
 

Validation Report 
December 2018 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Kazakhstan: MFF-CAREC Corridor 1 (Zhambyl 
Oblast Section) Investment Program 
 
 
 
 

Reference Number: PVR-565 
Project Numbers: 41121-023, 41121-033,  

41121-043, and 41121-053 
MFF Number: 0024 
Loan Numbers: 2503, 2562, and 2735 
Cofinancing Numbers: 2697 and 8251 



 

 

ABBREVIATIONS 
 

ADB – Asian Development Bank 
CAREC – Central Asia Regional Economic Cooperation 
COR – Committee of Roads 
CPSFRV – Country Partnership Strategy Final Review Validation 
DMF – design and monitoring framework 
EIRR – economic internal rate of return 
GDP – gross domestic product 
IED – Independent Evaluation Department 
ITS – intelligent transport system 
JICA – Japan International Cooperation Agency 
MFF – multitranche financing facility 
MOTC – Ministry of Transport and Communications 
PCR – project completion report 
PFR – periodic financing request 
RRP – report and recommendation of the President 
VOC – vehicle operating cost 

 

 
 
 
 
 

NOTE 
 

In this report, “$” refers to United States dollars. 
 
 
 
Director General Marvin Taylor-Dormond, Independent Evaluation Department (IED) 
Deputy Director General Veronique Salze-Lozac’h, IED 
Director Nathan Subramaniam, Sector and Project Division (IESP), IED 
Team Leader Toshiyuki Yokota, Principal Evaluation Specialist, IESP, IED 

 
 
 
 

 
The guidelines formally adopted by the Independent Evaluation Department (IED) on avoiding 
conflict of interest in its independent evaluations were observed in the preparation of this report. 
To the knowledge of IED management, there were no conflicts of interest of the persons 
preparing, reviewing, or approving this report. The final ratings are the ratings of IED and may or 
may not coincide with those originally proposed by the consultants engaged for this report. 
 
In preparing any evaluation report, or by making any designation of or reference to a particular 
territory or geographic area in this document, IED does not intend to make any judgments as to 
the legal or other status of any territory or area. 



 
 

 

PROJECT BASIC DATA 
Project Numbers 41121-023, 41121-033, 41121-043, 

and 41121-053 
PCR Circulation Date 31 August 2017 

Loan/Cofinancing 
Numbers 

2503, 2562 and 2735/  
2697 and 8251 

PCR Validation Date  Dec 2018 

Project Name CAREC Corridor 1 (Zhambyl Oblast) Investment Program 
Sector and 
subsector  

Transport and information and 
communication technology 

Road transport 

Strategic agenda Economic growth 
Safeguard 
categories 

Environment B: Projects 1 and 4 
A: Projects 2 and 3 

Involuntary resettlement A: Projects 1 and 2 
B: Projects 3 and 4 

Indigenous peoples not categorized 

Country Republic of Kazakhstan Approved  
($ million)   

Actual 
($ million) 

ADB Financing 
($ million) 
 

ADF: 0.00 
 

Total Project Costs  1,480.00 1,067.17 

OCR: 700.00 Loan/Grant 700.00 677.68 
Borrower 216.00 151.16 
Beneficiaries  0.00 0.00 
Others 0.00 0.00 

Cofinancier  Total Cofinancing 564.00 238.33 
Approval Dates 

2503–Tr 1 
2562–Tr 2 
2697–Tr 3 
2735–Tr 4 

8251–Cofinancing 

 
30 Dec 2008 
7 Oct 2009 

15 Nov 2010 
21 Feb 2011 
31 May 2010 

Effectiveness Dates 
2503-Tr1 
2562-Tr2 
2697-Tr3 
2735-Tr4 

8251-Cofinancing 

 
29 May 2009 
1 Feb 2010 
13 Feb 2011 
6 Aug 2011 

 

 
31 Jul 2009 
13 Apr 2010 
15 Jun 2011 
22 Dec 2011 
15 Jul 2011 

Signing Dates 
2503–Tr 1 
2562–Tr 2 
2697–Tr 3 
2735–Tr 4 

8251–Cofinancing 

 
30 Mar 2009 
3 Dec 2009 
15 Dec 2010 
7 Jun 2011 

23 Aug 2010 

Closing Dates 
2503-Tr1 
2562-Tr2 
2697-Tr3 
2735-Tr4 

8251-Cofinancing 

 
31 Dec 2013 
30 Jun 2015 
31 Dec 2013 
31 Dec 2014 
15 Jul 2020 

 
20 Mar 2014 
22 Oct 2015 
22 April 2015 
27 April 2015 
1 Aug 2016 

Project Officers 
2503–Tr 1 

 

 
E. Kwon 
M. Rehman 
E. Kwon 
S. Mitra 
T. Kanai 
R. Idei 

Location 
ADB headquarters 
ADB headquarters 
ADB headquarters 
ADB headquarters 
ADB headquarters 
ADB headquarters 

