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A.  Introduction and Rationale 
 
1. The proposed project performance evaluation report (PPER) will evaluate the Land 
Improvement Project in Uzbekistan. The project was supported by Asian Development Bank 
(ADB) through loans and technical assistance (TA) grant, approved on 24 July 2006, and by a 
grant from the Global Environment Facility (GEF) approved on 9 January 2008.1 The project 
completion report (PCR), covering both loans, was circulated in July 2016 and rated it successful.2  
 
2. The PPER will provide insights to help improve project design and effectiveness of future 
ADB projects dealing with land degradation, agricultural drainage, irrigation, and productivity. 
Given the vulnerability of the region and the sector to climate impacts, the findings and lessons 
drawn from the evaluation will also feed into the forthcoming thematic evaluation of ADB’s climate 
change operations programmed for delivery by the Independent Evaluation Department (IED) in 
2021. 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. Country context. At the time of appraisal (2006), Uzbekistan, a land-locked country and 
the most populous country in Central Asia, had a strong agricultural base and faced development 
challenges as it transitioned from a Soviet-era economy to a market-based system.3 The country’s 
ability to maintain the economic potential of its land and water management systems has since 
been increasingly threatened by severe land degradation due to a combination of national and 
regional competition over shared and scarce surface waters and mismanagement of irrigated 
agriculture, particularly for wheat and cotton.  
 
4. Water is scarce and unevenly distributed with the main sources of water being the rivers 
of Amu Darya and Syr Darya which both originate in neighboring countries. Both are used 
extensively for irrigation, with some of their flows diverted to artificial canals to expand the area 

 
1  ADB. 2006. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loans and Technical 

Assistance Grant to Uzbekistan for the Land Improvement Project. Manila; ADB. 2007. Report and Recommendation 
of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed GEF Grant to the Republic of Uzbekistan for Land Improvement 
Project. Manila.  

2  ADB. 2016. Completion Report: Land Improvement Project in Uzbekistan. Manila. 
3  ADB. 2006. Country Strategy and Program: Uzbekistan, 2006–2010. Manila. 
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of land in agricultural production through irrigation.4 Over the last half century however, such water 
diversion, has contributed to the decline of what was once Uzbekistan’s largest water body, the 
Aral Sea. Land degradation has contributed to falling agricultural productivity and rural incomes. 
This land degradation is manifest through water logging and saline soils, caused by inefficient 
irrigation practices (over-watering) and poor drainage, which impairs agricultural production. 
Government subsidies for inputs such as fertilizer, energy for pumping, and water delivery have 
contributed to less care in the application of irrigation water. Aridity in the region, including in 
Uzbekistan, is expected to increase during the coming decades due to climate change, 
exacerbating these land degradation impacts.5  Climate projections reported in ADB regional 
technical assistance for the Amu Darya and Syr Darya river basins indicate significant reductions 
in river flow and increased water demand by 2050.6  
 
5. A report by the Economics of Land Degradation Initiative in 2016, focused on the Central 
Asia Region, found that more than half of irrigated landscapes in Uzbekistan suffer from 
salinization because of improper management.7 Further, it was stated that in degradation 
hotspots, salinized lands accounted for 50%–100% of all irrigated land. In 2016, Uzbekistan 
accounted for the largest area of irrigated land in Central Asia, and consequently also consumed 
the largest share of available water. 

 
6. The 2019 report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change underscored the 
relationship between climate change and land in Central Asia, including land degradation and 
sustainable land management.8 The report notes that soil erosion is a major issue in Uzbekistan, 
impacting on productivity and mainly due to anthropogenic factors—the Central Asian Countries 
Initiative for Land Management indicate that about 0.8 million hectares of the irrigated croplands 
were subject to a high degree of soil erosion in Uzbekistan. The total costs of land degradation in 
Central Asia is estimated to equal about $6 billion annually.  
 
