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A.  Introduction and Rationale 
 
1. The proposed project performance evaluation report (PPER) will evaluate the Water 
Supply and Sanitation Sector Project in Armenia. The project was supported by an Asian 
Development Bank (ADB) loan (Loan 2363), approved on 31 October 2007, followed by an 
additional financing loan approved on 12 April 2012 (Loan 2860).1 The project completion report 
(PCR), covering both loans, was circulated in September 2018 and rated it successful.2  
 
2. The PPER will provide insights to help improve project design and effectiveness of future 
ADB water supply and sanitation (WSS) projects. The findings and lessons drawn from the 
evaluation will also feed into the forthcoming thematic evaluation of ADB support for public–
private partnership (PPP) programmed for delivery by the Independent Evaluation Department 
(IED) in 2020. This paper elaborates the approach for the evaluation and outlines the scope, data 
sources, indicative schedule, and resource requirements.  
 
B. Country and Sector Background 
 
3. Armenia has made considerable progress, especially in poverty reduction, since 
independence in 1991. However, persistent challenges include constraints on regional and global 
integration, economic risks, governance problems, and the need to strengthen infrastructure and 
make growth more inclusive.3 A key challenge facing the country has been unbalanced urban 
development. Yerevan, the capital city has a much larger population and has developed much 
faster than the 48 secondary towns, which comprise its main urban settlements. Access to basic 
services is better in the urban than rural areas; but it remains inadequate outside Yerevan where 
almost half the urban residents do not have continuous water supply and there is virtually no 
sustainable wastewater management.  
 
4. During the Soviet period, many secondary towns were monotowns—i.e., towns dominated 
by one industry or one company. Many of these were closed or downsized in the 1990s due to 
inefficiencies, supply chain breakdowns, and other factors related to the collapse of the Soviet 
Union. Weak capacity of local governments has led to operational inefficiencies in the provision 
of municipal services, poor quality of these services, and low revenue collection rates. Low tariffs 
combined with low revenue collection rates, insufficient allocation of state-budgets to the sector 

                                                 
1  ADB. 2007. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan to Armenia for 

the Water Supply and Sanitation Sector Project. Manila; ADB. 2012. Report and Recommendation of the President 
to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan for Additional Financing to Armenia for the Water Supply and Sanitation 
Sector Project. Manila.  

2  ADB. 2018. Completion Report: Water Supply and Sanitation Sector Project in Armenia. Manila. 
3  ADB. 2014. Country Partnership Strategy: Armenia, 2014–2018. Manila. 
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as well as poor sector management have resulted in lack of funds for proper operation and 
maintenance of municipal infrastructure. Inadequate maintenance of infrastructure has led to its 
deterioration and further worsening of the quality of services. Low tariffs and the inadequate legal 
and regulatory framework have constrained private sector participation in the provision of 
municipal services. Non-revenue water losses are reported to have been as high as 90%.  
 
5. Poverty is higher in areas outside Yerevan offering the opportunity to accelerate poverty 
reduction through the development of these secondary towns including better access to basic 
services like WSS. According to the government’s estimates, almost $2.0 billion must be invested 
in WSS alone over the next 10 years.4 The government recognized that the private sector must 
play a key role and for this to materialize, tariffs for municipal services should be raised to ensure 
cost recovery, and public funds should be used efficiently to leverage private investment in 
municipal infrastructure through PPPs.  
 
6. ADB has played an important role in supporting WSS development in Armenia. Armenia 
became a member of ADB in 2005; and in 2007, ADB approved a loan to Armenia for the Water 
Supply and Sanitation Sector Project covering 21 secondary towns and 97 villages. This was 
followed by additional financing to extend the coverage to improve the operational efficiency and 
financial management of Armenia Water and Sewerage Company (AWSC), a government-owned 
company providing WSS services that was managed and operated by Société d'Aménagement 
Urbain et Rural (SAUR, an international water management company). These loans are the 
subject of this PPER and described in detail below.  
 