From 
Dec 2008 
Jan 2010 
Nov 2010 
Sep 2011 
Mar 2012 
Mar 2013 

To 
Jan 2010 
Nov 2010 
Sep 2011 
Mar 2012 
Mar 2013 
Mar 2014 

2562–Tr 2 
 

E. Kwon 
M. Rehman 
E. Kwon 
S. Mitra 
Z. Wu 
A. Galiev 

ADB headquarters 
ADB headquarters 
ADB headquarters 
ADB headquarters 
ADB headquarters 
ADB headquarters 

Oct 2009 
Jan 2010 
Nov 2010 
Sep 2011 
Sep 2013 
Jan 2014 

Jan 2010 
Nov 2010 
Sep 2011 
Sep 2013 
Jan 2014 
Oct 2015 



 2 

2697–Tr 3  
 

E. Kwon 
S. Mitra 
R. Idei 
Z. Wu 
A. Galiev 

ADB headquarters 
ADB headquarters 
ADB headquarters 
ADB headquarters 
ADB headquarters 
 

Nov 2010 
Sep 2011 
May 2012 
Mar 2013 
Jan 2014 

Sep 2011 
May 2012 
Mar 2013 
Jan 2014 
Apr 2015 

8251–Tr 3 M. Rehman 
E. Kwon 
S. Mitra 
R. Idei 
Z. Wu 
A. Galiev 
M. Capulong 

ADB headquarters 
ADB headquarters 
ADB headquarters 
ADB headquarters 
ADB headquarters 
ADB headquarters 
ADB headquarters 

May 2010 
Nov 2010 
Sep 2011 
May 2012 
Mar 2013 
Jan 2014 
Mar 2016 

Nov 2010 
Sep 2011 
May 2012 
Mar 2013 
Jan 2014 
Mar 2016 
Aug 2016 

2735–Tr 4 
 

E. Kwon 
S. Mitra 
F. First 
Z. Wu 
A. Galiev 

ADB headquarters 
ADB headquarters 
ADB headquarters 
ADB headquarters 
ADB headquarters 

Feb 2011 
Sep 2011 
Jan 2013 
Oct 2013 
Jan 2014 

Sep 2011 
Jan 2013 
Oct 2013 
Jan 2014 
Apr 2015 

IED Review  
  Director 
  Team Leader 

 
N. Subramaniam, IESP 
T. Yokota, Principal Evaluation Specialist, IESP 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, ADF = Asian Development Fund, IED = Independent Evaluation Department,  
IESP = Sector and Project Division, OCR = ordinary capital resources, PCR = project completion report,  
Tr = tranche. 
*Team members: T. Ueda (Quality Reviewer), F. De Guzman (Senior Evaluation Officer), and P. Choynowski and G. Morgan 
(Consultants). 
 
 

I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
A. Rationale 
 
1. According to the report and recommendation of the President (RRP),1 Kazakhstan’s vast 
territory, low population density, and location between Europe and Asia contributed to making it 
one of the world’s most cargo-intensive countries. Road freight traffic had grown at about 10% 
per year in ton-kilometers over the 2001–2007 period as a result of gross domestic product (GDP) 
growing at about 10.6% annually. The number of vehicles also grew at about 5% per year with 
motorization levels of about 100 cars per 1,000 population, high in the region but still low by the 
European standards of more than 300 cars. 
 
2. Roads were the core of Kazakhstan’s transport system. They played an important role in 
providing access to rural areas and facilitating transit traffic and in-country transport. However, 
much of the road network was in poor condition—about 60% of republican (national) roads 
required major rehabilitation and maintenance. The feeder road network serving the rural 
population was not fully developed and was in poor condition, especially during winter.  
This increased the cost of goods for which transportation accounted for about 10% of the cargo’s 
value, far above the average of about 4% in developed economies. 

                                                
1  ADB. 2008. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Multitranche Financing 

Facility and Administration of Loan to the Republic of Kazakhstan for the CAREC Transport Corridor I (Zhambyl 
Oblast Section) [Western Europe–Western People’s Republic of China International Transit Corridor] Investment 
Program. Manila. 
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3. The government had developed the Transport Strategy to improve and expand the 
network over the short- to medium-term.2 The Transport Strategy, including a strategy for the road 
subsector, outlined several objectives and set out quantitative and qualitative targets and 
operating principles. The underlying theme was to make the road system larger, better, 
more accessible, affordable, efficient, safer, and more environmentally friendly. The government 
also wanted greater integration between different modes, cost recovery, and more outsourcing to 
the private sector of construction, maintenance, operations, and management. The Transport 
Strategy called for investments in physical infrastructure, as well as for institutional effectiveness 
and change. 
 
