” Consequently, the outcome 
was revised to “efficient transport network connecting Aktau to Manasha.” The revised outcome 
indicators were (i) increased traffic volume of 1,000 vehicles per day (vpd) in 2015 from 500 vpd 
in 2010, and (ii) reduced travel time between Aktau and Manasha to 2 hours in 2015 from 3 hours 
in 2010. 12  There were no performance indicators for road safety. The PCR noted that the 
computerization of the RAMS and the performance-based contract (PBC) for routine maintenance 
were no longer applicable for Project 1 since a RAMS was being developed together with the 
World Bank.13 Project design was not properly revised to reflect such changes.14  
 
18. The program targeted infrastructure investments and capacity development of the 
executing agency. Any changes in delivering the second output were critical; otherwise, the 
project would simply be an infrastructure financing with little institutional value added. The 
program budgeted $35.0 million for capacity development, of which ADB provided $8.2 million; 
but only the PMU and the preparation of the periodic financing request for tranche 2 were 
identified as indicators under the capacity development component of Project 1.15 The project 
failed to ensure that programmed investments were used to enhance the capacity of MOTC or 
MID.  The project’s base costs were overestimated resulting in almost 50% unused funds.16  This 
validation rates the project less than relevant because it failed to provide sufficient capacity 
development plan for MOTC or MID, and overestimated the project’s base costs.  
 
B. Effectiveness in Achieving Project Outcomes and Outputs 
 
19. The PCR rated the project effective. Road improvements resulted in the following:  
(i) increased the traffic volume to 1,447 vpd, in both regional and domestic traffic; (ii) reduced 
road user costs or vehicle operating cost (VOC) to an average of $0.4 per vehicle/km;17 (iii) 
reduced travel time to almost 3 hours between Aktau and Beineu; and (iv) reduced the average 
annual fatalities to two, compared to six per year in 2014. The performance indicators were as of 

                                                
9  Government of Kazakhstan. 2010. Transport Infrastructure Development Program (TIDP) for 2010–2014. Astana. 
10  Government of Kazakhstan. 2014. State Program for the Development and Integration of the Infrastructure of the 
      Transport System of the Republic of Kazakhstan until 2020. Astana. 
11  ADB. 2008. Strategy 2020: The Long-Term Strategic Framework of the Asian Development Bank, 2008–2020. 
      Manila. 
12   ADB (Central and West Asia Department). 2013. Midterm Review Mission to Kazakhstan: Central Asia Regional 

Economic Cooperation Corridor 2 (Mangystau Oblast Sections) Investment Program, Project 1. Back-to-office 
report. 24 June (internal).  

13   Sections I.C and III.D of this report.   
14   During the midterm review in 2013, it was mentioned that RAMS implementation will be added under the PMC 

contract. ADB made several follow up on this. It was only in 2015 that a final request was made to drop RAMS and 
the PBC-related activities. Since the decision was made toward the end of the project, with its legal implications 
and the time to process the changes, the project team decided not to push through with the revisions. 

15   Having this as part of Project 1’s objective and outputs, it is expected that ADB will provide significant contribution 
to this component under Project 1. The $8.2 million figure was provided to IED during this validation exercise. 
Performance targets under the indicator, “program management unit effectively functioning” were not provided in 
the DMF. 

16   Section I.C of this report for more details. 
17  The average was calculated based on the VOC, and by vehicle type (with project) as reported in the PCR’s  

  Appendix 1. 
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2016 to conform with the investment program’s outcome targets. The PCR noted that the national 
road safety action plan for 2017–2020, which was being reviewed by the government at the time 
of the PCR, should not be included as one of the indicators of Project 1 since this was part of the 
government’s initiatives. 
 
20. On outputs delivered, the committed 200 km of road was reconstructed. The pavement 
was improved from category III to category II, allowing for 13-ton axle loads compared to the 
original 8 tons. The reconstructed road also increased the average vehicle speed to 120 km/hour 
from the original 60 km/hour. Road safety features, such as 7 gender-sensitive toilets, 8 sheltered 
bus stops, 5 rest areas, 14 cattle crossings, and 5 pedestrian overpasses were constructed. The 
contractors also prepared and implemented the required HIV and human trafficking program 
during construction early in 2014. Under the capacity building component, (i) the project 
established the PMU, (ii) due diligence reports were prepared, and (iii) a periodic financing 
request for tranche 2 was submitted to ADB on schedule.  
 