7. In 2011, ADB approved a $400 million multitranche financing facility to Armenia for the 
Sustainable Urban Development Investment Program.5 The first tranche of $48.6 million is being 
used to finance physical investments in urban transport and to strengthen the management of 
urban transport in Yerevan. ADB’s latest country partnership strategy (2014–2018) identified 
improving urban environments in secondary towns as key to inclusive growth in Armenia. The 
country partnership strategy also identified relatively low level of private sector activity in 
secondary towns and inadequate legal and regulatory framework for PPPs as contributory causes 
for the low state of urban development.  
 
8. In terms of development assistance to WSS provided by other development partners, 
Armenia has benefitted from assistance extended by the World Bank, Kreditanstalt für 
Wiederaufbau (KfW), and European Bank for Reconstruction and Development from 2005 to 
present.   
 
9. The World Bank and the Government of Armenia have partnered from year 2000 to 
present, establishing PPPs in the water sector. A study on this engagement reported that PPP 
schemes with the engagement of international private operators, with support from development 
partners, have been successfully implemented in all water utilities in the country.6 As a result, the 
dilapidated state of water supply infrastructures has improved along with better levels of service, 
e.g., most of Yerevan now has continuous 24/7 in water supply, compared to 6 hours before the 
engagement. Tariffs in Yerevan now cover all operation and maintenance costs and debt service, 
but for the rest of the country, tariff levels are yet to achieve full cost recovery. Nonrevenue water 
losses were also reported to have remained at persistently high levels.  

                                                 
4  Government of Armenia. 2013. Upgrading Armenia. Yerevan. 
5  ADB. 2011. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Multitranche Financing 

Facility to Armenia for the Sustainable Urban Development Investment Program. Manila. 
6  P. Marin, D. Muzenda, and A. Andreasyan. 2017. Review of Armenia’s Experience with Water Public-Private 

Partnerships. Washington, DC: World Bank.  
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C. Project Description  

10. Water supply and sanitation sector project. The project aimed to assist the national 
governments to improve the delivery of WSS services, which had been neglected since the initial 
period following Armenia’s independence from the Soviet Union in 1991. The government sought 
ADB support to prepare a project that would undertake (i) priority infrastructure rehabilitation and 
improvement, (ii) improvement in operational and financial management, and (iii) tariff reform. At 
appraisal, the government had adopted a PPP approach for the AWSC as one of the four regional 
utilities, with the AWSC operating under a management contract. At appraisal, the Yerevan Water 
and Sewerage Company was operating under a lease contract through the World Bank support. 
 
11. Impact, outcome, and outputs. The expected project impact at appraisal was to improve 
public health and environment for about 576,000 people living in 16 towns and about 125 villages.7 
The expected outcome was improved access to safe, reliable, and sustainable WSS services in 
these towns and villages, managed on commercial principles and with environmentally sound 
practices. Following the request for additional financing in 2012, the project impact and outcome 
was expanded to cover 29 towns and 160 villages reaching 700,000, with updated output targets. 
This was to be achieved with the following outputs: an extended program of rehabilitation and 
replacement of WSS systems, improved water services in project towns and villages, a 
strengthened AWSC and self-managed project villages not covered by the AWSC, and improved 
community management skills.  
 
12. There were a number of changes to outcome indicators and targets following the 
additional financing, which will be examined in this evaluation. The project outcome was to be 
measured by the following indicators and targets set out in the original project with subsequent 
revisions indicated in parenthesis: (i) commercially-oriented operations, financial autonomy, and 
full recovery of operation and maintenance for all project towns and villages covered by AWSC 
by 2012 (no targets were provided for this indicator, which was dropped after additional financing 
and not reported on in the PCR); (ii) about 576,000 residents (increased to 700,000 after 
additional financing) in the project towns and villages directly or indirectly benefit by 2012 from 
reliable supplies of potable water for at least 12 hours per day (increased to 15 hours per day 
after additional financing) that meets Armenian water quality standards;8 and (iii) the technical, 
financial, and managerial capacity of the AWSC is further improved by 2012 (no targets provided, 
indicator date increased to 2016 after additional financing).  