4. Investment in the transport sector was consistent with Strategy 2020 of the Asian 
Development Bank (ADB), 3  which identified transport infrastructure as a core area of ADB 
operations, and with ADB’s Central Asia Regional Economic Cooperation (CAREC) program,  
which emphasized regional cooperation in transport, energy, and trade facilitation. The program 
focus was CAREC Corridor 1, which was one of the six corridors included in the CAREC Transport 
and Trade Facilitation Strategy, which CAREC member countries endorsed in 2007.4 
 
5. The multitranche financing facility (MFF) was proposed as the modality for the investment 
program based on five factors: (i) the modality provided flexibility to the government; (ii) financing 
under the MFF could be linked to technical, safeguards, legal, and other project readiness filters; 
(iii) the MFF modality allowed ADB to enter into a medium-term partnership with the Government 
of Kazakhstan and its cofinancing partners; (iv) individual contract packages were large in size 
and limited in number; and (v) all the conditions precedent for the use of an MFF were in place. 
The facility project completion report (PCR)5 described the progress made under each of the four 
tranches of the MFF and is the subject of this validation. 
 
B. Expected Impacts, Outcomes, and Outputs 
 
6. Expected impacts and outcomes. The design and monitoring framework (DMF) in the 
RRP and PCR indicated that the expected impact of the facility was sustainable economic 
development. The DMF in the RRP indicated two expected outcomes of the facility: (i) an efficient 
transport system in the southern and western region of Kazakhstan and (ii) an improved transport 
sector institutions capacity. 
 
7. Expected outputs. The DMF in the RRP indicated two expected outputs of the facility: 
(i) construction and reconstruction of highway sections of Western Europe–Western People’s 
Republic of China International Transit Corridor (Zhambyl Oblast in the PCR) and (ii) strengthened 
road sector institutions and road network management capacity. Two performance targets were 
associated with these outputs in the RRP: (i) by 2014, construction and reconstruction of  
2,237 kilometers (km) of roads on time, within budget, and meeting technical specifications with 
an International Roughness Index (IRI) of less than 3 meters per kilometer and (ii) by 2014, 

                                                
2   Decree of the President of the Republic of Kazakhstan. 2006. Transport Sector Strategy of the Republic of 

Kazakhstan up to 2015. Astana. 
3  ADB. 2008. Strategy 2020: The Long-Term Strategic Framework of the Asian Development Bank, 2008–2020. 

Manila. 
4  Central Asia Regional Economic Cooperation. 2007. CAREC Transport and Trade Facilitation Strategy. Manila. 
5  ADB. 2017. Completion Report: CAREC Transport Corridor I (Zhambyl Oblast Section) [Western Europe–Western 

People’s Republic of China International Transit Corridor] Investment Program in Kazakhstan. Manila (Loans 2503, 
2562, and 2735; and Cofinancing 2697 and 8251). 
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international financial institutions-supported plans and recommendations for improving the road 
sector agreed by the Ministry of Transport and Communication (MOTC) for implementation.6  
 
C. Provision of Inputs 
 
8. The facility was scheduled for 6 years, inclusive of procurement and consultant 
recruitment activities. It was approved in December 2008 and was completed by 31 December 
2014, as planned at appraisal. 
 
9. The total cost of the facility was estimated at $1.5 billion equivalent including taxes and 
duties, and physical and price contingencies. The total cost of Project 1 was estimated at  
$400 million equivalent at appraisal. As indicated in the periodic financing requests, the expected 
cost of Project 2 was $415.0 million, Project 3 was $281.0 million, and Project 4 was 
$112.0 million. At completion, the total facility cost was $1.1 billion. ADB was to provide a loan of 
$700.0 million to finance the facility. For Project 1, ADB was to provide $340 million from its 
ordinary capital resources. The government was to finance the balance of the cost of Project 1 in 
an amount of $60 million, including local taxes and duties. 
 
10. Financing of the facility was subsequently revised. The Islamic Development Bank 
withdrew from its earlier commitment to finance an additional 114 km in a second loan for  
$244 million due to financial charge issues. The Japan International Cooperation Agency (JICA) 
also reduced its initial commitment by $82 million to ¥6,361,000,000 (about $68 million equivalent) 
and the government reduced its commitment by $58 million. The PCR did not explain the reasons 
for these reductions. Total financing available became $1,096 million. At completion, the facility 
cost was $1.1 billion, 2.6% less than the revised appraisal estimate.7  
 
11. Consulting services were to comprise of (i) a core team to be engaged upfront and  
(ii) additional inputs to be brought into the facility when required. The core team was to be financed 
under the first tranche and subsequent consulting services under tranches 2 to 4. About 52 
person-months of international consultants and 98 person-months of national consultants was 
also to be engaged for the facility. It was estimated that a total of about 814 person-months of 
consultancy services (179 person-months international and 635 person-months national) was 
needed for Project 1. About 94 person-months of international consultants and 504 person-
                                                