21. The project was categorized as environmental risk category B because the incremental 
adverse impacts of road works were not considered significant. The proposed works followed an 
existing route alignment and impacts were considered short term and manageable with mitigation 
measures. According to the PCR, the project’s impact also suggests a reduction in carbon dioxide 
emissions from vehicles of over 269,000 tons over the program period—7,989 tons in 2016, but 
no source was given for these figures.   
 
22. The project was also ranked category B for resettlement. The Land Acquisition and 
Resettlement Plan indicated that the project required 268.5 hectares of land.  Since all affected 
land was government-owned, there was no land acquisition costs and all nine affected 
households, and four legal entities were given and accepted “land for land” compensation.  The 
PCR indicated that no affected persons lost more than 10% of their productive assets, and no 
roadside businesses or residences were affected. A few informal grievances were dealt with 
informally and speedily.18 The project was rated category C for indigenous peoples since no 
indigenous community was affected by the project.19  
 
23. The project achieved its revised outcome targets. It almost tripled the traffic volume in 
2016 from 500 vpd in 2010 to 1,447 vpd in 2016.20 Target travel time of 2 hours between Aktau 
and Manasha was achieved.21 The revised DMF dropped all road safety indicators, but this 
validation considers that a reduced number of accidents is important in achieving the intended 
outcome and should be assessed against the original road safety indicator. While the PCR noted 
that the average annual fatalities was reduced from six in 2014 to four in 2016, without data on 
the annual number of accidents, it is not possible to determine whether accidents were reduced 
from 152 in 2009 to 140 in 2016. Thus, two of the three outcome indicators were achieved while 
one could not be confirmed.   
 

                                                
18 Four informal grievances from the contractors’ workers (i.e., personal protective equipment issues) and local people 

(cattle crossing), which were brought to the attention of the CSC, were resolved. 
19 ADB (Independent Evaluation Department). 2018. Project Safeguard Assessment: Central Asia Regional Economic 

Cooperation Corridor 2 (Mangystau Oblast Sections) Investment Program, Project 1 in Kazakhstan (internal). 
20 The PCR reported an increase of 1,447 vpd in 2016 along the 200.5 km Manasha–Shetpe road sections. With an 

assumption of a constant annual increase target of 200 vpd over the period of 5 years, the 2016 target is estimated 
at 1,200 vpd. 

21 The PCR reported a reduced travel time between Aktau and Beineu to 2 hours and 45 minutes. Since Project 1 only 
covers the Aktau–Manasha section, using google map, accessed on 22 May 2018 (5 p.m.), the computed travel time 
using the improved sections is around 2 hours.  
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24. Both the targets on road construction and the HIV and human trafficking awareness 
program were delivered for output 1. For output 2, the revised output indicators were (i) PMU 
effectively functioning by 2015, (ii) subsequent tranche projects timely submitted to ADB, and  
(iii) computerized RAMS implemented by 2015. The revised DMF dropped these two indicators: 
(i) tranche 3 project prepared and implemented by the executing agency with less consulting 
service inputs, and (ii) PBC for routine maintenance piloted by 2015. This validation sees the need 
to keep the PBC indicator in attaining output 2. Using the revised DMF and retaining the PBC 
indicator, only output indicators (i) and (ii) were achieved. The computerization of RAMS was 
delivered through World Bank support, while the PBC for routine maintenance was removed from 
Project 1 and became part of an ongoing project preparatory technical assistance.22 
 
25. Although RAMS and PBC-related activities were not pursued, the project was able to 
provide adequate capacity building for the executing agency, particularly on project planning, 
executing, monitoring, and controlling; and on implementing safeguards activities. These were 
not included in the design and performance targets however, the project was able to support the 
executing agency beyond complying to the disbursement requirements.23 This validation rates 
the project effective in contributing to an efficient transport network connecting Aktau and 
Manasha, and in providing support to strengthen the capacity of the executing agency.  
 
C. Efficiency of Resource Use  
 
26. The PCR rated the project efficient on a reevaluated economic internal rate of return 
(EIRR), which adopted a more thorough analysis than at appraisal (without- and with-project 
scenarios). Using the full Highway Development and Maintenance-4 model, the salvage value of 
long-lived assets, and estimated benefits due to reduced accident costs, the EIRR was computed 
to be 19.0%, and the net present value was $61.7 million. The project was robust, using a 
sensitivity analysis, with EIRRs ranging from 18.0% to 18.9%, all exceeding the benchmark rate 
of 12.0%. The higher EIRRs were attributed to the lower project capital costs relative to the higher 
estimates at appraisal (footnote 14). 
 
