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PROJECT BASIC DATA 

Project number 45120-003 PCR Circulation Date 26 July 2019  

Loan numbers 3058 and 3059 PCR Validation Date  Apr 2020 

Program name Samarkand Solar Power Project 

Sector and subsector  Energy Renewable energy generation - solar 

Strategic agenda Environmentally sustainable growth 

 Inclusive economic growth 

Safeguard categories Environment B 

Involuntary resettlement B 

Indigenous peoples C 

Country Republic of Uzbekistan Approved 
($ million)   

Actual 
($ million) 

ADB financing 
($ million) 
 

ADF: 110.00 Total project costs  310.00 2.75 

OCR: 0.00 Loan 

L3058 

L3059 

 

101.10 

8.90 

 

0.00 

0.73 

Borrower 44.00 0.00 

Beneficiaries    

Others a 156.00 2.02 

Approval date 20 Nov 2013 Effectiveness date 20 Jan 2014 4 Feb 2014 

Signing date 21 Nov 2013 Closing date 31 Mar 2019 30 Aug 2017 

Project Officer 
 

 
C. Tiangco 

Location 
ADB headquarters 

From 
Jan 2013 

To 
Aug 2017 

IED Review 
  Director 
  Team Leader 

 
N. Subramaniam, IESP 
S. Ibrahim, Principal Evaluation Specialist, IESPb 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, ADF = Asian Development Fund, IED = Independent Evaluation Department,  
IESP = Sector and Project Division, OCR = ordinary capital resources, PCR = project completion report. 
a  Other sources of financing include Uzbekistan Fund for Reconstruction and Development and Uzbekenergo. 
b Team members: H. Hettige (Quality Reviewer), F. De Guzman (Senior Evaluation Officer), P. Choynowski and  
C. Mason (Consultants). 
 
 

I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
A. Rationale 
 
1. Uzbekistan was one of the most energy- and carbon-intensive countries in the world, 
despite the great potential for renewable energy of the country.1 Over 89% of its 12.6 gigawatts 
of installed thermal capacity were in poor condition. Moreover, its depleting fossil-fuel reserves 
were threatening its energy security. The reserve to production ratio was 10–12 years for oil,  
28–30 years for natural gas, and 40–50 years for coal. The continued reliance on gas was 
accelerating its depletion and hampering the diversification of the energy mix. Uzbekistan was 
almost 100% electrified. However, its aging and overloaded power system was experiencing 
prolonged and frequent outages especially in rural areas. Some areas in Samarkand were being 
provided grid electricity for only 1–2 hours a day in winter and 16–18 hours in summer.  

 
1  ADB. 2013. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan to the Republic 

of Uzbekistan for the Samarkand Solar Power Project. Manila. 
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This affected quality of life, economic activities, and the delivery of social services. Grid losses 
were about 20%. 
 
2. In 2005, the energy sector emitted 88% of Uzbekistan’s 200 million tons of carbon dioxide 
equivalent greenhouse gas emissions. With the high solar irradiance and abundant land for solar 
development of Uzbekistan, solar energy was deemed as the most suitable resource that could 
quickly bridge the energy supply–demand gap, diversify the generation mix,  
and reduce emissions. The project had three main components: construction of a 100-megawatt 
photovoltaic power plant including transmission and support facilities, institutional capacity 
development for Uzbekenergo, and institutional capacity development for solar energy 
stakeholders. The plant was to be located in the Samarkand Province of Uzbekistan,  
at a site 13 kilometers southwest of Samarkand City. Samarkand was a high priority due to its 
historical significance, proximity to the country’s capital Tashkent, and tourism potential. 
 
B. Expected Impacts, Outcome, and Outputs 
 
3. The expected impact of the project was improved sustainability of energy supply in 
Uzbekistan.2 The expected outcome was increased renewable energy generation in Uzbekistan. 
The project was to have three main outputs: operationalize the solar power plant, transmission, 
and support facilities; develop the institutional capacity of Uzbekenergo; and develop the 
institutional capacity of solar energy stakeholders.  
 