6  According to the RRP, Project 1 under the first tranche of the MFF was to have two major components: 

(i) a road development component, targeting construction of 125 km of highway sections between Taraz and Korday 
in Zhambyl Oblast and (ii) a road operation and maintenance component comprising the development of an intelligent 
transport system (ITS) and a review of the road maintenance system in Kazakhstan. According to the periodic 
financing request (PFR) for Project 2 under the second tranche of the MFF, the project was to reconstruct 136 km of 
highway in Zhambyl Oblast, with ADB financing 79 km and the Islamic Development Bank cofinancing the remaining 
57 km section. The PFR for Project 2 added an outcome to the DMF, which is, Project 2 will benefit 10,000 people 
in the project area. According to the PFR for Project 3 under the third tranche of the MFF, ADB was to finance 98 km 
of new highway construction and rehabilitation, while JICA was to finance the construction and upgrading of 20 km 
of highway, for a total of 118 km. The PFR for Project 3 added an outcome to the DMF: that Project 3 is to benefit 
8,000 people in the project area. According to the PFR for Project 4 under the fourth tranche of the MFF, 
ADB was to finance the reconstruction of 49 km of road section in Zhambyl Oblast. The PFR for Project 4 also added 
an outcome to the DMF: that Project 4 is to benefit 8,000 people in the project area. 

7  ADB provided $677.7 million, the Islamic Development Bank provided $170.0 million, JICA $68.3 million and the 
government the remaining $151.2 million. Interest during construction was not included in the facility costs.  
ADB collected directly from the government and, as of 17 April 2017, the payments amounted to $2.5 million for 
commitment charges and $19.4 million for interest charges. JICA also billed the government directly for commitment 
and interest charges. During implementation, loan proceeds of $115.1 million were cancelled from the first tranche, 
which reduced the loan amount to $225.0 million. Savings resulted from lower than expected bid prices for civil works 
contracts and overestimation of contingencies at appraisal. Loan savings were used to finance  
tranche 4. 
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months of national consultants were to be recruited for supervision construction.  
About 21 person-months of international and 21 person-months of national consultants was to be 
engaged to assist MOTC in improving the road maintenance system. Approximately  
12 international and 12 national consultants were to be recruited to help MOTC develop an 
intelligent transport system (ITS) strategy. 
 
12. The total cost for the construction supervision and project management consulting 
services was 32% less than the appraisal estimate. There were no major changes in the original 
scope. The decrease in the consulting services cost was due to overestimation at appraisal.  
The total cost of the road operation and maintenance system and ITS strategy component was 
also lower than the appraisal estimate.  
 
13. Projects 1 and 4 were categorized B and projects 2 and 3 were category A regarding 
environmental safeguards. Project 1 was to have no impact on the environment along or inside 
the right-of-way, except for the need to remove some shelterbelt trees, according to the PFR for 
Project 2. For Project 2, some negative environmental impacts were anticipated in establishing 
and operating work sites and burrow pits. The PFR for Project 3 stated that no major negative 
environmental impacts were expected. The PFR for Project 4 also stated that no major negative 
environmental impacts were expected. 
 
14. Projects 1 and 2 were classified category A for land acquisition and resettlement and 
Projects 3 and 4 were category B. In total, 1,875 affected persons, including 373 households,  
38 legal entities and 14 village or reserved land owners were permanently affected, while a total 
of 93 comprising 76 households, 7 legal entities, and 10 village or reserved land owners were 
temporarily affected. In terms of indigenous peoples, the facility was not categorized. Zhambyl 
Oblast is inhabited by a population with an overwhelming Kazakh majority. No people fitting ADB’s 
definition of indigenous peoples were expected to be negatively affected by the facility. 
 
D. Implementation Arrangements  
 
15. MOTC was to be the executing agency and the Committee of Roads (COR) under MOTC 
was to be the implementing agency. MOTC was to be responsible for overall implementation of 
the facility headed by a project director. The project management consulting unit was to be 
established under the facility as part of the project management consulting unit funded under a 
proposed World Bank South West Corridor Development Program loan. ADB’s project 
management consulting unit was to introduce a management information system to manage the 
investment program.  
 
16. Implementation arrangements were as envisaged at appraisal. However, on 6 August 
2014, the government reorganized and established the Ministry of Investment and Development, 
which absorbed MOTC’s functions. COR remained the implementing agency and its deputy 
chairman was appointed project director, with assistance from COR staff with expertise in 
engineering, finance, legal matters, and procurement. The project management consulting unit 
engaged under the Project 1 managed the succeeding projects. All framework financing 
agreement and loan covenants were complied with and no facility-level undertakings or loan 
covenants were modified, suspended, or waived. 
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II. EVALUATION OF PERFORMANCE AND RATINGS 
 
A. Relevance of Design and Formulation 
 
17.  The PCR rated the facility relevant. It addressed inadequate road coverage, poor quality 
of road assets, impassable roads in winter, road safety issues, and other transport issues. 
The project objective of developing an efficient transport system in Zhambyl Oblast to boost 
international trade and regional cooperation among neighboring countries was aligned with  
(i) the government’s transport sector strategies, which prioritized improvement of the road 
network; (ii) ADB Strategy 2020 and ADB’s Country Partnership Strategy;8 and (iii) the CAREC 
program. At completion, the facility remained relevant as the project continued to be consistent 
with the government’s revised transport sector program for 2010–2014, 9  ADB’s strategies,  
and the CAREC Transport and Trade Facilitation Strategy 2020.10 
 
