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A. Background 

1. In August 2012, the Board of Directors of the Asian Development Bank (ADB) approved 
a 7-year loan with corporate guarantees of up to $25.1 million from ADB’s ordinary capital 
resources to Sylvan Agriculture Limited (SAL) for the $35.8 million PRAN Agribusiness Project 
(the project) in Bangladesh.1 At the time of approval, the PRAN group was comprised of 25 
operating companies, all but two of which were 100% owned by Amjad Khan Chowdhury and his 
family; the remaining two were publicly listed companies in which the family retained 41% and 
49% stakes respectively. In 2012, PRAN formed SAL as a new 100% family-owned operating 
company to deliver the project. This evaluation approach paper outlines the proposed project 
performance evaluation report (PPER) for the project. 
 
2. In 2010 and 2011, ADB’s Private Sector Operations Department (PSOD) conducted 
business development missions to Bangladesh to explore investment opportunities in sectors with 
high potential for development impact, including agribusiness. Through these missions PRAN 
was identified as a potential client. The PRAN group is an integrated food and agribusiness 
company and one of the largest manufacturing groups in Bangladesh, connecting agricultural 
production to food processing and export markets and is one of the largest private employers in 
Bangladesh. In July 2011, PRAN applied to ADB for assistance to fund the project to support its 
vertical integration and product diversification strategies. The project aligned with the 
government’s objective of making agriculture and food processing more productive and 
competitive, emphasized in its Sixth Five-Year Plan, FY2011–FY2015,2 and it also aligned with 
ADB’s Operational Plan for Sustainable Food Security in Asia and the Pacific.3 This was ADB’s 
first nonsovereign agribusiness project since 1985.    
 
B. Project Scope and Objectives        
 
3. The project planned to build three new agribusiness facilities: i) a flour mill; ii) a frozen 
food processing plant; and, iii) a liquid glucose plant. The flour mill and frozen food processing 
plant would be built in Danga, 30 kilometers east of Dhaka, and the liquid glucose plant would be 
built in Olipur (Habiganj District), 120 kilometers northeast of Dhaka. (The liquid glucose plant 
could change its location to Danga if sufficient power supply could be allocated from the grid.) 
PRAN shareholders owned the land required at both sites and planned to provide it to SAL as in-

                                                
1 ADB. 2012. Report and Recommendation of the President to the board of Directors Proposed Loan sylvan Agriculture 

Limited PRAN Agribusiness Project (Bangladesh). Manila. 
2 Government of Bangladesh, Ministry of Planning. 2011. Sixth Five-Year Plan: FY2011–FY2015. Dhaka. 
3 ADB. 2009. Operational Plan for Sustainable Food Security in Asia and the Pacific. Manila (December). 
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kind equity. The project’s intended outputs were the completion of the three agribusiness project 
components by 2015, including implementation of corrective actions identified in environment and 
social safeguard plans. The project’s intended outcome was the production of high-value food 
products with inputs from local farmers and direct project employment to include at least 30% 
women employees. The project’s intended impacts were to help sustain high agricultural growth 
by connecting farmers to markets for processed food locally and abroad, boost exports of 
agricultural and processed food products, and strengthen national food security by improving 
nutrition with affordable, high-quality foods. 

 
4. PRAN’s objective was to source as much raw material as possible from local farmers. The 
flour mill would make flour from wheat. In the mill’s first year of operation, imported wheat would 
be used to ensure appropriate quality for the factory’s use; from the second year SAL planned to 
source locally grown high-quality wheat. The project planned for fortify its flour with vitamins A 
and B and the minerals iron and zinc; almost no wheat flour in Bangladesh was fortified at the 
time of approval, although it is an effective strategy for supplying vitamins and minerals for large 
segments of the population. The frozen food factory planned to produce mainly flat breads, 
therefore 83% of the frozen food ingredients would be flour, all of which was expected to be 
produced in the project’s flour mill. The liquid glucose plant would make liquid glucose from starch. 
For the first year of operations the starch would be purchased from third parties and the glucose 
factory operations would be stabilized. From the second year, SAL would procure maize or 
cassava from local farmers, from which starch can be made, and the plant would produce its own 
starch for input into the liquid glucose production.     