27. On process efficiency, despite the significant start-up delays, the project was completed 
without an extension. Regular review missions helped identify and resolve issues in a timely 
manner, and there was follow-up on the delays in submitting progress reports. This validation is 
of the same view as the PCR in rating the project efficient.    
 
D. Preliminary Assessment of Sustainability 
 
28. The PCR rated the project likely sustainable. The appropriate pavement design and road 
safety features were properly executed and delivered. To ensure the enforcement of the limit on 
axle load, transport control posts were established at border-crossing points and staffed with 
police authorized to apprehend violators. COR was responsible for road maintenance, which was 
supposed to be funded from the government’s annual budget. However, the funds released were 
insufficient to cover the maintenance and repair of the whole road network. To augment road 
maintenance funds, the government is planning to collect tolls on all national roads. The project 
road was scheduled for tolling in 2018. 
 

                                                
22 ADB. 2016. Project Preparatory Technical Assistance Report: Road Maintenance Sustainability Project. Manila. 

Appendix 3. 
23 Additional report on Committee on Road’s Capacity on Asset and Project Management (Training Report) was 

provided to IED during the validation exercise. 
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29. The World Bank-supported RAMS and the pilot PBC for routine maintenance that was 
supported by ADB through technical assistance—which were both initially included in this project 
but subsequently dropped—will help COR identify and prioritize maintenance activities and 
formulate well-supported requests for funds.24 
 
30. While the road quality and road maintenance arrangements were in place to help maintain 
the road section, funds to maintain the road is crucial. The PCR noted that the government’s past 
performance in providing funds for road maintenance was not good; but the trend is upward. The 
PCR noted that government funds are insufficient to fully cover maintenance and repair needs 
and that the annual road maintenance budget for Mangystau Oblast section is insufficient.25  
Since the road under tranche 1 was completed in 2014 and the tolling system was to be installed 
in 2018—which is now moved to 2019—these indicate no guarantee that the toll system will be 
timely established to sustain the project road.26 In the absence of a financial internal rate of return 
(FIRR) analysis, the financial viability and sufficiency of toll rates of the road project raises 
sustainability concerns. For these reasons, this validation rates the project less than likely 
sustainable due to the absence of an FIRR and the lack of a definitive system in place to support 
road asset management and maintenance in time for the completion of the Project 1.  
 

III. OTHER PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENTS  
 
A. Preliminary Assessment of Development Impact 
 
31. The project realized additional economic and social benefits that were not captured by the 
analysis of savings in road user costs. The road section, which links the Aktau international port 
to the main network in central Kazakhstan, is now being used by more articulated trucks.27 This 
may signify an increase in both national and regional trade, which is likely to be partly attributable 
to the project. It is, however, probably an overstatement to imply that the project has contributed 
to Kazakhstan’s growth in gross domestic product since annual figures for the years between 
2009 and 2017 show lower than the targeted annual growth.  
 
32. The PCR did not assess the project’s impact according to the revised DMF.  The revised 
impact indicators were (i) reduced road user costs of $0.43 per vehicle/km in 2016 from $0.64 per 
vehicle/km in 2009, and (ii) reduced travel time between Aktau and Beineu to 6 hours in 2016 
from 12 hours in 2009. The project also reduced VOC to $0.46 per vehicle/km, and travel time 
between Aktau and Beineu was less than 6 hours. 28  The PCR also noted that the road 
construction generated employment opportunities, and additional income to local residents and 
businesses since construction supplies were procured locally. The PCR indicated no negative 
impact due to land acquisition and resettlement, nor any impact on indigenous peoples. There 
was no analysis of gender issues in the PCR, except with reference to a report that indicated 250 

                                                
24 The PCR cited the World Bank-supported RAMS that was developed for MOTC, and the project preparatory technical 

assistance that is preparing the PBC for the routine maintenance project.  
25 Footnote 5, para. 9 and Appendix 13, para. 9. 
26 According to Transport and Communication Division (CWTC) of ADB’s Central and West Regional Department the 

road construction completed in 2014 was maintained by the contractor under the 2 years defects notification period, 
which is part of its contract. After it ended in 2016, the roads were handed over to Kazavtozhol for operation and 
maintenance, with applicable routine maintenance and repair, to be funded by the government. This again raises a 
problem since government funds are not enough to cover the annual maintenance needs. During validation, CWTC 
informed IED that the toll system for 2018 was moved to 2019. 