18. The design was adequate to attain the facility’s intended outputs and objective. 
Stakeholders were involved during preparation, implementation, and completion of the project. 
Facility preparation was adequate. Zhambyl Oblast Roads Department commissioned the road 
design preparation from state design institutes.11 Road construction designs complied with the 
country’s requirements. The detailed design and cost estimates were reviewed by the state 
project examination authority, GosExpertisa, and approved by the Agency of Construction Affairs 
in 2009. As part of the technical due diligence, several consultations through ADB missions were 
conducted with stakeholders, including the government, MOTC, COR, international financial 
institutions, akims,12 and local communities along the proposed facility roads.  
 
19. The PCR indicated that there was strong government ownership of the facility.  
MOTC commissioned the project’s engineering design. COR monitored the project’s progress, 
visited project sites during implementation, and assessed the quality of the roads before taking 
over road operations. Representatives of the Zhambyl Zhol laboratory and Kazakhavtodor 
monitored the rectification of defects and inspected the project roads during the defects 
notification period. The KazAvtoZhol was to take over operations and maintenance after the 
defects notification period.  
 
20. This validation is of the same view as the PCR and rates the facility relevant.  
This assessment is consistent with the rating in the 2017 Country Partnership Strategy  
(2012–2016) Final Review Validation (CPSFRV) for Kazakhstan that the facility and other 
investments in the road transport sector were relevant.13 Nevertheless, this validation notes that 
the DMF was overly ambitious and that the PCR did not discuss the changes in the performance 
indicators and targets.14 

                                                
8 ADB. 2012. Country Partnership Strategy: Kazakhstan (2012–2016). Manila. There was no country partnership 

strategy from 2006 to 2012 for Kazakhstan. 
9 The government road development plan for 2006–2012 was revised as the Transport Sector Program for 2010–2014 

in July 2010. 
10 ADB. 2014. CAREC Transport and Trade Facilitation Strategy 2020. Manila. 
11 The institutes were KazDorProject Limited Liability Partnership, AstanaDorProject Limited Liability Partnership, 

KazniipiDortrans Limited Liability Partnership, and Central Asian Consultant Agency Limited Liability Partnership. 
12 Footnote 5. Akims are heads of municipal, district or provincial government. 
13 Independent Evaluation Department. 2017. Country Partnership Strategy Final Review Validation: Kazakhstan, 

2012–2016. Manila: ADB. 
14 The RRP’s third impact indicator—outputs of transport sector increased by 79% and distribution sector increased 

by 77%, compared with the 2010 baseline—was not included in the PCR DMF. Only two (reduced transport cost for 
freight from 10% to 5% of the cargo value, and reduced accident rate from 0.3 fatality per kilometer in 2006 
to 0.1 fatality per kilometer) of the 10 RRP outcome indicators were included in the PCR DMF. The eight indicators 
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B. Effectiveness in Achieving Project Outcomes and Outputs 
 
21. The PCR rated the facility effective because outcomes and outputs were achieved. 
A total of 427.6 km road sections was reconstructed with an average IRI of less than 3 meters per 
kilometer compared to 2,237.0 km required in the DMF in the RRP. Under a separate standalone 
loan from ADB for CAREC Corridor 1,15 a further 65.0 km of Taraz Bypass were constructed, 
achieving the 492.6 km envisioned at appraisal. Regarding other output performance targets, the 
report on the road operating and maintenance system provided various recommendations for 
future road sector maintenance operations. The ITS component produced a draft ITS plan and a 
draft long-term plan for ITS implementation. These outputs provided critical input into the State 
Program for Development and Integration of Transport System Infrastructure, a framework to 
implement a comprehensive road asset management system for the country’s road network. 
 
22. The PCR claimed that the annual average daily traffic for all facility roads grew to  
7,820 vehicles per day in 2016 compared to 4,000 vehicles per day in 2007 and that average 
travel time between Almaty and Shymkent was reduced to 8 hours in 2015 from 12 hours in 2007. 
Regarding the outcome performance target to reduced transport costs for freight to 5% of the 
cargo value by 2015 from 10% in 2008, the PCR claimed that vehicle operating costs (VOC) per 
kilometer for freight vehicles were reduced by 14.9% for 2-axle trucks, 21.2% for 3-axle trucks, 
24.8% for articulated trucks, and 15.8% for pickup trucks in 2016. The road accident rate was 
also reduced to 0.25 fatalities per kilometer in 2016 from 0.3 fatalities per kilometer in 2006 and 
compared to the 0.1 fatalities per kilometer by 2015 required by the DMF. This validation rates 
the facility effective.  
 
