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I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
A. Rationale 
 
1. Cambodia was affected by the world food price crisis of 20072008. The domestic price 
of rice and fertilizer doubled during the crisis, thus increasing the vulnerability of poor 
households’ access to food. Simultaneously, the rise in the prices of fertilizer and fuel affected 
farmer’s food production capacity, worsening food security for households. Poverty and hunger 
were on the rise, threatening the livelihoods of food-insecure households and vulnerable 
populations. As a result, people started to migrate to urban areas and across national borders, 
while school attendance dropped due to discontinued school feeding programs.   
 
2. The Emergency Food Assistance Project was designed to provide short-term support to 
meet the unexpectedly high expenditure needs in safety-net programs for poor and vulnerable 
households due to the national food crisis.1 Approved in October 2008, the project had  three 
components: (i) compensatory consumption support, including activities such as the distribution 
of free rice and food to the most vulnerable households, the provision of food to school-feeding 
programs, and the establishment of a food-for-work (FFW) program; (ii) productivity 
enhancement support, which encompassed the provision of seed and fertilizer to small and 
marginal farmers; and (iii) capacity development for emergency response to the food crisis, 
which included the development of a system of emergency food security reserves and rapid 
responses. The project was to be implemented in selected rural areas of seven provinces in the 
Tonle Sap Basin and in selected urban slums of Phnom Penh.2 
 
3. At the government’s request, ADB approved additional financing in August 2012, 
through a grant from the Global Agriculture and Food Security Program (GAFSP).3 The project 
included new interventions that evolved from the experiences in the implementation of original 
short-term emergency measures to activities with a medium-term goal of addressing structural 
problems, mainly: (i) a cash-for-work (CFW) program and training in food use, nutrition and 
hygiene; (ii) a scaling up of the provision and production of agricultural inputs; and (iii) the 
development of an improved monitoring system for food security and nutrition. Six new 
provinces were added, keeping four of the seven existing project provinces.4 
 
B. Expected Impacts, Outcomes, and Outputs 
 
4. The project’s expected impact was reduced vulnerability of food-insecure households in 
the target provinces. The project’s intended outcome was improved access to sufficient food by 
food-insecure people in the short term. There were three expected outputs: (i) increased food 
availability to vulnerable households; (ii) support the input needs of smallholders and marginal 
farmers; and (iii) capacity development for food crisis and project management. 
 

 
1  ADB. 2008. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan and Asian 

Development Fund Grant to the Kingdom of Cambodia for the Emergency Food Assistance Project. Manila. 
2  The three slum communities in Phnom Penh were Beungkok, Stung Meanchey, and Riverside. 
3  ADB. 2012. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Administration of 

Grant to the Kingdom of Cambodia for the Emergency Food Assistance Project (Additional Cofinancing). Manila. 
4  The seven project provinces in the Tonle Sap Basin were Banteay Meanchey, Battambang, Kampong Chhnang, 

Kampong Thom, Odor Meanchey, Pursat, and Siem Reap (footnote 1). The target provinces by the additional 
financing were four of the seven existing project provinces (Banteay Meanchey, Kampong Thom, Oddar 
Meanchey, and Siem Reap) and six new provinces (Kampong Cham, Kampong Speu, Prey Veng, Preah Vihear, 
Svay Rieng, and Takeo). 
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5. The project completion report (PCR) documented a major change in scope5 approved in 
June 2009, which included the revision of outcome and output performance targets, the 
financing plan and the cost allocation. As the actual demand for seeds could not be met by 
supply providers, the seed program was scaled back. Savings were redirected to component 1, 
allowing for CFW as a means of compensation and including a civil works contract. The 
provision of free food to slums was also redirected towards the school feeding program.  
 
6. Finally, the approval of additional cofinancing resulted in the revision of the design and 
monitoring framework (DMF). The original outcome was modified to improve access to sufficient 
and nutritious food for food-insecure households. The expected outputs were revised to: (i) 
increased availability and awareness of nutritious food and hygiene among food-insecure 
households; (ii) increased access to improved agricultural inputs and technologies among food-
insecure farmers and women; and (iii) improved capacity to mainstream food security.  A minor 
change in scope was approved in September 2010. In addition to distributing agricultural inputs, 
the production of quality rice and vegetable seeds by the Ministry of Agriculture research 
stations and farmer groups was introduced.  
 