 
5. The project had identified markets for its products. The flour mill would sell 25% of its 
output to the frozen flood factory and 75% externally, wholesale to industrial bakeries and retail 
as packaged flour. The frozen foods would be retail sales. The starch and liquid glucose would 
be sold to both other PRAN group companies for use in preparations of PRAN food products 
(such as juices, biscuits, and banked goods) as well as to external wholesale buyers. PRAN’s 
products are certified halal and are sold both domestically and internationally.        
 
C. Major Concerns Raised During Project Processing 
 
6. The following potential risks to the project were identified and considered mitigated during 
project processing: 

 
(i) Guarantor risks. The ADB loan is guaranteed by four other PRAN group companies4 

which together carried substantial short- and long-term debt secured by fixed assets, 
personal guarantees from their directors, and cross guarantees. In a liquidation 
scenario ADB would be subordinated to the companies’ existing creditors as ADB 
does not have a direct lien on guarantor assets. ADB derived significant comfort from 
the value of the joint and several guarantees provided by the four group companies 
as they were among the largest companies in the group and each operate in different 
product markets. ADB required financial and negative covenants for the borrower and 
each of the guarantors and the loan also benefitted from security over the project 
assets which would be the first source of repayment in a liquidation scenario. 

(ii) Raw materials risks. Raw material cost and availability were identified as the 
project’s primary risk factors. For the flour mill, imported wheat was planned for the 

                                                
4 The guarantors are Banga Building Materials Limited, Banga Plastics International Limited, Mymensingh Agro Limied, 

and PRAN Exports Limited. ADB’s loan also has a charge on SAL’s assets and a personal guarantee from the family 
member with the 52% majority shareholding in SAL. 
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first year of operations, but locally sourced through contracting once stable production 
could be attained. For the frozen food plant, the flour would be sourced from the 
project’s own flour mill. For the liquid glucose factory, maize and/or cassava would be 
procured through contract farming. Historically, cost increases had been successfully 
passed through to customers. 

(iii) Completion risks. ADB’s technical consultant confirmed the construction timeline 
was realistic and the in-house contractor was experienced and able to do the required 
civil works. The land identified for the project sites was suitable for construction and 
suppliers confirmed as reputable. 

(iv) Operational risks. Skilled and experienced personnel were to be hired to operate 
the plant with scheduled weekly maintenance planned. ISO 9000 certification was 
planned to be obtained. 

(v) Power supply risks. Power supply shortfalls in Bangladesh cause plant outages. 
The flour mill and frozen food plant applied for an industrial connection to the grid and 
would install back-up generators; the liquid glucose plant, if situated in Olipur, would 
have better access to electricity and gas as well as be connected to a PRAN-owned 
gas-fired power plant. 

(vi) Corporate governance risks. PRAN’s corporate governance practices were 
identified as weak. The management was dominated by the family owners and the 
boards were typically comprised of three family members and one management 
representative, with no independent directors. PRAN had on-going separate projects 
with financing from the International Finance Corporation (IFC). As part of IFC’s 
intervention with PRAN IFC had proposed enhanced corporate governance 
standards, some of which were beginning to be implemented at the time of the ADB 
approval. ADB planned to work closely with IFC to continue to strengthen PRAN’s 
corporate governance.5 

(vii) Market risks. The general market risks of economic conditions and competition are 
a part of PRAN’s business environment. For the domestic market, PRAN has a strong 
brand as well as a strong distribution network. For the international markets, PRAN’s 
products were expected to experience continued increased demand in its selected 
markets with ADB’s market and technical consultant expecting success by offering 
competitive prices, following effective marketing strategies, and leveraging its 
distribution network and reputation. 