 
13. Output indicators and targets were revised in the report and recommendation of the 
President (RRP) for additional financing and these were adopted for the PCR. The original project 
had the following four outputs, with revisions indicated in parenthesis:  
 

(i) Rehabilitated, replaced, and expanded water supply and sewerage systems in 
project towns and villages (the PCR design and monitoring framework [DMF] 
replaced this with “Extended program of rehabilitation and replacement of water 
supply and sewerage systems in more project towns and villages”). 

                                                 
7  While there are no clear definitions in the RRP or PCR, based on the PCR Appendix 2 it appears that villages 

comprise typically less than 5,000 inhabitants and towns comprise between 5,000 and 50,000 inhabitants. 
8  The design and monitoring framework (DMF) in the project RRP cites 310,000 residents, whereas para. 23 of the 

same RRP cites 576,000 people—this evaluation takes the latter as the intended number of beneficiaries. At the time 
of additional financing, the RRP noted in para. 8 that 600,000 people had been reached and its DMF cited a new 
target of 700,000 beneficiaries.  
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(ii) Improved water services in project towns and villages (the PCR DMF replaced this 
with “Further improvements in water services as per updated performance targets 
and indicators in more project towns and villages”). 

(iii) Strengthened AWSC and institutionalized project villages not covered by AWSC 
(the PCR DMF replaced this with “Extended program to further expand the 
AWSC’s operational and institutional capacity” [also, the target for nonrevenue 
water was changed from 30% to 70%]). 

(iv) Improved community management skills—this output was dropped from the 
project in 2009 as systems in villages that were included under the project were 
automatically maintained and operated by the AWSC.  

There were no indicators provided in the original RRP, Additional Financing RRP, or PCR to cover 
the original planned work on sewerage rehabilitation and improvement.  
 
14. Project cost and implementation arrangements. At appraisal, the overall project cost 
was estimated at $95.0 million. This includes the original project appraisal in 2007 of $45.0 million 
with an ADB loan ($36.0 million [Loan 2363]) and government financing of $9.0 million, and the 
additional project financing at project appraisal in 2012 of $50.0 million with an ADB loan 
($40.0 million [Loan 2860]) and government financing of $10.0 million. The overall project cost at 
completion was $92.6 million (with Loan 2363 accounting for $45.3 million—the small increase 
reflecting exchange rate movements and Loan 2860 accounting for $47.3 million). ADB financed 
$74.2 million (80% of the overall cost—with Loan 2363 accounting for $36.3 million and Loan 
2860 accounting for $37.9 million) and the government financed the equivalent of $18.4 million 
(20% of the overall cost). 
 
15. The executing agency for the project was the State Committee for Water Economy, which 
had overall responsibility for coordinating project implementation through a project management 
unit (PMU). The project coordination unit served as the secretariat for the project governing 
council and liaised with respective government agencies to support project implementation. The 
AWSC was the implementing agency and established a PMU. The AWSC was operating under a 
management contract with the Société d'Aménagement Urbain et Rural (SAUR) supporting the 
planning, designing, and implementation of the subprojects. 
 
16. The integration of the AWSC and the other regional utilities with the Yerevan Water and 
Sewerage Company to form one national company under a lease (Veolia) on 1 January 2017 
resulted in changes in implementation arrangements in the closing stages of the project. For 
example, the PMU arrangement was changed, with a transfer to another established PMU—the 
Water Sector Project Implementation Unit agency—under the State Committee for Water 
Economy. 
 