C. Provision of Inputs 
 
7. The project loan and Asian Development Fund (ADF) grant were approved by ADB’s 
Board in October 2008. The agreement was signed a week later and became effective 5 days 
after. The project closing date was originally scheduled in September 2011. ADB granted a  
1-year extension to implement additional activities that became needed to operationalize the 
Cambodia Food Reserve System (CFRS). The additional grant financing was approved in 
September 2012. The agreement was signed 2 weeks later and became effective in another 2 
weeks. The project closing was established for June 2015 but had to be extended twice until 
March 2016 to finalize the delayed implementation of activities.6 
   
8. At appraisal, total project cost for the loan and ADF grant was estimated at $40.1 million. 
At completion, actual costs were $32.8 million. At project closing, the actual financing was 
somewhat different from the appraisal amounts (see Basic Data table). The PCR indicated that 
the difference was due to scaling back of the seed program, and reallocation of funds among 
project components resulting in a cancellation of $5.3 million of the ADB loan. The additional 
financing estimated at $27.7 million at appraisal became $26.7 at completion.  
 
9. Total ADB loan disbursements amounted to $11.7 million, or 66% of the originally 
committed amount. Total ADF grant disbursements amounted to $17.5 million, or 99% of the 
originally committed. GAFSP grant disbursements amounted to 98% of original amount. The 
first disbursement for the project was in 2008. On the whole, the total disbursement was 
adequate although its pace was slower than projected for some project years.7 
  

 
5  ADB. 2018. Completion Report. Emergency Food Assistance Project of the Kingdom of Cambodia. Manila 
6  The PCR referred to the following activities: “(i) completing inputs distribution and capacity building for the 

livelihood activities; (ii) completing the pro-poor, pro-women, and pro-environment activities under a revised 
approach; (iii) training and equipping district and commune authorities in food security, nutrition, and disaster 
management data collection and information management; (iv) completing additional CFW and laterite surfacing 
using the contingency and cash collected from the subsidized sales and livelihood activities; and (v) transforming 
the SHGs into agricultural cooperatives with a new legal basis, (vi) consolidate expenditures incurred and liquidate 
advances, and (vii) prepare the project completion report for the project and additional financing.” 

7  In 2010, the decrease in the contract amount of fertilizer resulted to lower disbursement. In 2009 and 2011, 
disbursement was lower than anticipated due to delays in the accounting and reporting of the WFP. National 
elections and the floods in 2013 delayed disbursement of the additional grant financing. 
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10.  At appraisal, it was proposed to provide 325 person-months of consulting services 
inputs (75 person-months of international specialists and 250 person-months of national 
specialists). The PCR did not provide information on the total number of person-months of 
consulting services at closing. The PCR indicated that ADB engaged 15 consultants individually 
(2 international and 13 national) under the additional financing. 
 
11. The whole project was classified as category C for environment impact and involuntary 
resettlement with no additional assessment or environmental management measures and 
resettlement plans needed. It was classified as category C for indigenous peoples, and no plan 
was prepared as no negative impact was anticipated.  
 
12. The associated technical assistance (TA)8 amounted to $1.6 million with ADB granting 
$1.5 million, and $0.1 million coming from the government in kind. It was implemented from 
October 2008 to June 2015 and was closed in August 2012, with 99% disbursement. 
 
D. Implementation Arrangements 
 
13. At appraisal, the Ministry of Economy and Finance was the project executing agency 
which established a central project management unit (CPMU) and provincial project 
management units in projects covered. Technical support units were established at the province 
level within the implementation agencies, mainly: Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries 
(MAFF), Ministry of Rural Development, Ministry of Water Resources and Meteorology, Ministry 
of Education, Youth and Sport, Ministry of Woman Affairs, and Ministry of Commerce. The 
National Food Security Task Force acted as a project steering committee and provided project 
guidance. The project engaged the World Food Program (WFP) to implement the FFW scheme 
and school feeding program, with two non-governmental organizations. The PCR did not 
indicate any significant changes in the implementation arrangements.  
 
14. The accompanying TA was designed to support: (i) the establishment of a monitoring 
system to oversee the selection of beneficiaries, distribution of food and agricultural inputs, and 
the FFW program; (ii) the development of an emergency food reserve and rapid response 
system; (iii) the strengthening of financial management capacity of the executing and 
implementation agencies; and (iv) the management and monitoring of project implementation.    
 