7. Sector context. At appraisal, rural poverty was widespread, with some 70% of 
Uzbekistan’s poor living in rural areas. Agriculture accounted for one-third of gross domestic 
product and 33% of employment. Due to government policies on pricing and quotas for wheat 
and cotton, there were few incentives to improve yields or diversify crops and income sources. 
Deteriorating land quality and inefficient water use exacerbated these challenges. By the time the 
country partnership strategy was developed for 2012–2016, agricultural growth was producing 
24% of gross domestic product. During this period, the government had a number of strategies 
related to agriculture including crop diversification, effective land and water management, and 
improved performance of water user associations (WUAs). Officially estimated figures suggest 
that the incidence of poverty fell from 25.8% in 2005 to 17.7% in 2010. Waterlogging and soil 
salinity was continuing to affect 47% of irrigated land in Uzbekistan, with some 20,000 hectares 
going out of production each year.9 Agriculture is the dominant user of water through pumped 
irrigation and water scarcity is expected to increase because of increased inter-sectoral demand 
in Uzbekistan, development of upstream storage dams, and climate change. Much of the irrigation 

 
4  ADB. 2010. Central Asia Atlas of Natural Resources—Central Asian Countries Initiative for Land Management. 

Manila. 
5  E. Lioubimtseva and G.M. Henebry. 2009. Climate and environmental change in arid Central Asia: Impacts, 

vulnerability, and adaptations. Journal of Arid Environments. 73:963-977.  
6  ADB. 2012. Regional Technical Assistance: Water and Adaptation Interventions in Central and West Asia. Manila.  
7  The Economics of Land Degradation. 2016. Central Asia Regional Report: Broadening land management options for 

improved economic sustainability across Central Asia—A synthesis of national studies. Bonn. 
8  Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. Special Report on climate change, desertification, land degradation, 

sustainable land management, food security, and greenhouse gas fluxes in terrestrial ecosystems. 
https://www.ipcc.ch/report/srccl/ (accessed 21 August 2019).    

9  ADB. 2012. Country Partnership Strategy: Uzbekistan, 2012–2016. Manila.  
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operates under a pumped cascade system, which requires regular maintenance and substantial 
investment to improve efficiency. 
 
8. Agriculture continues to be a key sector for Uzbekistan. The agricultural sector employs 
27% of the total labor force. More than 60% of the population lives in rural Uzbekistan. While 
cotton and wheat have been the primary crops under production, in recent years, diversification 
of agricultural areas has been taking place in Uzbekistan, towards more high value crops—ADB 
has contributed to this diversification process in more recent loans (para. 11).  
 
9. The continued importance of land degradation for the government was emphasized by a 
recent Presidential Decree (No.UP-5742 06/17/2019) adopted in June 2019, "On measures for 
the effective use of land and water resources in agriculture," which notes that periods of low water 
availability observed due to global climate change and the poor state of the internal irrigation 
networks have led to a deterioration in the state of irrigated cultivated land. In addition, a new 
agricultural strategy is currently being drafted for 2019–2030.  
 
10. ADB role. ADB has played an important role in supporting agriculture, natural resources, 
and rural development (ANRRD) in Uzbekistan since 1996. Sovereign financing in the ANRRD 
portfolio of Uzbekistan has a cumulative financing of $1,177.4 million, distributed through 15 loans 
supporting 11 projects (Table). The most recent projects are designed to support horticulture 
producers and agribusiness enterprises. 
 

Agriculture and Natural Resources Sector Projects, 1996–2018 

Loan 
Number Project Title 

Loan 
Amount 

($ million) 
Approval 

Date Status 
1504 Rural Enterprise Development 50.00 Dec 1996 Closed 
1833 AK Altin Agricultural Development 36.00 Aug 2001 Closed 
1903 Western Uzbekistan Rural Water Supply 38.00 May 2002 Closed 
2017 Grain Productivity Improvement 26.00 Nov 2003 Closed 
2069 AMU Zang Irrigation Rehabilitation 73.20 Dec 2003 Closed 
2208 Kashkadarya and Navoi Rural Water Supply and 

Sanitation Sector Project 
25.00 Dec 2005 Closed 

2245 Land Improvement 32.60 Jul 2006 Closed 
2246 Land Improvement 27.60 Jul 2006 Closed 
2492 Water Resources Management Sector 85.00 Dec 2008 Closed 
2493 Water Resources Management Sector 15.00 Dec 2008 Closed 
3025 Amu Bukhara Irrigation System Rehabilitation 174.00 Sep 2013 Active 
3026 Amu Bukhara Irrigation System Rehabilitation 46.00 Sep 2013 Active 
3471 Horticulture Value Chain Development Project 154.00 Nov 2016 Active 

3673 
Horticulture Value Chain Development Project 
(Additional Financing) 

198.00 Jun 2018 Active 

3737 Horticulture Value Chain Infrastructure 197.00 Nov 2018 Approved 

 Total 1,177.40 
  

Source: Asian Development Bank. 
 