D. Key Findings of the Project Completion Report and Related Evaluations  

17. Completion report for the project (footnote 2). Overall assessment of the project in the 
PCR was successful. The PCR rated the project highly relevant, effective, efficient, and likely 
sustainable. A number of lessons were identified, including: (i) the AWSC management contract 
and the use of a PPP modality enabled significant improvements in water supply, water quality, 
and service continuity in project towns; (ii) the lack of adoption of the tariff increase and plan 
affected the AWSC’s financial sustainability objective during implementation; (iii) engaging the 
water utility in investment planning resulted in efficient alignment and allocation of resources;  
(iv) there were challenges in integrating villages into the AWSC system, as village communities 
realized that this engagement would result in the payment of tariffs, and this required strong 
commitment before the investment could be successful; (v) the requirement of prior approvals for 
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all contract variations under Loan 2860, which was requested by ADB at negotiations, impacted 
on the timeliness of approvals, given there were often three to eight variations per contract 
and resulted in significant delays; and (vi) despite the introduction of gender in every aspect of 
the project, keeping a sex-disaggregated database was a challenge—effective gender 
mainstreaming projects, the ongoing participation of a gender specialist in review missions would 
be effective in assessing implementation. The PCR also recommended the need to follow up on 
the long-term financial sustainability of the water supply system in light of the national lease.  
 
18. Related IED evaluations. Findings of IED evaluations emphasized that: 
 

(i) Sustainability of urban WSS operations could be improved by considering a 
number of key elements in project design and implementation, in particular, the 
need for careful assessment of demand and estimation of project costs, planning 
for operation and maintenance activities, establishing appropriate policy 
frameworks for implementing tariffs for cost recovery, and incorporating community 
and stakeholder engagement throughout the project cycle. Institutional reform as 
a foundation for long term sustainability is important, noting such reforms can take 
substantial time to implement as a result of the complex and slow-moving nature 
of the sector.9  

(ii) ADB supported water projects should focus on water utility performance, tariff 
reform, water conservation and demand management, non-revenue water 
management, and leakage detection. Furthermore, the importance of institutional 
reforms and capacity development to ensure successful implementation of tariff 
and other related policy and institutional reforms were also advocated.10 

(iii) The private sector plays a pivotal role in developing WSS systems in the Asia 
Pacific region. However, this role is typically limited to construction contracts or 
concessions, with relatively low levels of direct investment in the sector, either 
foreign or local. To bridge the investment gap, ways need to be found to make 
investment in the sector more attractive to private businesses. (footnote 10).  

(iv) There are a number of barriers to sustainability in the WSS sector, including lack 
of revenue-generating powers and capacities of local governments, and lack of 
central budget transfers for operations and maintenance. Inadequate national 
government policies were also identified as obstacles to effective tariff reform. 
Sustainability in the WSS sector was dependent on a range of factors such as  
(a) capacity of the water companies to manage their assets; (b) support for tariff 
changes; (c) adopting appropriate tariffs to cover ongoing operations, 
maintenance, and depreciation costs; and (d) existence of experienced and skilled 
staff.11  

(v) WSS design needs to attend to system interdependencies. New water supply 
projects usually increase wastewater flows. In densely populated urban areas, this 
creates or exacerbates problems of drainage and solid waste management. 
Ideally, all of these interdependent problems are tackled jointly (footnote 11). 

 
19. Development partner evaluations. An evaluation of the World Bank Yerevan Water and 
Wastewater Project rated the project outcome moderately satisfactory—lower than the 

                                                 
9  IED. 2015. Topical Paper: Sustainability of Urban Water Supply and Sanitation Operations—Findings and Lessons. 

Manila: ADB. 
10  IED. 2010. Special Evaluation Study: Water Policy and Related Operations. Manila: ADB. 
11  IED. 2010. Special Evaluation Study: Post-Completion Sustainability of ADB-Assisted Projects. Manila: ADB. 
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completion report self-evaluated rating of satisfactory.12 The evaluation noted the need for clear 
identification of beneficiaries at appraisal stage, the essential requirement of good baseline data 
to track progress, the need for tariff setting to accommodate the needs of low-income households, 
and the lack of targets for the high levels of nonrevenue water losses. The KfW evaluation of the 
Municipal Infrastructure (KIP) I project, which covered cities of Armavir and Metsamor and the 
surrounding communities, also cited the lack of progress in tackling nonrevenue water losses and 
highlighted ongoing risks and uncertainty to the program’s sustainability in the context of the 
country’s move towards centralized water management through a lease with a private operator 
for the whole country.13 
 