15. The PCR indicated that the borrower and the executing agency complied with the loan 
covenants (21 for the project and an additional 7 for the additional financing). The PCR noted 
that covenants were appropriately specified and that none was modified during implementation. 
The reporting and auditing were “thorough and timely submitted to ADB” and only occasional 
delays were noted in the disclosure of procurement information in the project website.  
 

II. EVALUATION OF PERFORMANCE AND RATINGS 
 
A. Relevance of Design and Formulation 
 
16. The PCR rated the project relevant. The rating was based on the project outcome’s 
alignment with government needs to respond to the national food crisis in Cambodia. At 
appraisal, the government had established the priority of improving agricultural productivity to 

 
8  ADB. 2018. Technical Assistance Completion Report: Strengthening Institutional Capacity for Emergency 

Response to Food Crisis and Improving Food Security. Manila. 
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reduce poverty in its Rectangular Strategy.9 At the sector level, the government emphasized the 
need to promote food security at the national level. 10 At closing, the government had fully 
developed a national strategic framework for food security and nutrition.11 At design, the project 
was aligned with ADB’s Cambodia country partnership strategy (CPS) for 2005–2009, which 
sought to enhance rural development to reduce poverty.12 When the additional financing was 
requested, the CPS for 2011−2013 contemplated explicitly the need to promote food security 
and improve agricultural productivity. 13  The project was also aligned with the CPS for 
2014−2018 plans to work on agriculture, rural development and poverty reduction.14 
 
17. The PCR emphasized that project design was sound and appropriate. Project 
interventions supported consumption and production dimensions of livelihoods through short-
term emergency relief assistance. Also, medium term measures were included to strengthen the 
capacity to manage food security issues in an integrated manner. Furthermore, poor and 
vulnerable households that were net food buyers and most affected by the soaring prices were 
the target of the intervention. The project design was also consistent with ADB’s Disaster and 
Emergency Assistance Policy, partnering with institutions specialized in food emergency 
response such as the WFP. 
 
18. The project’s intended outcomes were generally aligned with government priorities and 
pertinent ADB strategies. Project design was adequate to address the identified problems. 
However, the DMF provided limited information regarding the baseline food security status of 
households, making it difficult to assess the magnitude of difficulties and the level of project’s 
contribution to address them. 15 This was to be expected due to the emergency assistance 
nature of the project,16 yet partial information was only generated during the implementation of 
additional financing.17 Finally, this validation notes that the mix of interventions in the project 
and additional financing were sound to address short-term and medium-term food security 
issues. However, the PCR did not provide specific information to justify the crisis-response 
needs and consequent emergency nature of the additional financing. Various measures 
included in the additional financing involved food security risk prevention. Overall, this validation 
assesses the project relevant. 
 
B. Effectiveness in Achieving Project Outcomes and Outputs 

19. The PCR rated the project highly effective. It noted that project outcome performance 
indicators were achieved: (i) the national emergency food security and response system was 
prepared and adopted; (ii) establishment of an operational national food security response 
system, i.e. the CFRS; and (iii) a 43% yield increase of rice by target farmers (compared to 10% 
target increase). Outcome performance for indicators for additional financing were also 

 
9  Government of Cambodia. 2008. Rectangular Strategy for Growth, Employment, Equity and Efficiency. Phnom 

Penh. 
10 Government of Cambodia, Ministry of Water Resources and Meteorology. 2006 Strategy for Agriculture and Water 

2006–2010. Phnom Penh. 
11 Council on Agriculture and Rural Development 2014 Strategic Framework for Food Security and Nutrition in 

Cambodia, 2014-2018. Phnom Penh. 
12  ADB. 2005. Country Strategy and Program: Cambodia, 2005–2009. Manila.  
13  ADB. 2011. Country Strategy and Program: Cambodia, 2011–2013. Manila. 
14  ADB. 2014. Country Strategy and Program: Cambodia, 2014–2018. Manila. 
15  This argument is further elaborated in the monitoring and reporting section. 
16  For example, the total number of potential beneficiaries was not clearly determined at appraisal. This resulted in 

the need to scale back the seed distribution program as availability was less than the total demand. 
17  A baseline survey was conducted in December 2012, 4 months after the approval of the additional financing 

request. 
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achieved: (i) 8.2% reduction in chronic malnutrition of children under 5 years (target was 6%);(ii) 
41% increase in toilet access, 46% increase in hand washing, 100% in use of soap (target was 
6% increase in beneficiaries practicing improved hygiene practices); (iii) 32% reduction in little-
or no food insecurity households (target was 10% decrease); and (iv) 46% average increase in 
rice yield by beneficiary households (target was at least 20%). 18  Overall, outcomes were 
achieved, and some exceeded their original targets. The PCR provided individual activity 
assessments and end-line survey results as source of evidence.  
 