11. In terms of development assistance provided by other development partners, the World 
Bank Group, International Fund for Agricultural Development, Japan International Cooperation 
Agency, United Nations Development Programme, and the Swiss Agency for Development and 
Cooperation have been active in the ANRRD sector of Uzbekistan since its independence in 1991. 
The International Water Management Institute (IWMI) have undertaken research into 
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rehabilitating saline and water-logged soils10, and other relevant research institutes active in 
Uzbekistan include the International Center for Agricultural Research in the Dry Areas (ICARDA) 
and the International Center for Biosaline Agriculture (ICBA).  
 
C. Project Description  

12. Land Improvement Project. The project aimed to target areas that experience the most 
severe land degradation in Uzbekistan and was based on the premise that the creation of an 
enabling policy environment would promote and encourage farmers’ incentives in support of 
sustainable land management. The project draws from ADB’s vast experience, with the necessary 
support of the borrower government. It is also consistent with the agriculture sector reform 
initiative, led by ADB and the World Bank (at appraisal), aimed at: (i) reducing the mandatory 
state procurement quota on cotton and wheat; (ii) improving pricing; (iii) ensuring timely payments 
to farmers; and (iv) liberalizing marketing of these commodities, thereby ensuring greater freedom 
and improved profitability of producers. 
 
13. Impact, outcome, and outputs. The expected project impact at appraisal was increased 
incomes of farmers in the project area. Project outcome was improved quality and sustainable 
productivity of land, resulting in higher crop yields, and enhanced ecological sustainability in 
project areas. The outcome was to be achieved through investments to rehabilitate land and water 
infrastructure, as well as application of improved land and water management practices. Expected 
outputs (policy, technical, and institutional) from the loan and TA include: (i) an enabling policy 
environment that supports incentives for sustainable land management, (ii) improved land and 
water management practices, (iii) strengthened capacity of water management institutions, 
(iv) rehabilitated land and water infrastructure, and (v) operational and effective project 
management and monitoring systems. 
 
14. Project cost and implementation arrangements. At appraisal, the overall loan project 
cost was estimated at $76.18 million, including taxes and duties of $11.59 million. ADB financing 
was a blend of two loans: (i) $32.60 million from ordinary capital resources, and (ii) a loan in 
various currencies equivalent to SDR18,515,000 ($27.60 million) from Special Funds resources. 
A grant from the GEF for $3.00 million, administered by ADB, was provided to promote innovative 
land management, enhance the replicability of the project, and generate additional regional 
environmental benefits. The project was formulated through a project preparatory technical 
assistance. The project was approved by ADB Board in July 2006 and the loan became effective 
in November 2007. The expected project closing date was March 2013, but the project actually 
closed in September 2015, about 2.5 years later. The executing agency was the Ministry of 
Agriculture and Water Resources, where a project management was set-up to manage the project 
and liaise with ADB. Project implementation units were also established in the three project 
provinces. Acting as oversight was a high-level project steering committee, chaired by the deputy 
prime minister and providing policy guidance. 
 
D. Key Findings of the Project Completion Report and Related Evaluations  
 
15. Completion report for the project (footnote 2). Overall assessment of the project in the 
PCR is marked successful. The PCR rated the project relevant, highly effective, efficient, and 
likely to be sustainable. The project remained consistent with the ADB country partnership 
strategy (footnote 9), which continued support for improvements in climate adaptive water 
management and the productivity of water resources. The cotton and wheat outcome targets were 

 
10  IWMI. 2016. IWMI Research Central Asia. Colombo.   
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reported as met, as was the outcome target for reducing area with soil salinity and water logging. 
Lessons derived from project implementation included: (i) thorough mid-term review of the project 
to identify issues and remedial actions was key to the adequate completion of the project; (ii) on-
farm works require consultations with, and contributions from beneficiaries that require 
considerable amount of time, effort, and resources, hence should be planned carefully; 
(iii) cofinancing (by GEF) was particularly useful for agricultural projects with environment-
sensitive issues like water and soil salinity, and water logging; (iv) in-kind contributions by 
government and beneficiaries included in the cost estimates need to be quantifiable to ensure 
proper monitoring and audit of project financial statements. 

16. Validation of project completion report. IED prepared a project completion report 
validation report (PVR) in August 2017.11 The PVR concurred with the PCR’s overall successful 
rating but downgraded the effectiveness from highly effective to effective on the basis that salinity 
targets were not fully met and the results could not be validated beyond an effective rating. The 
PVR also raised concerns over the brevity of the assessment in the evaluation performance 
section, particularly on relevance, effectiveness, and efficiency, which limited its evaluability. It 
concluded by recommending that a PPER should focus on assessing project outcomes and 
further examine the robustness of operation and maintenance and the environmental monitoring 
systems.  
 