23. During the course of program and project implementation, technical assistance was 
provided in the form of consultant support in the areas of procurement and social safeguards.16 
Environment impact assessments for the projects were prepared in accordance with ADB’s 
Environment Policy (2002) for the initial project and the Safeguard Policy Statement (2009) for 
subsequent projects, the country's environmental laws and regulations, and the Environmental 
Assessment and Review Framework. For each project, public consultations were held during the 
processing stage. The overall budget for environmental and mitigation costs was estimated at 
about $5 million, including restoration of all borrow pits. All contractors prepared and implemented 
site-specific environmental management plans. 
 
24. In terms of land acquisition and social safeguards impact, 1,875 persons, including  
373 households, 38 legal entities and 14 village or reserved landowners were permanently 
affected, while 93 persons from 76 households, 7 legal entities, and 10 village or reserved 

                                                
that were not included in the PCR DMF are (i) increased average travel speed from 50 km per hour (kph) to 70 kph; 
(ii) private sector participation framework operational; (iii) public–private partnership for a pilot road transaction in 
place; (iv) safeguards implementation manual implemented; (v) road maintenance system and funding improved; 
(vi) intelligent transport system selectively implemented; (vii) road sector planning, programming, and budgeting 
system  implemented; and (viii) higher education in transport field upgraded. On the RRP’s two output indicators, 
the target was reduced for the indicator “km roads constructed and reconstructed on time, within budget, and meeting 
technical specifications with IRI of less than 3 m/km” while the indicator “IFI-supported plans and recommendations 
for improving the road sector agreed by MOTC for implementation” was not included in the PCR. 

15 ADB. 2011. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan to the Republic 
of Kazakhstan for the Central Asia Regional Economic Cooperation Corridor 1 (Taraz Bypass) Project. Manila. 

16 ADB. 2008. Technical Assistance to the Government of Kazakhstan for the Preparation of the CAREC Transport 
Corridor I (Zhambyl Oblast Section) Project. Manila (TA 7071- KAZ, Major Change in Scope and Amount); 
and ADB. 2013. Technical Assistance to the Government of Kazakhstan for the Strengthening and Use of Country 
Safeguard Systems. Manila (TA 7566-REG; Community Consultation and GRM in the Committee of Roads).  
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landowners were temporarily affected. All compensation payments to affected persons and 
structures were completed in 2013 for tranches 1 to 3, and in November 2014 for tranche 4. 
 
C. Efficiency of Resource Use 
 
25. The PCR rated the facility efficient in achieving project outcome and outputs. To assess 
project efficiency, the PCR reevaluated the economic internal rate of return (EIRR) using the same 
methodology adopted at appraisal with updated data. The economic costs and benefits were 
compared between the with-project and without-project scenarios. The economic benefits 
considered in the reevaluation were the same as those at appraisal: (i) VOC savings,  
(ii) improvements in travel time, and (iii) reduction in road crash costs. The reevaluated EIRR for 
the facility was estimated at 21% compared to 18.2% at appraisal. The main reasons for the 
difference between the appraisal and completion given in the PCR were: (i) lower traffic growth; 
(ii) lower investment costs; (iii) use of loan savings to build an additional 49 km of road; and  
(iv) increased accident benefits based on actual accident data since opening. In the validation’s 
view, items (i) and (iii) do not explain why the EIRR is higher at completion than at appraisal. 
 
26. The PCR also did not specify a “without project” scenario where traffic is forecast in the 
absence of the facility. This forecast would have been the basis for non-incremental benefits to 
be valued in terms of VOC savings, time savings, and reduced accident rate. Traffic over and 
above this forecast in the “with project” scenario would have been incremental and valued in terms 
of willingness to pay. 
 
27. The PCR did not assess process efficiency. However, according to the 2017 CPSFRV for 
Kazakhstan, the “PCRs for CAREC Corridor 1 (tranches 1–3) indicated the completed projects 
were implemented smoothly without major issues. The validation team’s discussions with ADB 
staff and feedback from executing agencies reconfirmed that there were no major implementation 
issues in these projects as well as in the other CAREC road projects.” The recalculated EIRR was 
21% and implementation of the program was efficient. This validation rates the facility efficient. 
The validation rating may be considered preliminary as more information in the future will support 
a robust assessment of project efficiency. 
 
D. Preliminary Assessment of Sustainability 
 
28. The PCR rated the project likely sustainable. In terms of road safety, the PCR stated that 
the investment greatly reduced the risk of major accidents. In the validation’s view, road safety 
improvement are effectiveness and efficiency issues and not a sustainability issue. In terms of 
axle loads, the government began to strictly enforce axle-load regulations of 10 tons per axle, 
which should minimize road surface deterioration over time. 
 