20. The PCR provided detailed information on the achievement of project outputs.19 For 
output 1: (i) 126,598 households were reached through food distribution and FFW/CFW 
programs (target was 113,000);20 (ii) rice consumption needs of 3–4 months were met; 21 and 
(iii) 2 million labor days generated through the FFW/CFW scheme (target was 2.0 million)22. For 
output 2: (i) 73,625 farmers received rice seeds and fertilizer (target was 70,000); and (ii) 3,200 
tons of quality rice seeds and 59 tons of vegetable seeds were produced (target was 1,350 tons 
of rice and 46 tons of vegetables).23 The main output achievements of the additional financing 
were also documented. For output 1, it is worth emphasizing that: (i) 1.2 million labor days were 
claimed under the CFW scheme (target was 1 million); (ii) 413 kilometers (km) of tertiary roads 
were rehabilitated through CFW (target was 300 km) and 1,660 hectares (ha) of irrigation 
potential were constructed (target was 500 ha); and (iii) 60% of target beneficiary households 
(33,000) received training on home gardening, nutrition and basic health, and hygiene and 
sanitation. For output 2: (i) 45,194 households adopted high yielding inputs (target was 40,000); 
(ii) 1,328 tons of quality rice seeds and 29.7 tons of vegetable and other crop seeds were 
produced (target were 1,250 and 50 tons respectively). As indicated by the PCR, the project and 
additional financing achieved their outputs, and in some cases exceeding original targets. 
However, one output target on rice seeds was met while the target on vegetable seeds was 
partly met.  
 
21. According to the PCR, there was no evidence of negative environmental and social 
impacts. The level of screening during the project preparation was appropriate. 24 A gender 
action plan (GAP) was not prepared for the original project but the additional financing included 
a plan with 14 activities and 11 quantitative targets and its implementation was rated 
successful.25 Eleven of the 14 activities (78%) were completed and 2 were partially completed 
(14%). Also, 10 out of 11 targets were achieved. At project completion, a total of 35,552 women 
participated in the CFW subprojects (50% of total) and 35,596 female beneficiaries received 
quality inputs and training (78% of total). It was also estimated that 18,803 female-headed 
households were reached with additional financing (34% of beneficiary households).  
 
22. The additional financing provided information on malnutrition of children under 5 years 
old (8% decrease) and number of food-insecure households (32% decrease).26 Output target 
achievements were substantial but there was limited evidence available to understand output 

 
18  Targets for outcome performance indicators (i) and (ii) were not established at project approval and were left to be 

determined at the baseline survey in December 2012. 
19  Footnote 3, Appendixes 1, 7 and 8.  
20  Original target was 89,000, it was revised under the approved change in scope. 
21  The PCR presented the following information to validate this target: average of 123 kilograms (kg)/households of 

free rice, $83-110 per year earnings through FFW/CFW earnings, and 350 kg/household of incremental production. 
22  Original target was 3.6 million, it was revised under the approved change in scope. 
23  This indicator was introduced after the approved change in project scope. 
24  IED’s assessed project safeguard performance satisfactory. ADB (Independent Evaluation Department). 2019. 

Safeguard Assessment of Cambodia’s Emergency Food Assistance Project. 12 January (internal). 
25  Footnote 3, Appendix 9.  
26  Baselines were not properly established in the DMF and the definition of food-insecure households was unclear. 
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contributions to access to sufficient and nutritious food. The PCR presented information on the 
increase in monthly incomes (85%) and food production from target households, 27  yet no 
explanatory information was provided on the degree of self-consumption and the evolution of 
food prices. The output achievements suggest that the project had a positive effect on food 
access, although it is difficult to assess the magnitude of their contribution towards food 
security. Given the achievements, this validation assesses the project effective.    
 