17. Development partner evaluations. A similar project addressing land degradation in 
Uzbekistan was the World Bank (GEF)-financed Sustainable Agriculture and Climate Change 
Mitigation Project, implemented from January 2013 to March 2018. The World Bank completion 
report rated the achievement of project outcome moderately satisfactory, the same rating given 
by the Independent Evaluation Group in its Implementation Completion Report Review.12 In terms 
of lessons, the Implementation Completion Report Review noted one as particularly relevant to 
the sector, i.e., lack of adequate assessment of the situation and needs of small farmers in project 
design may lead to lack of uptake as the content of the matching grants packages might not be 
relevant or adequate for the intended beneficiaries.  
 
E. Evaluation Scope and Approach 

18. The objective of the evaluation is to assess the project’s magnitude of achievements in 
terms of contributing to improved quality and sustainable productivity of land, aimed at increasing 
crop yields and enhanced ecological sustainability in project areas, as well as the impact level 
objectives to increased farmers’ incomes. The PPER will examine project preparation and 
formulation, design, implementation, and assess project performance, accounting for outcome 
indicators realized since project completion. For example, while the PCR reports the outcome 
targets for wheat and cotton yields as “met”, the baseline years adopted for the report and 
recommendation of the president and PCR differ from those reported by the government for the 
project districts in the project final report.13 The achievements of safeguard objectives and the 
gender action plan will also be assessed. In terms of sustainability, the continued performance of 
project areas and success of the related government land reclamation fund will be examined, 
along with the improved land management practices (including alternative crops), institutional 
capacity and policy reforms (including reduction in cotton and wheat quotas) supported by the 

 
11  IED. 2017. Validation Report: Land Improvement Project in Uzbekistan. Manila: ADB.  
12 Independent Evaluation Group. 2018. Implementation Completion Report Review: Sustainable Agriculture and 

Climate Change Mitigation Project. Washington, DC: World Bank. 
13  Egis International/IKS. 2015. Project Final Report. Republic of Uzbekistan. Land Improvement Project. ADB Loan 

2245/2246 (SF). Tashkent.   
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project. The contribution of the GEF grant to supporting the project’s overall objectives will also 
be examined, as well as particular aims to improve environmental monitoring of land degradation.  
 
19. The PPER will also assess progress on recommendations highlighted in the PCR, as 
follows: (i) timely completion of rehabilitation of on-farm irrigation and drainage infrastructure by 
government through the Land Reclamation Fund, and associated periodic maintenance; 
(ii) regular monitoring of irrigation and drainage water flows, soil conditions (salinity surveys), and 
depth to groundwater in the project areas; (iii) continued handholding required to ensure that 
WUAs can perform all assigned functions efficiently. 
 
20. The PPER will be prepared in accordance with the ADB 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 be part of the assessment process. The main 
evaluation questions to be considered under these criteria are outlined in the Attachment. The 
evaluation will employ (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 Central and West Asia Department and the Uzbekistan Resident Mission; 
(iii) interviews with relevant government and implementing agency staff, project beneficiaries, 
WUAs, development partners, and other stakeholders; and (iv) remote sensing as an alternative 
tool for estimation of crop production before and after the project. 
 
F. Data Sources 

21. Secondary data (desk study). The desk review will focus on secondary data sources 
including, among other things: (i) ADB policies and strategies (including country partnership 
strategies, agriculture and natural resources operational plan, and the water operational plan); 
Uzbekistan ANRRD sector policies and strategies; (iii) project documents (e.g., report and 
recommendation of the President, back-to-office reports, midterm review reports, annual 
monitoring reports, consultant reports); (iv) data and information from related projects; (v) other 
available evaluation evidence (e.g., country program, special and corporate evaluations, and 
evaluations from development partners); and (vi) government reports. 
 
22. Primary data through interviews and field observations. Primary data will be collected 
through consultations with project officers from ADB’s Central and West Asia Department and 
through an independent evaluation mission to Uzbekistan. Interviews will be conducted with 
government representatives, staff from executing and implementing agencies, WUAs, and other 
stakeholders. Field visits to selected project sites to view project outputs and meet project 
beneficiaries, where appropriate, will also be conducted. Remotely sensed data for the project 
areas will be used to track cotton and wheat production using the normalized difference vegetation 
index as a proxy for relative differences in crop yields before and after the project.  
 