E. Evaluation Scope and Approach 

20. The objective of the evaluation is to assess whether the project has made a difference in 
improving access to safe, reliable, and sustainable WSS services in the target towns and villages, 
and whether these services are managed on commercial principles and with environmentally 
sound practices. To this end, the PPER will examine project preparation and formulation, design, 
implementation, and assess project performance taking into account outcome indicators realized 
since completion. Changes in the DMF outcome and output indicators and targets will also be 
assessed for their appropriateness and timeliness. Sustainability will be examined across a range 
of dimensions including taxes, transfers, and tariffs and their interactions, with due consideration 
of how the project was designed and how the national lease has impacted on sustainability of the 
ADB supported towns and villages.  
 
21. The ADB loans cover the 29 towns and 160 villages managed by AWSC—this will be the 
primary focus of this evaluation. The World Bank have supported water supply in Yerevan through 
a lease contract with Veolia, which is outside the scope of this evaluation. However, at the end of 
2016 (while ADB projects were ongoing), the government decided to pursue a national lease with 
Veolia covering water supply. The context and rationale for this decision and ADB’s role will be 
examined. 
 
22. The PPER will also examine progress on several issues that were highlighted in the PCR, 
including: (i) the role ADB played in supporting the enabling environment for PPP in delivery of 
WSS services in Armenia; (ii) the extent to which the capacity development of AWSC operations, 
including operational efficiency and efforts to reduce nonrevenue water losses, have improved 
due to the project and the trajectory of efficiencies since project completion; (iii) what levels of 
service do towns and villages supported by the project currently experience, particularly for low 
income households; (iv) the degree of progress that has been made on sector reform, including 
the tariff reform and regulatory framework; (v) the decision to carry out only limited project works 
on sanitation, and; (vi) the extent to which gender benefits have been maintained.  
 
23. The PPER will be prepared in accordance with ADB’s Guidelines for the Evaluation of 
Public Sector Operations and assessed against the evaluation criteria of: (i) relevance, 
(ii) effectiveness, (iii) efficiency, (iv) sustainability, and (v) development impacts.14 The 
performance of ADB and the executing agency will also be assessed. The main evaluation 
questions to be considered under these criteria are outlined in the Attachment. The evaluation 
will rely on (i) desk review of relevant project documents, including a recalculation of the economic 
and financial internal rates of return, where feasible; (ii) interviews with project officers from the 

                                                 
12 Independent Evaluation Group. 2013. Implementation Completion Report Review: Yerevan Water and Wastewater 

Project. Washington, DC: World Bank. 
13 KfW. 2017. Ex post evaluation—Armenia: Municipal Infrastructure (KIP) | (1999 65 286). Frankfurt.  
14 ADB. 2016. Guidelines for the Evaluation of Public Sector Operations. Manila. 
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Central and West Asia Department and the Armenia Resident Mission; (iii) interviews with 
government and implementing agency officers, project beneficiaries, development partners, and 
other stakeholders; and (iv) a background paper on PPP country context, regulatory framework 
and ADB experience to feed into the PPP corporate evaluation.  
 
F. Data Sources 

24. Secondary data (desk study). The desk review will focus on secondary data sources 
including, inter alia: (i) ADB policies and strategies (country partnership strategies; Strategy 2020; 
Water Operational Plan, 2011–2020; Urban Operational Plan, 2012–2020); (ii) Armenia water 
sector policies and strategies; (iii) project documents (e.g., RRP, back-to-office reports, midterm 
review reports, consultant reports); (iv) data and information from related projects (e.g., project 
preparatory technical assistance); (v) other available evaluation evidence (e.g., country program, 
special, and corporate evaluations, evaluations from other development partners); and  
(vi) government reports. 
 