29. KazAvtoZhol was declared the sole operator to build and maintain the 24,000-kilometer 
national highway network, which has the technical expertise for road development, construction, 
and maintenance. It was expected to be fully self-financing by 2022 through tolling of 7,000 km of 
major republican highways, including 2,500 km of CAREC Corridor 1. The facility roads were 
primary candidates to become toll roads. However, an allocation from the state budget for road 
maintenance was likely to be needed in parallel with the toll revenue. The PCR indicated that the 
projected annual revenue from tolled sections of CAREC Corridor 1 was T8.5 billion ($25 million), 
or $10,000 per kilometer. Although this revenue was expected to be sufficient to maintain tolled 
sections and contribute to maintenance of untolled national highways, the government had 
provided substantial allocations for road maintenance (T37.6 billion over the 2013–2015 period).  
This validation holds the view that the project is likely sustainable because of the government’s 
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commitment to toll 7,000 km of major national highways by 2022 and provide adequate budgetary 
support in the meantime. Similarly, the validation rating may be considered preliminary as more 
information in the future will support a robust assessment of project sustainability. 
 

III. OTHER PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENTS 
  
A. Preliminary Assessment of Development Impact 
 
30. The PCR rated the facility impact highly satisfactory based on the initial contribution to 
regional cooperation and the local economy. The facility provided for sustainable development 
and increased trade through reduced VOCs, travel time, and accident rates. Being the first MFF 
in Kazakhstan, its impact on capacity development in the transport sector was significant.  
The PCR claimed that improved roads will stimulate trade between Kazakhstan and its neighbors, 
however, provided little evidence. The evidence that was provided, the increase of cargo volume 
at the Karasu border crossing from 393,155 tons per year in 2010 to 1.7 million tons in 2014 and 
then falling to 0.9 million tons in 2015 was not convincing. 
 
31. In terms of socioeconomic impact, the facility impact was generally positive. Construction 
on the four project sites provided employment opportunities and income to residents. The facility 
directly employed about 5,137 persons, of whom over 50% came from communities along the 
facility corridor. Construction aggregates and supplies were procured locally, generating 
employment and income in the local market. The facility also generated rental income from the 
temporary use of land for construction activities. 
 
32. While there were three detailed performance targets in the RRP, there were only two in 
the PCR: growth in GDP by 68% and export and import by 30% in 2020 from 2010 figures. 
The DMF indicated that from 2010 to 2016, GDP in Kazakhstan grew by 26.1%, imports 
decreased by 9.5%, and exports fell by 28%. Given the slow economic growth and the decrease 
in trade, this validation deems the facility impact was not achieved. Those indicators were too 
broad and not appropriate to assess project-level impact. However, since it is likely that the project 
provided significant positive impacts in the region where the facility was implemented, 
this validation rates the impact satisfactory. 
 
B. Performance of the Borrower and Executing Agency 
 
33. The PCR rated the performance of the borrower, the executing agency, and the 
implementing agency satisfactory. The government complied with all loan covenants, including 
ensuring that counterpart financing was adequate and available. COR implemented a financial 
management system and maintained separate records for ADB, Islamic Development Bank, 
and JICA loans. COR implemented the facility following (i) ADB’s guidelines on safeguards, 
anticorruption, disbursements, procurement of works, recruitment of consultants, 
and management of consultant contracts; and (ii) guidance from the International Federation of 
Consulting Engineers on management of works contracts. Day-to-day communication with the 
ADB project team facilitated implementation and enhanced project management and  
problem-solving. COR effectively chaired the community liaison group, which was responsible for 
the grievance redress mechanism for all projects. This validation rates the overall performance of 
the borrower, executing agency, and implementing agencies satisfactory. 
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C. Performance of the Asian Development Bank and Cofinanciers 
 
34. The PCR rated the overall performance of ADB satisfactory. Coordination between ADB 
headquarters and the Kazakhstan Resident Mission facilitated project preparation, 
implementation, and completion. ADB collaborated with the government to strengthen project 
readiness by preparing due diligence reports on safeguards and economic analyses.  
During project implementation, ADB provided substantial and timely support to the government 
by (i) providing guidance in resolving implementation issues; (ii) promptly responding to requests 
to reallocate loan proceeds; (iii) quickly reviewing contract variations; (iv) promptly uploading 
withdrawal applications through eStar for faster disbursement; (v) extending the loan closing date 
in a timely manner; and (vi) coaching government staff on ADB guidelines on procurement, 
consultant recruitment, project administration, contract administration, disclosure, and 
disbursement. ADB monitored implementation progress and resolution of issues through project 
missions, project progress and safeguards reports, and video/teleconferencing. 
 
35. ADB fielded project review missions and carried out site visits with Zhambyl Oblast COR 
officials. In general, communication and coordination between ADB and the government were 
smooth and effective. Coordination between ADB, the Islamic Development Bank, and JICA for 
joint parallel cofinancing arrangements also facilitated effective project preparation, 
implementation, and completion. In general, communication and coordination between ADB and 
JICA were smooth and effective. This validation rates the overall performance of ADB satisfactory. 
 