C. Efficiency of Resource Use 
 
23. The PCR rated the project efficient. Economic analysis was not conducted for the project 
and additional financing at appraisal as thorough economic analysis was not required for an 
emergency assistance project. The PCR estimated the economic internal rate of return (EIRR) 
for the project at completion. The estimated EIRR was 16.0% for the project, 14.0% for the 
additional financing, and 15.7% for the whole project. Many activities did not lend themselves to 
an economic analysis since they do not generate direct, quantifiable economic benefits. The 
PCR’s estimation focused on the benefits from increased production of rice and vegetables, 
acknowledging that other benefits were not quantified.28 The adopted approach to estimate the 
EIRR had caveats: (i) the data used for with and without project scenarios did not seem 
coherent with DMF performance indicators, particularly for rice yield increases; 29  (ii) it is 
assumed that yield increases are the only source of benefits, no changes in the number of ha 
planted are considered; (iii) limited information was provided on the data used to calculate the 
net returns from non-rice crops; and (iv) finally, no sensitivity analysis was undertaken. 
 
24. The estimated project EIRR was above 12% at completion. The methodology used to 
calculate the EIRR was valid. However, there were limitations in the quantification of benefits. 
Process efficiency was acceptable. No significant cost overruns and delays in the provision and 
use of funds occurred, although the project had to be extended for a year to complete some of 
the activities. This validation assesses the project efficient. 
 
D. Preliminary Assessment of Sustainability 
 
25. The PCR rated the project less than likely sustainable. The PCR emphasized the 
institutional sustainability of the project by referring to the establishment and successful 
operation of the CFRS and the Food Security Network monitoring system together with the seed 
production operations of the MAFF’s centers. However, the PCR indicated “systemic issues” 
precluding the availability of funds to perform operation and maintenance (O&M) of the rural 
infrastructure rehabilitated by the project. 
 
26. Social sustainability was appropriate. The strong ownership by local communities was 
demonstrated by formation of community organizations. However, additional training and 
extension services were necessary to sustain the additional production initiated by the project. 
Furthermore, the financial sustainability of agriculture activities was not analyzed by the PCR 
and no financial internal rate of return (FIRR) was calculated. As many of the agricultural inputs 
were subsidized, questions arise on the financial capacity of households to acquire the required 
inputs at market prices. This validation assesses the project less than likely sustainable. 
 

 
27  About 355 kg of paddy per 5-person household. 
28  For example, transport cost savings from rural roads rehabilitated, or health impacts from hygiene and nutrition 

training. 
29  The DMF indicated a 33% increase for wet season rice yields (PCR used 66%) and a 69% for dry season rice 

yields (PCR used 100%). 
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III. OTHER PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENTS 
 
A. Preliminary Assessment of Development Impact 
 
27. The PCR rated the project’s development impact highly satisfactory, though it did not 
present information on the achievement of the DMF’s impact indicators to sustain the rating; 
instead output related indicators were stated. The PCR noted that the project and additional 
financing contributed to substantial reduction of the vulnerability of food-insecure households. 
However, no evidence was presented on baseline conditions nor achievements in malnutrition 
or food consumption. The PCR also noted the potential positive long-term impacts from the 
establishment of the CFRS, training and capacity building, and the rehabilitation of rural 
infrastructure.  
 
28. The project intended to reduce vulnerability of food insecure households, by providing a 
link between short-term emergency relief assistance and medium- to long-term productivity 
growth and strengthening the government institution capacity for food emergency response. 
Given this nature of the project and its outputs’ contributions to impacts and outcome, this 
validation assesses the project’s development impact satisfactory. However, adequate data 
should have been provided for the food poverty levels of target households before and after the 
project, to assess project impacts. The PCR indicated the increase in the number of households 
reporting ‘enough food’ (172%), monthly income increases (85%), and food production. 
However, these were not supported by data or credible information that the report should have 
shown. Existing evidence suggests that the project have had positive impacts, yet not all of 
them seem to be sustainable in the long term.  
 
B. Performance of the Borrower and Executing Agency 
 
29. The PCR assessed the performance of the borrower and the executing agencies highly 
satisfactory. It emphasized the high level of ownership and commitment to the project from the 
government, executing and implementing agencies. The PCR emphasized the compliance with 
all covenants and the fact that no major problems with procurement or disbursements occurred. 
Counterpart funds were available on time. Changes in scope were proposed in a timely manner 
to adapt to changing conditions. The PCR attributed project delays to the national elections and 
the severe flooding that occurred in 2013. The CPMU established an adequate project 
performance monitoring system, and developed appropriate beneficiary targeting procedures 
and arrangements to engage households in CFW and FFW contracting. Institutional 
coordination was also successful.   
 