(viii) Foreign currency risks. ADB’s loan is in US dollars, while the project’s revenues 
would be primarily in Bangladeshi taka. The group company guarantors generate 
revenues in US dollars, mitigating the foreign currency risk. 

 
7. The project was approved by ADB on 8 August 2012 through Summary Procedure and no 
concerns were minuted by ADB’s Board of Directors. 
 
D.  Progress Highlights  
 
8. No extended annual review report has been prepared for the project by PSOD. In 
December 2018 ADB approved a second 7-year PSOD loan to SAL to support SAL’s expansion 
into potato chips, potato flakes, and pasta6 and therefore PSOD planned to prepare extended 
reviews for both the 2012 and 2018 approvals at the same time, when the 2018 project is well-

                                                
5 IFC had three loans to PRAN: i) $15 million lent in 2009 for corporate-wide expansion; ii) $7 million lent in 2011 for a 

dairy project; and, iii) $25 million lent in 2012 to introduced new food products.  
6 ADB. 2018. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors Proposed Loan Sylvan Agriculture 

Limited Second PRAN Agribusiness Project (Bangladesh). Manila. 
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enough progressed. PSOD project officers confirm that a PPER for the 2012 approval is timely 
now. The progress highlights noted here rely on ADB project files. 
 
9. Change in scope. The flour mill and the frozen food plant were removed from the project 
at SAL’s request. SAL planned to begin the flour mill construction in July 2013. During the 
equipment procurement process another group significantly increased its production capacity and 
SAL did not expect the local market to be able to support its entry into the branded flour market. 
Separately, the project’s new frozen food plant became too expensive to support due to the cost 
to procure the needed new electricity connections. The frozen food plant equipment, which had 
already been purchased, was installed within PRAN Dairy, another group company that was 
already operating. In January 2014 SAL canceled the portion of the ADB loan supporting these 
two project elements. The total project cost was reduced to $18.7 million and ADB’s loan was 
reduced $12.15 million. The objectives and development impact of the project remain the same, 
although at a reduced scale due and with removal of the planned impact of fortified wheat flour 
and outcome for wheat farmers. In January 2015, ADB management approved the project scope 
reduction and the facility agreement amendments required to cancel the planned flour mill and 
frozen food processing plant while continuing with the liquid glucose plant.7  

 
10.  Liquid glucose plant. The liquid glucose plant commenced commercial operations in 
September 2014. As planned, the early operational phase used purchased starch. Starch-making 
equipment was on-site in January 2015 and the facility began starch production in April 2015. By 
November 2018 SAL employed more than 500 people and was working with 4,500 farmers.8 No 
major operational issues were reported but annual production volumes were lower than planned, 
offset by higher-than expected prices. 9 

 
11. Debt service and covenant compliance. ADB’s $12.15 million loan was disbursed in 3 
installments in July 2013, November 2013, and January 2014. As of November 2018, SAL had 
met all scheduled debt and interest payments. The outstanding loan balance was $3.75 million 
and final repayment is scheduled for March 2020. Operational and financial performance was 
satisfactory, and revenues increased by 30%. Profitability grew at 4% due to increased expenses 
during the expansion into the new products of potato chips, potato flakes, and pasta, for which 
the capital expenditures were funded by short term loans pending arrangement of longer-term 
debt with ADB. SAL breached information covenants due to delay in submitting audited financial 
statements. Two of the four guarantors breached financial covenants, but the ADB loan continued 
to have adequate security. Waivers were approved for the relevant covenant breaches (footnote 
9). 