25. Primary data through interviews and field observations. Primary data will be collected 
through consultations with project officers from Central and West Asia Department and through 
an independent evaluation mission to Armenia. Interviews will be conducted with the resident 
mission staff, together with focus group discussions, where appropriate, with key government staff 
of the project coordination unit, PMU, and water sector project implementation unit. Interviews will 
also be held with development partners and relevant staff from Veolia who currently manage 
Armenia’s water and wastewater services under a 15-year national lease. Field visits to selected 
project sites to view project outputs and meet project beneficiaries, where appropriate, will also 
be conducted.  
 
G. Tentative Schedule and Resources 

26. The evaluation will be carried out according to the following schedule, subject to 
approvals: 
 

Activity/Milestone Target Date 
Evaluation approach paper approval IV April 2019 
Evaluation mission III–IV June 2019 
Analysis and preparation of draft PPER I July–III August 2019 
Peer review IV August 2019 
Interdepartmental review III September 2019 
Government review I–II October 2019 
Submission to OSEC Editor III–IV October 2019 
Director General approval II November 2019 
Circulation II November 2019 

 
27. The evaluation team will comprise: (i) Garrett Kilroy (Team Leader, Senior Evaluation 
Specialist); (ii) Jerome Jovellanos (Associate Evaluation Officer); (iii) Elizabeth Li-Mancenido 
(Evaluation Analyst); (iv) an international consultant with experience in water sector projects and 
PPPs; and (v) a national consultant familiar with the country’s water sector. The evaluation report 
will be peer reviewed by an external sector expert and commented by an IED evaluation specialist. 
Overall guidance will be provided by the Director, Sector and Projects Division, IED.  
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H. Dissemination of Findings 

28. Upon approval of the report, the findings will be disseminated through IED’s website, 
social media, and presentation at appropriate knowledge sharing events within and outside ADB. 
 
 
 
Attachment:   
 
Evaluation Matrix: Key Project Performance Evaluation Report Questions 
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EVALUATION MATRIX: KEY PROJECT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION REPORT QUESTIONS 
 

Criteria Specific Evaluation Questions Data Sources 
I. Project Performance 

Relevance Policies and Strategies 
Is the project consistent with the Government of Armenia’s development strategies, policies, and 
sector investment plans? In particular, how compatible is the project with strategies, policies, plans, 
and reforms in the water and sanitation sector and the government’s objectives to encourage 
public–private partnerships (PPPs) in the sector? 

Is the project consistent with Asian Development Bank (ADB) policies and strategies for the sector 
and for ADB’s approach for PPP? 

Are the original objectives still relevant at the time of evaluation? Have significant changes in the 
project context or ADB policies been retrofitted to the design? 

Were the designs of the interventions informed by sound background diagnostics and analytical 
work, including analyses of social or political-economy issues and enabling environment for PPPs? 

Were the interventions appropriate responses to the sector challenges and development issues? 

How appropriate was the decision to limit projects works on sanitation? 
 

Design and Formulation 
What innovations or best practices were adopted or in the design and/or implementation of the 
project? Are these being adopted for other projects? 

Was the rationale for this project based on sound technical bases and understanding of regional and 
local water supply and sanitation (WSS) requirements and level of service shortfalls, and their 
relationships with local communities and their livelihoods? 

Were lessons learnt, from similar projects on WSS in Armenia and other developing member 
countries, used to inform the project design? 

Were the experiences of other development partners in the WSS sector and PPP arena taken on 
board during the preparation of the original project and the time of request for additional financing? 

Was the project design adequate to achieve its objectives, and did it take adequate account of wider 
WSS needs and issues (e.g., institutional and regulatory frameworks)? 

Was the design and monitoring framework (DMF) adequate to address identified challenges for the 
towns and villages and were the project outcomes and outputs measurable and achievable within 
the project timeframe? 

 
Project documents and 
completion reports 

Midterm reviews 

Previous country 
assistance program 
evaluation (CAPE) 

Field observations 
during Independent 
Evaluation Mission 
(IEM) interviews 
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Criteria Specific Evaluation Questions Data Sources 
Was the project design flexible enough to adapt to any emerging challenges during implementation? 