IV. OVERALL ASSESSMENT, LESSONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS  
 
A. Overall Assessment and Ratings  
 
36.  The PCR rated the project successful. In the PCR’s view, the facility was designed, 
implemented, and completed as conceived. It was relevant to the government’s transport sector 
programs, the country’s development strategies, ADB’s country partnership strategy, and the 
CAREC program. The four projects improved transport efficiency in Zhambyl Oblast along 
CAREC Corridor 1 through reduced travel time, reduced VOCs, and a reduced road accident rate. 
This validation also rates the facility relevant, effective, efficient, and likely sustainable. 
Thus, overall, this validation rates the facility successful (Table 1). 
 

Table 1: Overall Ratings 

Validation Criteria PCR IED Review 
Reason for Disagreement  

and/or Comments 
Relevance Relevant Relevant  
Effectiveness  Effective Effective  
Efficiency  Efficient Efficient  
Sustainability Likely sustainable Likely sustainable  
Overall assessment Successful Successful  
Preliminary 
assessment of impact Highly satisfactory Satisfactory  

Borrower and 
executing agency Satisfactory Satisfactory  

Performance of ADB Satisfactory Satisfactory  
Quality of PCR  Satisfactory  

ADB = Asian Development Bank, IED = Independent Evaluation Department, PCR = project completion report. 
Source: ADB Independent Evaluation Department. 
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B. Lessons 
 
37. The PCR identified six lessons. They were: (i) project implementation improved during 
the various stages of MFF realization and initial difficulties in procurement, contract award and 
implementation were improved; (ii) the partnership of three development institutions  
(ADB, the Islamic Development Bank, and JICA) enabled the facility to be completed within a 
short period; (iii) well-prepared road designs and cost estimates are important, as experience 
with Project 1 attested; (iv) there is a need for further improvement of the Ministry of Investment 
and Development’s project management capacity, especially in the fields of procurement and 
social safeguards; (v) high-level policy dialogue is essential to accomplish a project of this 
magnitude; and (vi) measurability and data availability should be considered in selecting 
performance indicators for the outcome statement and performance indicators. 
 
38. This validation concurs with these lessons and has identified an additional lesson:   
 

Results framework and methodology level lesson. ADB needs to develop better 
techniques for forecasting traffic because the use of country-wide aggregates to forecast 
traffic on specific roads often leads to gross over-estimation. 

 
C. Recommendations for Follow-Up 
 
39. The PCR offered the following recommendations: (i) ADB should monitor the outstanding 
reforestation works; (ii) ADB should continue monitoring the outstanding compensation case 
through the resident mission, which will be followed up by ADB headquarters; 
(iii) the government should continuously conduct road-safety audits, raise road-safety 
awareness, and increase police oversight; (iv) the government should consider internal changes 
to shorten its procedures for initiating loan effectiveness; (v) as part of operational maintenance 
reform, the government should implement integrated road management, based on ITS solutions, 
to enable better traffic planning and control and improve road safety and road asset 
management; (vi) the government should continue to support KazAvtoZhol in making the 
transition towards establishing more toll roads to fund overall road network maintenance; 
and (vii) minimize changes in road design and encourage closer involvement of all related 
stakeholders in future similar projects. This validation concurs with these and has no other 
recommendations to offer. 
 

V. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS AND FOLLOW-UP 
 
A. Monitoring and Reporting 
 
40. The RRP required that COR establish a project performance monitoring system within  
6 months from project commencement and collect baseline data for performance monitoring. 
The key performance indicators were given in the impact and outcome statements in the DMF. 
Appendix 10 of the PCR stated that COR monitored and evaluated performance through  
a project performance monitoring system, which comprised (i) a DMF specifying performance 
targets and indicators; (ii) project performance reports consisting of monthly and quarterly 
progress reports, safeguards monitoring reports, and annual financial audit reports; 
and (iii) a PCR with detailed project achievements. Progress reports included updates on road 
and works safety.  
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B. Comments on Project Completion Report Quality 
 
41. The PCR assessed the entire MFF program consisting of four tranches. It was succinct 
and assessed all the evaluation criteria. However, several areas could have been better 
addressed. 
  
42. Although it is not a major issue, the PCR did not explain why the total expected cost of 
the facility was lower in the PCR than in the RRP. Traffic forecasts were not updated during the 
implementation period and the EIRR did not provide a “without-facility” scenario or identify and 
value incremental benefits of the facility. The PCR addressed sustainability issues and 
discussed the progress in the tolling of highways. The validation rates the quality of the PCR 
satisfactory. 
 
C. Data Sources for Validation 
 
43. Data sources included the RRP, PCR, mission reports, and detailed safeguard 
assessment. 
 
D. Recommendation for Independent Evaluation Department Follow-Up 
 
44. The PCR made no recommendation regarding the preparation of the project 
performance evaluation report. The validation suggests that a project performance evaluation 
report be prepared for the MFF in 2019. 
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