 
12.  Poverty impact assessment. In 2017, ADB commissioned a poverty impact assessment 
to understand the project’s impact in the context of both the 2012 project approval and PRAN’s 
request for a second ADB loan (footnote 6). The assessment considered the project at both the 

                                                
7 ADB. 2014. Memorandum PSOD Infrastructure Finance Division 1 BAN: PRAN Agribusiness Project – Request for 

Approval of Change in Scope. Manila. (20 January 2015). In September 2013 SAL requested to replace the flour mill 
with a bakery processing plant and to change the location of the bakery processing and frozen food plants; these 
changes would require updated due diligence and ADB Board approval. The approved scope reduction did not 
change the risk profile or the development impact such that a new Board approval was required. Revised outcome 
targets are in paragraph 13 of the approval memo. 

8 These figures reflect the operations of the liquid glucose plant and the expansion into potato chips, potato flakes, and 
pasta; contract farming is undertaken for both cassava and potato crops, comprised of approximately 2,500 cassava 
farmers and 2,000 potato farmers. Although potato chips and flakes were still in trial production, contracting for 
needed potato supply had begun by November 2018.   

9 ADB. 2019. Monitoring Report (Annual/Semi-Annual) Sylvan Agriculture Limited (SAL). 23-Jan-19. Manila. 
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field level (contract farmers) and the factory level (factory workers).10 For contract farmers, the 
assessment found that the average income of cassava contract farmers increased by 80% since 
joining SAL’s cassava contract farming program. One-third of these cassava farmers are poor or 
moderately poor, and the income from the program enabled spending beyond immediate needs. 
The cultivated plot size tripled (from 2.9 acres to 9.4 acres) as farmers were able to use otherwise 
barren land to support a low-invest and low-risk cassava crop. The output per contract farmer was 
much higher than anticipated, therefore the number of cassava contract farmers the project 
engages is approximately 2,500, lower than the revised target of 25,000 approved with the change 
in scope (footnote 7). At the factory level the project provided comparatively well-paid jobs (5 
times the minimum wage) to local men and women with no prior formal work experience. 
       
13. Gender impact assessment. In 2017, ADB commissioned a gender impact assessment 
to understand the project’s impact in the context of both the 2012 project approval and PRAN’s 
request for a second ADB loan (footnote 6). The assessment considered the project at both the 
field level (contract farmers) and the factory level (factory workers) and contributed to the inclusion 
of a gender action plan with the 2018 approval.11 The 2012 project limited its gender targets to 
factory employment, with the factory to have 30% women employees. The assessment found that 
the liquid glucose factory and starch making line provided employment to women at the target 
level of 30%. These jobs bring young women into the formal economy and pay comparatively well 
(4.2 times the minimum wage). However, the average pay of female workers is 25% below that 
of male workers. All female employees have a bank account and are paid by bank transfer. 
 
E. Objectives and Scope of the Proposed Project Performance Evaluation 
 
14. The main objective of the PPER is to derive lessons from the project which can be used 
to assist in the improvement of the design and implementation of future ADB projects in the region. 
The PPER will present the evaluation findings and is expected to provide inputs to the country 
assistance program evaluation for Bangladesh and the thematic evaluation of the additionality of 
ADB nonsovereign operations. 
 
15. The evaluation will assess the project against the nonsovereign operations evaluation 
criteria of development results (comprised of i) contribution to private sector development and 
ADB strategic development objectives; ii) economic performance; iii) environment, social, health, 
and safety performance; and, iv) business success), ADB additionality, ADB investment 
profitability, and ADB work quality, in accordance with the guidelines for evaluation of 
nonsovereign operations.12 The evaluation matrix in Attachment 2 presents the evaluation criteria, 
main evaluation questions, method of evaluation, and information sources for this PPER. 

 

                                                
10 A. Couton. 2017. PRAN’s Glucose and Potato Chips Production (TA-8550 REG): Poverty Impact Assessment. 

Mumbai. The assessment was financed by an ADB TA: ADB. 2013. Technical Assistance Report Inclusive Business 
Support (Cofinanced by the Government of Sweden and Credit Suisse AG). Manila. In April 2018 an IED mission 
visited the project in the context of the evaluation of ADB’s support for agriculture, natural resources, and rural 
development. The BTOR focused on the field level and reported similar findings in limited detail in its paragraph 20. 
Independent Evaluation Department Sector and Project Division. 2018. Memorandum Sector-Wide Evaluation of 
ADB’s Support for Agriculture, Natural Resources, and Rural Development–Back-to-Office Report of the Independent 
Evaluation Mission. Manila. ADB. 