27 The PCR noted that articulated trucks carrying cargo load of about 40 tons almost tripled—from 104 trucks per day 
in 2010 to 282 in 2016. 

28 Using google map, accessed on 22 May 2018 (5 p.m.), the travel time between Aktau and Beineu is 5 hours and 43 
minutes. 
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or 33% of 750 employed local residents were women and gender-sensitive toilets were provided 
to road users. The environmental impact is generally acceptable since there are no significant 
negative impacts on the environment as the project did not pass through any settlements or 
ecologically sensitive areas. Since this is only a small portion of the road section under the 
investment program, it will be more logical to rate the development impact of the entire investment 
program.  
 
B. Performance of the Borrower and Executing Agency 
 
33. The PCR rated the performance of the borrower and the executing agency satisfactory. 
Apart from the delayed project start (attributed to government procedures, which have since been 
reformed), MOTC, later replaced by MID, carried out all tasks in a timely manner, ensured 
counterpart financing was adequate, and closely followed up with its consultants the timely 
submission of progress reports and other deliverables. This validation also assesses the 
performance of the borrower and the executing agency satisfactory. 
 
C. Performance of the Asian Development Bank 
 
34. The PCR rated the performance of ADB satisfactory. ADB mobilized appropriate 
safeguard expertise during the preparation of the project and counterpart agencies were advised 
on the ADB safeguard requirements. Counterpart agencies carried out the necessary due 
diligence and reviewed safeguards as required by ADB’s Safeguard Policy Statement (footnote 
13). ADB maintained close monitoring of the project through the 14 review missions and followed 
up on the submission of progress reports and project assessments. The review missions helped 
both ADB and the executing agency resolve issues in a timely manner. ADB made efforts to follow 
up on the capacity building component for the executing agency. Less timely progress was noted 
on RAMS and PBC-related inputs—which were later dropped. However, ADB was able to provide 
significant contribution in improving the capacity of the executing agency through on-the-job 
trainings and in establishing reporting procedures that helped resolve issues raised. For the above 
reasons, this validation assesses ADB’s performance satisfactory. 
 
D. Others  
 
35. The construction cost estimates used at appraisal proved to be much lower than actual 
expenditures, implying high loan amount and other funding requirements at appraisal than were 
necessary. Also, public ownership of all land should have been known right at the start. The 
feasibility study could have been better prepared with more accurate estimates of civil works costs 
and more data on economic activities, population, and land ownership. This would have avoided 
the unnecessary commitment of capital, and the possible exclusion of viable projects from 
consideration.  
 

IV. OVERALL ASSESSMENT, LESSONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS  
 
A. Overall Assessment and Ratings  
 
36. The project was aligned with relevant government and ADB strategies. The improvement 
of the section of the road network under CAREC Corridor 2 had high strategic priority.  However, 
the project was rated less than relevant mainly due to the failure to properly design the capacity 
building component and estimate the project base costs. The project, nevertheless, was assessed 
effective since most of the outcome targets were achieved. It was efficient because road 
construction was completed on time and within budget, the EIRR was above the benchmark, and 
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all loan covenants were complied. The project was considered less than likely sustainable mainly 
because of uncertainty on government’s plan to collect tolls and the significant delays in 
implementing other projects addressing road asset management and maintenance activities. 
Overall, the project is rated less than successful. 
 

Overall Ratings 
Validation Criteria PCR IED Review Reason for Disagreement  

and/or Comments 
Relevance Relevant Less than 

relevant 
An important value addition of the project was 
its commitment to provide institutional 
capacity support to the entire investment 
program. However, during project 
implementation, critical commitments under 
the capacity building component were 
dropped without carefully assessing other 
possible areas for intervention. The project 
failed to adjust its design to ensure that 
investments to strengthen the capacity for 
road asset management and maintenance 
were maximized. There was also an 
overestimation of project-based cost. 

Effectiveness  Effective Effective  
Efficiency  Efficient Efficient  
Sustainability Likely 

sustainable 
Less than 

likely 
sustainable 

Funds to maintain the road remain a concern. 
As the road under tranche 1 was completed 
in 2014 and the tolling system will be installed 
yet in 2019, this is no guarantee that the toll 
system will be timely established to sustain 
the project road, especially its annual 
maintenance. In the absence of an FIRR 
analysis, the financial viability and sufficiency 
of toll rates of the road project are uncertain.  