Was the decision for additional financing sound? Were the changes in DMF outcome and/or output 
indicators and targets appropriate, justified, and timely?  

To what extent did the project design address gender issues identified during appraisal? 
 
Beneficiaries, Stakeholders, and Ownership 
Were the project’s stakeholders appropriately targeted and were their specific needs accommodated 
in the project design, particularly for low income households? 

To what extent where stakeholders—including the government, executing agencies, and service 
providers—involved in the design of the project, and what was their level of ownership? 

Effectiveness General Achievement of Objectives 
To what extent were the project outputs and outcomes achieved as indicated in the project 
completion report (PCR) DMF? 

To what extent to the changes in targets and indicators from those in the original loan (2363) 
undermine or diminish the achievement of outputs and outcomes?  

What outputs and outcomes were not achieved and what major achievements were made, and why 
(including any beyond the scope of the interventions)? 

To what extent were objectives of the gender action plan achieved? 

Were issues of safeguard performance adequately addressed during project implementation? 

What factors contributed to the achievement, or otherwise, of the expected outputs and outcomes? 

What were the wider relevant policy interventions by the government, Armenia Water and Sewerage 
Company (AWSC) and Veolia and how have they impacted on the project’s effectiveness? 

What institutional factors at central government level influenced (positively or negatively) the 
effectiveness of the projects and what lessons and recommendations for future sector interventions 
can be drawn? 

What were the roles of stakeholders in project implementation and what was the level of community 
participation? 

Were project risks identified during appraisal sufficiently mitigated in the design (e.g., government/ 
executing agency reorganization, low capacities, challenges for tariff reform, slow release/lack of 
counterpart funds, regulatory or institutional framework complexity, decentralization of service 
delivery considerations, and extended time and resources to meet requirements)? 

 
Project documents and 
completion reports 

Midterm reviews 

Project documentation 

New data collected 
since project completion 

Field observations and 
interviews during IEM 

Key informant interviews 

Focus group discussions 
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Criteria Specific Evaluation Questions Data Sources 
Efficiency Project Efficiency 

How well were project resources (e.g., time, financial and other resources) used in achieving the 
expected outcomes?  

How does the re-estimated economic internal rate of return compare with economic internal rate of 
return calculated at time of appraisal and PCR?  

Were the economic and financial analyses undertaken correctly with regard to their assumptions, 
data, and calculations? 

How efficient was ADB and in managing the project? 

Were mid-course adjustments required and how were they managed? 
 
Process Efficiency 
What were the factors of political, economic, and process level efficiency that contributed to any 
project delays?   

What could ADB have done differently to mitigate against such delays? 

Were the executing and implementing agencies sufficiently staffed with the requisite balance of 
technical and management skills? Did they function efficiently? Were their responsibilities clear?  

Did effective communications channels operate between central government, executing, and 
implementing agencies? 

 
Project documents and 
completion reports 

Project documentation 

Field observations and 
interviews during IEM 

Key informant interviews 

Sustainability Management and Coordination Sustainability 
How likely are the outcomes achieved under the project to be sustained in the project towns and 
villages? Have sufficient legal, regulatory, and other policy measures been put into place to sustain 
reforms and achievements made? 

What is the likelihood that the results of capacity building initiatives in the AWSC will be maintained? 

Does Veolia have the appropriate governance structure, policies, procedures, financial structures, 
and risk management approaches in place to ensure levels of WSS service are achieved and 
maintained in a sustainable manner? 

What sustainability challenges are met in maintaining required human and financial resources in the 
implementing agencies and how can these be addressed? 

How strong is the ownership and political will of the government to continued implementation of 
institutional reforms for water agencies? Has political intervention positively or negatively influenced 
the reform process? 

 
Project documents and 
completion reports 

Project documentation 

Field observations and 
interviews during IEM 

Key informant interviews 

Focus group discussions 

AWSC/Veolia annual 
reports 
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Criteria Specific Evaluation Questions Data Sources 
Financial Sustainability 
How are post-project activities being financed?  