G. Tentative Schedule and Resources 

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

 
14  ADB. 2016. Guidelines for the Evaluation of Public Sector Operations. Manila. 
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Activity/Milestone Target Date 
Evaluation approach paper approval I September 2019 
Independent evaluation mission II October 2019 
Analysis and preparation of draft PPER III October–II November 2019 
Peer review  III November 2019 
Interdepartmental review IV November 2019 
Government review I December 2019 
Submission to OSEC Editor II January 2020 
Director General approval I February 2020 
Circulation II February 2020 

 
24. 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); and (iv) a national consultant familiar with the country’s ANRRD sector. In 
addition, as part of IED’s mandate to develop evaluation capacity in Asia and the Pacific, a staff 
from the Ministry of Investments and Foreign Trade will receive on-the-job training and participate 
in the mission and support report preparation. The evaluation report will be peer-reviewed by an 
external expert in land degradation and soil salinity in arid environments and commented by an 
IED evaluation specialist. Overall guidance will be provided by the Director, Sector and Projects 
Division, IED. 
 
H. Dissemination of Findings 

25. 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.  
 
 



8 Attachment 
 

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 Uzbekistan’s development strategies, policies, and 
sector investment plans? In particular, how compatible is the project with strategies, policies, plans, 
and reforms in the agriculture, natural resources, and rural development sector and the government’s 
objectives? 

 Is the project consistent with Asian Development Bank (ADB) policies and strategies for the sector and 
for ADB’s approach for agriculture, natural resources, and rural development? 

 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 land 
improvement? 

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

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 requirements and level of service shortfalls, and their relationships with local communities and 
their livelihoods? 

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

 Were the experiences of other development partners in the sector 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 
water resources needs and issues? 

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

 Was the project design flexible enough to adapt to any emerging challenges during implementation? 
 Were the changes in DMF outcome and 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? 

 
Project documents and 
Completion Reports 
Mid-term 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 
 To what extent where stakeholders—including the government, executing agencies, and water user 

associations—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? 
 What outputs and outcomes were not achieved and what major achievements were made (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 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; in particular how were water user associations engaged? 

 Were project risks identified during appraisal sufficiently mitigated in the design (e.g., low capacities of 
water user associations, slow release and/or lack of counterpart funds, challenges for implementing 
agricultural policy, deregulation, and land tenure reforms)? 

 
Project documents and 
Completion Reports 
Mid-term reviews 
Project documentation 
New data collected since 
project completion 
Field observations and 
interviews during IEM 
Key informant interviews 
Focus group discussions 
Remote sensing of crop 
yields 

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 in managing the project? 
 Were mid-course adjustments required and, if so, 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 managerial skills? Did they function efficiently? Were their responsibilities clear?  
 Did effective communications channels operate between central government, executing, and 

 
Project documents and 
Completion Reports 
Project documentation 
Field observations and 
interviews during IEM 
Key informant interviews 
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Criteria Specific Evaluation Questions Data Sources 
implementing agencies? 

Sustainability Management and Coordination Sustainability 
 How likely are the outcomes achieved under the projects to be sustained in the project districts? Have 

sufficient legal, regulatory, and other policy measures been put into place to sustain reforms and 
achievements made? 

 What are the challenges 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 policy 
reforms for agriculture and addressing land degradation? Has political intervention positively or 
negatively influenced the reform process? 
 

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 current funding and institutional capacity adequate to ensure sustainability?  

 
Project documents and 
Completion Reports 
Project documentation 
Field observations and 
interviews during IEM 
Key informant interviews 
Focus group discussions 
 

II. Institutional Development 
Institutional 
development 

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

 Were the benefits of institutional and regulatory reforms, identified at design stage, realized to address 
land degradation issues in Uzbekistan?  

 Have project management processes being maintained after project completion? If not, what 
alternative mechanisms are in place to foster inter-agency cooperation and synergy around the 
sustainable land use practices? 

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 land and water management 
agencies 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 has envisaged project impact as stated in the DMF been achieved? 
 To what extent has the project brought significant changes to the project districts and the project 

beneficiaries? Has 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 
and 
supervision) 

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?  
 
Supervision 
 What was the performance of ADB in 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, 
implementation 
and monitoring 
and evaluation)  

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/or other 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? 
 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? 

TA and TA Completion 
Reports 
Field observations and 
interviews during IEM 
Key informant interviews 
Focus group discussions 

Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department). 