C. Provision of Inputs 
 
4. At appraisal, the Samarkand Solar Power Project was estimated at $310 million. The 
Government of Uzbekistan requested a loan of SDR65,822,000 (Loan 3058) from the Special 
Funds resources (regular-term loan) of the Asian Development Bank (ADB) and another loan of 
SDR5,794,000 (Loan 3059) from ADB’s Special Funds resources (hard-term loan) to finance this 
project. The project was approved in November 2013. The loans were to become effective in 
January 2014. The actual effectivity date was in February 2014. The project was to be completed 
in March 2019. However, the project was not implemented and the two loans from ADB were 
canceled in August 2017, with only two disbursements under Loan 3059 for the project 
implementation consultant and no disbursement under Loan 3058.3 
 
5. The loans were canceled for various reasons. Procurement of the  
design–build–operate contractor for the photovoltaic power plant took over 2 years from the 
issuance of the invitation for bids in November 2014 to contract signing in December 2016. 
Procurement was delayed since the government insisted on verifying the integrity of the bidding 
and selection processes. ADB and the government were also using the conditions of contract for 
design–build–operate projects of the International Federation of Consulting Engineers for the first 
time. ADB did not have a standard bidding document for design–build–operate contracts.  
ADB, the preparatory technical assistance (TA) consultants, and the government had to conduct 
multiple reviews and iterations to integrate its features. After the contract was signed,  
it was supposed to have been registered with the Ministry for Foreign Economic Relations, 
Investments, and Trade for it to become effective. However, the new government dissolved the 
ministry and created a State Committee for Investments.4 The committee ordered another review 

 
2  Footnote 1, Appendix 1. 
3  ADB. 2019. Completion Report: Samarkand Solar Power Project in Uzbekistan. Manila. para. 4. 
4  The government went through a major reorganization in 2017 and all ongoing and pipeline projects funded by 

international financing institutions were suspended; some were immediately canceled.   
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of the project’s feasibility study and the Ministry of Finance requested an independent expert to 
review the design–build–operate contract to verify its cost-competitiveness and confirm that the 
technology was the latest. A special project administration mission was fielded in June 2017.  
The independent expert confirmed that the design–build–operate contract was still  
cost-competitive, the technical specifications were the latest proven technology, and there was 
no need to amend the specifications. 
 
6. In August 2017, ADB received an official request from the Ministry of Finance and the  
ADB Governor for the Republic of Uzbekistan to cancel the loan balances.  
The government explained that they lacked the knowledge and experience in operating solar 
photovoltaic power plants and decided to consider implementing solar power projects as pilot 
projects with lower capacities (30–50 megawatts). ADB canceled the loans in August 2017. 
 
7. Each loan had a 25-year term, including a grace period of 5 years and an interest rate of 
2% per annum during the grace period and thereafter. The loan proceeds were to be relent to 
Uzbekenergo under a subsidiary loan agreement. The relending was to be on the same terms as 
the loans plus a margin of 0.2%–0.5% per annum. The foreign exchange risk was to be assumed 
by Uzbekenergo. The government was to fund an equivalent of $44 million for taxes and duties. 
Uzbekenergo was to fund an equivalent of $26 million for the transmission line supply and 
installation, supporting infrastructure, recurrent costs, land acquisition and resettlement,  
and financial charges during implementation. To fund a portion of goods and civil works,  
the Fund for Reconstruction and Development of the Republic of Uzbekistan was to lend an 
equivalent of $130 million to Uzbekenergo through a subsidiary loan agreement.5  
 
8. At appraisal, $7 million was allocated for 323 person-months of consulting services. 
Although a project implementation consultant was eventually recruited, there were delays caused 
by lengthy internal government approvals at each stage of short listing, finalizing the request for 
proposals, conducting the technical evaluation, and conducting the financial evaluation.  
It took 21–42 days more than scheduled for each stage and, overall, around 1.5 years from the 
advertisement in February 2014 to mobilization in July 2015. The contract ended in March 2018. 
The project was categorized B for environment, B for involuntary resettlement, and C for 
indigenous peoples at appraisal for safeguards. 
 
D. Implementation Arrangements 
 
9. The executing agency was to be Uzbekenergo, which was to assume overall responsibility 
for project implementation. Uzbekenergo established a full-time project management unit (PMU) 
staffed with personnel experienced in conventional power plants. The PMU was to administer all 
consulting and procurement contracts on behalf of the executing agency and be responsible for 
preparing project plans, bid evaluation reports, progress reports, applications for the withdrawal 
of funds, and other reports. Uzbekenergo was to recruit an implementation consultant to assist 
the PMU in project management and to implement the institutional capacity development plans. 
No changes were made to these implementation arrangements. 
 