11 A. Couton. 2017. PRAN’s Glucose and Potato Chips Production (TA-8550 REG): Gender Impact Assessment. 
Mumbai. The assessment was financed by an ADB TA: ADB. 2013. Technical Assistance Report Inclusive Business 
Support (Cofinanced by the Government of Sweden and Credit Suisse AG). Manila 

12 Independent Evaluation Department. 2014. Guidelines for the Preparation of Project Performance Evaluation Reports 
on Nonsovereign Operations. Manila.   
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16. The PPER will focus on the following major areas: contribution to agriculture sector 
development; contribution to economic development; importance of contract farming; liquid 
glucose plant operations; production volume and forecasts; sustainability; safeguards; 
performance of SAL and PRAN; performance of ADB. 

 
17. The evaluation will include the following activities: desk review of relevant project 
documents; review of secondary data; discussions with ADB staff from PSOD and the Bangladesh 
Resident Mission; discussions with officials of SAL and PRAN, contracted cassava farmers, and 
other project stakeholders; inspection of the project; verification of financial and economic rates 
of return for the project; and drafting and finalizing the PPER. 

 
F. Implementation Arrangements and Resource Implications 

18. The evaluation team shall be composed of the following staff and consultants: (i) the IED 
Team Leader (L. Hauck); (ii) an international consultant with experience in agriculture sector 
projects; (iii) a national consultant able to do translation and provide logistics support; and, (iv) I. 
Garganta, Evaluation Analyst. The IED Internal Peer Reviewer and the External Peer Reviewer 
will be determined. 
 
19. The proposed schedule for the PPERs is as follows, subject to mission clearance and SAL 
concurrence: 
   

Approval of Evaluation Approach Paper       IV Aug 2019 
Recruitment of Consultant IV Sep 2019  
Independent Evaluation Mission III Oct 2019  
Peer Review II Nov 2019  
Interdepartmental Review III-IV Nov 2019  
Draft to Editor I Dec 2019  
Submission to Director, IED2 II Dec 2019  
Submission to Director General, IED II Dec 2019  

 
 
attachments: (i) Basic Data 
 (ii) Evaluation Matrix 
  

  
 
 
 
cc: Director Generals, IED, PSOD; Director, IETC; Advisor, IEOD; Project file
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BASIC DATA 
Loan: Sylvan Agriculture Limited PRAN Agribusiness Project   

(Investment 7358/Loan 2883-BAN) 
 
            
Key Project Data     As per RRP     Actual 
Total Project Cost ($ million)       $35.80       $17.36a  
ADB Senior Loan ($ million)         $25.10         $12.15 
 
Key Dates 
Concept Clearance           20 Jan 2012 
Board Approval             8 Aug 2012 
Loan Agreement           14 Nov 2012 
Loan Effectiveness           14 Nov 2012 
First Disbursement                        3 Jul 2013 
Final Disbursement                      27 Jan 2014 
 
Mission Data 
Type of Mission     No. of Missions       Mission Dates 
Appraisal            N/A                 N/Ab 
Administration      N/A          N/A        
Extended Review Mission    N/A          N/A 
  
ADB=Asian Development Bank; N/A=not available; RRP=report and recommendation of the president 
aProject scope was reduced: the flour mill was cancelled and the frozen food plant was removed from the ADB-

supported project.  
bNo extended annual review report has been prepared for this project. This mission dates are not readily available 
from the project file documents. The PPER will gather the required information.  
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EVALUATION MATRIX 
 

Evaluation Criteria Evaluation Questions Method Information Source 

A. Development Impact 

1. Private Sector 
Development 

Did the project contribute to increased private 
sector participation and investment in 
agribusiness, for businesses and farmers? 
 