How does the re-estimated financial internal rate of return compare with financial internal rate of 
return calculated at time of appraisal and PCR?  

Are the operations in project towns and villages meeting cost recovery targets? 

Are the current tariff levels adequate to ensure sustainability? Has the tariff level been revised 
during the project to improve sustainability and achievement of cost recovery targets?  

II. Institutional Development 

Institutional 
Development 

What institutional changes (national and provincial level) occurred during the project and how did 
they impact on the project outcomes? 

To what extent have the experience from implementing the project provided lessons for future 
government reforms or become a model for other WSS projects in Armenia and the region? 

Were the benefits of institutional and regulatory reforms, identified at design stage, realized to 
achieve operational efficiency, and improved quality and level of service?  

Have project management processes being maintained after project completion? If not, what 
alternative mechanism is in place to foster inter-agency cooperation and synergy around the 
sustainable provision of water and sanitation services? 

Project documents and 
completion reports 

Project documentation 

Field observations and 
interviews during IEM 

Key informant interviews 

Focus group discussions 

Development 
Impacts 

How has the project impacted on overall operational performance of the water utilities in the project 
areas? How do these compare with pre-project benchmarks?  

Have the projects contributed to level of service improvements to the customers? 

Were there any innovative aspects to either project design or implementation that contributed to 
better project efficiency, effectiveness, and overall impact? 

How might a second phase of the projects build on the project successes and address its identified 
deficiencies?  

To what extent have envisaged project impact as stated in the DMF been achieved? 

To what extent has the project brought significant changes to the project regions and the project 
beneficiaries? 

Have the stakeholder and beneficiaries’ perception of the project changed, before and after 
completion? 

Project documents and 
completion reports 

New project data 
collected since project 
completion 

Key informant interviews 

Focus group discussions 
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Criteria Specific Evaluation Questions Data Sources 
What does the most recent data tell us about the impact indicators as stated in DMF? How do they 
compare with the situation prior to the project? 

III. Other Assessments 

ADB 
Performance  

Quality at Entry 
Did ADB mobilize sufficient technical expertise in the project design? 

Was the design process participatory? Did it take into the concerns and needs of local government 
and local communities? 

Were lessons learnt from previous independent evaluations and PCRs incorporated into the project 
design? 

Was the experience of other development partners working in the sector incorporated into the 
project design?  

Was the move towards greater PPP engagement envisioned at appraisal? 
 
Supervision 
What was the performance of ADB procurement supervision and disbursements? 

Did ADB (and the government) take the initiative to suitably modify project design (if required) during 
implementation in response to any changes in circumstance or emerging opportunities?  

Was prompt action taken to ensure the timely implementation of recommendations and resolution of 
any implementation bottlenecks? 

What was the role and performance of the resident mission? How was the relationship between 
headquarters and the resident mission? 

 
Project documents and 
completion reports 

Field observations and 
interviews during IEM 

Key informant interviews 

 

Borrower 
Performance  

Quality of Preparation 
Was the government (national and local) actively involved in the design?  

Did they initiate any modifications in response to changing circumstances or opportunities? 

Has adequate staffing and resources been provided for project management? 
 

Implementation and Monitoring and Evaluation 
Have the flow of funds and procurement procedures been suitable for ensuring timely 
implementation? 

Have counterpart funds been provided adequately and on time? 

 
Technical assistance 
and technical assistance 
completion reports 

Field observations and 
interviews during IEM 

Key informant interviews 

Focus group discussions 
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Criteria Specific Evaluation Questions Data Sources 
Did central government ensure adequate coordination of the relevant agencies? And between 
national and local levels? 

Has the executing and implementing agencies put in place an effective monitoring and evaluation 
system and does it generate information on performance and impact that is useful for project 
management to make decisions? 

Have loan covenants and the spirit of the loan agreement been followed? 

Has government made arrangements for continued funding of certain activities? 

Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 
 
 