Overall Assessment Successful Less than 
successful 

Weak design on the capacity development 
component and overestimation of project-
based cost. No FIRR to ascertain financial 
viability and sufficiency of toll rates, as well as 
no guarantee that the toll system will be 
timely established. 

Preliminary assessment 
of impact 

Not rated Not rated  

Borrower and executing 
agency 

Satisfactory Satisfactory  

Performance of ADB Satisfactory Satisfactory  
Quality of PCR  Satisfactory The PCR is detailed and consistent across 

sections. In addition, the post-construction of 
economic evaluation is more thorough and 
credible than the original economic appraisal. 
However, it fell short in discussing the 
achievements and shortcomings under 
output 2. It also failed to discuss the project 
accomplishments according to the revised 
DMF.  

ADB = Asian Development Bank, DMF = design and monitoring framework, FIRR = financial internal rate of return, IED 
= Independent Evaluation Department, PCR = project completion report, VOC = vehicle operating cost. 
Source: ADB Independent Evaluation Department. 
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B. Lessons 
 
37. At the country level, the likelihood of success and sustainability is high for investment 
projects that are well aligned with the national agenda. It is important that infrastructure road 
projects are part of an integrated road sector strategy. This helps ensure the commitment of the 
government to implement and maintain capital investments.  
 
38. At the sector level, better coordination between stakeholders, including the government 
and other donors, is needed in the future. At appraisal, the project aimed to support the 
computerization of the RAMS, but this was later dropped because funding was taken up by the 
World Bank.  
 
39. At the project level, having a capacity building component at the onset of the investment 
program was considered as a value addition to ADB financing and should be given equal 
importance in road infrastructure investments.  
 
40. A project-specific DMF should have been prepared at appraisal. Also, for projects with 
hard and soft investment components, ADB should strive to provide the same level of attention to 
both investments’ performance targets.  
 
C. Recommendations for Follow-Up  
 
41. Since the project is the first of the three to be implemented under the investment program, 
there is a need to follow up on whether ADB’s support to strengthen the institutional capacity for 
road asset management and maintenance will be addressed in the succeeding tranches. ADB 
should also follow up on the government’s concern regarding the non-prioritization of tranche 3, 
with an aim to prepare and implement the project with less consulting services.  
 

V. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS AND FOLLOW-UP 
 
A. Monitoring and Reporting 
 
42. The objective of the project was an efficient transport link between Aktau and Manasha 
through the road reconstruction and capacity building for project and asset management. 
Although the outcome and output targets were sufficient to assess the accomplishment of road 
reconstruction, results from the capacity building were unclear. The revised DMF of Project 1 
should have included targets beyond the submission of construction and tranche-related reports. 
This validation notes that the revision of the DMF contributed to the poor evaluation of the 
component to strengthen the capacity of the executing agency. 
 
B. Comments on Project Completion Report Quality 
 
43. The PCR was detailed and presented its arguments clearly and fairly. The post-
construction economic evaluation was more thorough and credible than the original appraisal. 
The report was internally consistent and conformed to the guidelines for PCRs. However, it failed 
to discuss the achievements and shortcomings in the delivery of output 2—which is capacity 
building. The PCR did not assess the project’s achievements according to the revised DMF. 
Nevertheless, the PCR’s frank assessment enabled this validation to provide a more thorough 
analysis and discussion on actual achievements at completion. Overall, the PCR quality is rated 
satisfactory.  
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C. Data Sources for Validation 
 
44. Data sources used for this validation included the report and recommendation of the 
President, the PCR, loan review mission reports, and IED’s project safeguard assessment. Other 
sources are cited in footnotes. 
 
D. Recommendation for Independent Evaluation Department Follow-Up 
 
45. The PCR recommended that the project performance evaluation be conducted after all 
the road sections are fully operational. Although the PCR did not provide the likely date for the 
completion of the investment program, this validation concurs with the suggested timing of the 
evaluation with a note that (i) the FIRR be estimated for the entire investment program; (ii) the 
planned 2019 tolling be confirmed if it was implemented and if so, if it was sufficient; and (iii) the 
impact of the RAMS implementation and the PBC contract for routine maintenance on the 
sustainability of the investment program be assessed. These institutional and maintenance 
support will reassess the sustainability rating.  
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