Did the project contribute to increased exports of 
agriculture and processed food products? Did the 
project contribute to increased share of 
agriculture and food products in total exports? 

Interview project stakeholders and 
ADB staff 
 
Gather secondary data and check 
whether project contributed to 
overall development of the 
agriculture sector 

PSOD staff, SAL, PRAN, other 
stakeholders 
 
Government statistics; project 
statistics; World Trade 
Organization Statistics 

2. Business Success What was the financial performance of the project 
and how did this compare with approval 
assumptions and expectations? 
 
 
 
 
Did the project contribute to other business goals 
stated during project approval? 
 
What are the overall prospects for sustainability 
and growth of the project company or entity? 

Calculate the project’s real 
financial internal rate of return 
(FIRR) and compare this to the 
weighted average cost of capital 
(WACC) and FIRR estimates at 
approval 
 
Review project documents for 
other business goals which may 
have been stated and interview 
stakeholders to determine if these 
were achieved 

Financial statements and 
financial model 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ADB documents, interviews 
with stakeholders, external 
monitoring reports and/or 
industry reports 

3. Economic 
Development 

Did the project contribute to economic output and 
growth? 

Calculate the real economic rate of 
return (EIRR) and compare to the 
hurdle rates defined in the 
Guidelines 
 
Gather secondary data and check 
whether project contributed to 
economic growth 

Financial statements of the 
project, financial model 
 
 
 
 
Statistics from government 
and other industry reports  

4. Environment, 
Social, Health, and 
Safety 
Performance 

Did the project adhere to ADB’s policies on 
environmental, social, health and safety issues? 

Review project documents and 
ESHS studies, monitoring reports, 
to determine if the project complied 
with ADB standards  

ADB documents, project 
documents, interviews with 
ADB staff, project stakeholders 

5. ADB Investment 
Profitability 

Was ADB’s loan profitable? 
 
 

Compare margin and profitability to 
ADB’s return requirements/ pricing 
policies; review loan interest 

Finance documents; PSOD 
disbursement and receipt 
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Evaluation Criteria Evaluation Questions Method Information Source 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
What were the factors that contributed to the 
investment performance of the project? 

payment and principal repayment; 
consider comparable market 
transactions for noting 
 
Analyze factors that affected the 
project performance such as 
economic, political regulatory, 
technology; interview stakeholders; 
gather secondary data 

records; secondary sources for 
comparable financings 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Interviews with stakeholders; 
industry reports 

B. ADB Work Quality 

1. Screening, 
Appraisal, and 
Structuring 

Did ADB’s screening, appraisal, and structuring 
performance meet high standards of multilateral 
development banks? 

Review project’s processing and 
project documents and interview 
ADB staff, stakeholders 

ADB documents; interviews 
with ADB staff, project 
stakeholders 

2. Monitoring and 
Supervision 

Did ADB keep itself promptly and fully informed 
about the project’s material performance areas of 
activity and use this knowledge proactively to 
improve development and investment outcomes? 

Review project administration 
documents 

Interview ADB staff, project 
stakeholders 

3. ADB Role and 
Contribution 

Was ADB’s role in the project crucial and in line 
with operating strategies, policies, and 
standards? 

Interview ADB staff, project 
stakeholders 

Interviews with PSOD staff, 
project stakeholders, review 
ADB documents 

4. ADB Additionality Was ADB financing a necessary condition for the 
timely realization of the project? 
 
Was ADB involvement effective in providing the 
project with an additional measure of credibility 
by ensuring the project’s accountability and 
transparency of its reporting mechanism? 
 
What was ADB’s contribution to the design and 
function of the project to improve its development 
impact? 

Interview various stakeholders, 
ADB staff, project documents 

Interview various stakeholders, 
ADB staff; review project 
documents 

 
 