30. The PCR indicated that the design and implementation performance was of high 
standard. This validation notes that some aspects could have been improved: (i) better 
identification of project beneficiaries and needs during design; (ii) the operationalization of the 
CFRS took longer than anticipated, calling for a 1-year project extension; and (iii) information on 
food prices, food consumption and food poverty should have been monitored. In general, this 
validation views the performance of the borrower and executing agency satisfactory.      
 
C. Performance of the Asian Development Bank and Cofinanciers 
 
31. The PCR assessed the performance of ADB highly satisfactory. The PCR highlighted 
the prompt response of ADB to the government’s request under the 2008 crisis. The project was 
designed and approved in less than 5 months. The quick project preparation resulted in some 
difficulties that were addressed through changes in project scope during implementation. ADB 
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addressed these promptly by mobilizing consultants to provide technical support. The 
supervision missions were timely, project staffing was adequate, and the country office 
administered the project and maintained a good relationship with the government agencies.   
 
32. The performance of the GAFSP, the project cofinancier, was also rated satisfactory. The 
PCR stated that it responded promptly to the request for additional financing and provided 
support in the development of project monitoring criteria.     
 
33. ADB managed to promptly respond to requests from the government such as the 
processing of the emergency project and changes in project scope. However, there were project 
implementation delays and design deficiencies in the DMF and the collection of indicator data at 
project closing. Also, as a matter of good practice in safeguards supervision, it would have been 
prudent to include some environmental and social supervision during review missions to support 
assertions that no anticipated environmental and social impacts had surfaced (footnote 26). This 
validation considers the performance of ADB and cofinancier satisfactory. 
  
D. Others  

 
34. The PCR provided information on project procurement. The main contracts emphasized 
for the project were: (i) a 12,000 tons of rice contract for free distribution; (ii) 15 goods contracts 
and 83 civil works contracts; (iii) 495 CFW contracts for rural infrastructure rehabilitation; and 
(iv) a contract with WFP to implement the FFW scheme and the school feeding program. Under 
the additional financing, a similar range of goods and civil works contracts were implemented. 
The performance of contractors and suppliers was considered satisfactory. On the whole, 
CPMU’s procurement practices were adequate. 
 

IV. OVERALL ASSESSMENT, LESSONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
A. Overall Assessment and Ratings 

 
35. Overall, the PCR rated the project successful. Under the core criteria, the project is 
relevant, effective, efficient, and less than likely sustainable. The project was aligned with the 
country’s and ADB’s priorities, and overall had an appropriate design. Output targets were 
mostly achieved suggesting that access to food was improved. The estimated project EIRR was 
above 12%. Regarding process efficiency, there was a one-year delay in project closing but no 
cost overruns. Agricultural productivity improvements and O&M of rural infrastructure do not 
seem to be guaranteed. The table summarizes these ratings: 
 

Overall Ratings 

Validation Criteria PCR IED Review 
Reason for Disagreement  

and/or Comments 
Relevance Relevant Relevant  
Effectiveness  Highly effective Effective One output was partly achieved (para. 

20). 
Efficiency  Efficient Efficient  
Sustainability Less than likely 

sustainable 
Less than likely 

sustainable 
 

Overall assessment Successful Successful  
Preliminary assessment 
of impact 

Highly 
satisfactory 

Satisfactory Given the nature of the project, the 
output achievements contributed to 
impact. Adequate data/evidence to 
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Validation Criteria PCR IED Review 
Reason for Disagreement  

and/or Comments 
support impact should have been 
provided (para. 28). 

Borrower and executing 
agency 

Highly 
satisfactory 

Satisfactory Project implementation delays, 
beneficiary identification and food 
security indicators could have been 
improved. 

Performance of ADB Highly 
satisfactory 

Satisfactory Project implementation delays, DMF 
design not suitable to measure food 
security outcomes. 

Quality of PCR  Satisfactory  

ADB = Asian Development Bank, IED = Independent Evaluation Department, PCR = project completion report. 
Source: ADB (IED). 
 

B. Lessons 
 

36. The main project-level lessons identified in the PCR can be summarized as follows: (i) 
project was flexible to adapt to evolving situations such as the operationalization of the CFRS; 
(ii) engaging the local community in the implementation and supervision of CFW and FFW 
schemes contributes to the sustainability and ownership of rural infrastructure assets; (iii) the 
deep involvement of the project director in supervision and implementation contributes to a 
successful project; and (iv) continuity in staffing of ADB resident mission allows for intensive 
monitoring and rapid response to project implementation needs.  
 
37. This validation builds on the key lessons identified by the PCR and suggests the 
following lessons: 

(i) Sector-level lesson. Targeting of food assistance emergency interventions in the 
poorest households can alleviate the consequences of external shocks such as food price 
spikes in the most vulnerable segments of the population. A combination of in-kind 
transfers and cash for work increases access to food in the short-term. However, 
additional interventions are needed to address the sources of limited food availability and 
access in the medium term. The establishment of monitoring systems, early warnings and 
emergency response plans is also needed to ensure adequate management of future food 
crisis.    
(ii) Results framework and methodology-level lesson. It is important to have a 
clear results chain logic when designing the DMF in order to extract valuable lessons from 
food assistance projects. Baseline information is also critical to ensure an adequate project 
design and monitoring of achievements. At the impact level, household’s income and food 
consumption expenditures as well as nutritional status are critical aspects to be 
considered. At the outcome level, it is important to understand the evolution of food 
consumption, food prices and food availability. Valid control groups should also be 
identified to the extent possible, to measure benefits attributable to the project. 

 
C. Recommendations for Follow-Up 
 
38. This validation builds on the key recommendations identified by the PCR and suggests 
the following: (i) the government should ensure effective oversight and implementation of the 
food security monitoring network together with the CFRS, updating disaster response plans as 
needed; (ii) community groups should be strengthened, particularly the cooperatives, farmer 
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water user communities and self-help groups; and (iii) similarly, the government should closely 
monitor the adequate provision of O&M funds for the rehabilitated rural infrastructure.   
 

V. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS AND FOLLOW-UP 
 
A. Monitoring and Reporting 

 
39. The project’s DMF presented some deficiencies that limited its ability to measure 
project’s results. The following limitations were noted in this validation: (i) overall limited 
baseline information was available and most performance targets were proposed as a 
percentage increase; (ii) impact indicator such as households below food poverty line was 
proposed but not measured; (iii) the definition of food insecure households was not clearly 
specified; (iv) outcome indicators did not measure food consumption; (v) the nutritional status of 
the households should have been proposed as an impact indicator; (vi) indicators for rural 
infrastructure use were not included, instead, basic output indicators were proposed; and (vii) 
valid control groups were not established to determine project attribution. 

 
B. Comments on Project Completion Report Quality 
 
40. This validation notes the quality of the PCR satisfactory. It provided details to cover all 
evaluation criteria. Some aspects that could have been improved are: (i) performance ratings 
were overoptimistic for some project performance aspects; (ii) the impact of scope changes on 
DMF indicators was not explained clearly; (iii) source of evidence should be provided 
appropriately for credibility of impact and outcome achievements; (iv) DMF weaknesses in 
measuring project impacts and outcomes were not discussed; (v) various parameters used in 
the economic analysis did not seem to be aligned with DMF indicators; (vi) no FIRRs were 
calculated to document the financial sustainability; (vii) no assessment of the GAP was included 
in the effectiveness analysis, although it was included in the appendix; and (viii) the lessons 
learned provided were limited in scope, particularly for the sector level.  

 
C. Data Sources for Validation 

 
41. Data sources for this validation were the PCR, the report and recommendation of the 
President for the project and additional cofinancing, back-to-office reports and aide memoire 
relating to loan review missions and the mid-term review mission. The Cambodia CPS 
documents for 2005−2009, 2011−2013 and 2014−2018 were also reviewed. 

 
D. Recommendation for Independent Evaluation Department Follow-Up 

 
42. This validation recommends the elaboration of a Project Performance Evaluation Report 
to observe project impacts and food security outcomes whether these are sustainable five years 
after project closing. The PPER should focus on assessing changes in food consumption, 
poverty rates, household incomes and agricultural productivity. The function of the CFRS and 
food security monitoring and response plans should be assessed. In addition, the use of the 
rehabilitated rural infrastructure and the availability of funds for its O&M should be analyzed.  
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