10. The project completion report (PCR) did not discuss the extent to which conditions and 
covenants were met. However, it noted that Uzbekenergo did not comply with loan covenants 
relating to pre-commencement works and audit. The access roads to the project site were not 
rehabilitated up to the standard before the design–build–operate contract award as required by 

 
5  The Fund for Reconstruction and Development of the Republic of Uzbekistan is a sovereign fund established in 2006 

to finance projects with major contributions to economic development.   
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the loan agreement. The access road works were largely completed before the contract award in 
December 2016 and road asphalting was scheduled for February 2017.  
All other pre-implementation works for the supporting infrastructure were completed.  
Uzbekenergo submitted annual audited financial statements and audited project financial 
statements to ADB for fiscal years 2014 and 2015, but not for 2016 and 2017 as stipulated in the 
project agreement. ADB received the first consolidated audited financial statements for 2015 of 
Uzbekenergo only in February 2018, 20 months after the due date in June 2016.  
The delay was caused by Uzbekenergo’s transition from using national accounting standards to 
international financial reporting standards. 
 

II. EVALUATION OF PERFORMANCE AND RATINGS 
 
A. Relevance of Design and Formulation 
 
11. The PCR rated the project relevant at appraisal and after cancellation. The project concept 
was developed under the technical assistance (TA) project for Solar Energy Development.6  
It was fully aligned with the Uzbekistan 2012–2016 country partnership strategy and  
2012–2014 country operations business plan.7 The PCR reported that it was also programmed 
under the solar energy development road map of the country. The project was aligned with the 
Strategy 2020 and Energy Policy of ADB.8 This validation notes that the country partnership 
strategy planned to assist in the development of the solar power potential of the country  
“to reduce its carbon footprint through improving the policy and regulatory framework and 
establishing a solar energy institute.” One aspect of government strategy was to create  
industry-based scientific-production clusters primarily in areas such as solar energy industries.9 
 
12.  Regarding design, the PCR stated that among the various solar technologies and 
configurations assessed during the feasibility stage from 2011 to 2013, the government selected 
photovoltaic technology for the project as it used proven technology and was compatible with local 
conditions. Photovoltaic power plants were also modular and their size and shape could be easily 
modified. To build the limited knowledge and experience of Uzbekenergo in photovoltaic 
technology, the design included plant operation and maintenance under a design–build–operate 
contract for 3 years after commissioning. The project implementation consultant was also 
expected to assist in enhancing the skills of Uzbekenergo during the first year of operation under 
the capacity development component of the project. 
 
13. The government subsequently decided to implement solar power projects using private 
sector financing and signed a public–private partnership (PPP) agreement with SkyPower Global 
in May 2018 to construct facilities for solar power generation in the Jizzakh, Kashkadarya, Navoi, 
Samarkand, Surkhandarya, and Tashkent regions with a total capacity of 1,000 megawatts.10 
Except for one, these were the same provinces with feasibility studies conducted under the  
Solar Energy Development policy and advisory TA project of ADB and were the same 
programmed in the road map. The International Finance Corporation had also been assisting the 

 
6  ADB. 2011. Technical Assistance to the Republic of Uzbekistan for Solar Energy Development. Manila.   
7  ADB. 2012. Country Partnership Strategy: Uzbekistan, 2012–2016. Manila; and ADB. 2012. Country Operations 

Business Plan: Uzbekistan, 2012–2014. Manila.   
8  ADB. 2008. Strategy 2020: The Long-Term Strategic Framework of the Asian Development Bank, 2008–2020. 

Manila; and ADB. 2009. Energy Policy. Manila.   
9  Republic of Uzbekistan. 2013. Welfare Improvement Strategy of the Republic of Uzbekistan for 2013-2015. Tashkent. 
10  The project preparation should include discussion with opposition parties to ascertain the ownership of the 

government in the event of a government change.  
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government and Uzbekenergo on structuring PPPs for these facilities to attract private sector 
investment through auction, initially for a 100-megawatt solar power plant in Navoi. 
 
14. This validation notes that the project addressed major economic and environmental issues 
in Uzbekistan and therefore had a good rationale. The project was consistent with the 
development priorities of the government and the design was appropriate. This validation notes 
that at the time of project preparation, there were restrictions on private investments throughout 
the economy, particularly in the power sector. Thus, private sector financing was not an option 
during that stage. ADB’s operation proved to be flexible enough to adapt to the policy changes. 
Based on these observations, this validation assesses the project relevant. 
 
B. Effectiveness in Achieving Project Outcomes and Outputs 
 
15. The PCR rated the project ineffective. The expected outcome of increased renewable 
energy generation in Uzbekistan and the three outputs were not achieved as the loans were 
canceled. However, pre-implementation works were largely completed, including the access road, 
site levelling, perimeter fencing, water and electrical connection points, and the transmission line 
for connection to the high-voltage grid. For the other two outputs, the institutional capacity 
development plan was completed but not approved by the government and the planned training 
was not undertaken. However, ADB and the TA project consultants provided hands-on 
institutional capacity building to Uzbekenergo and the solar energy stakeholders, such as the 
International Solar Energy Institute, during the preparation of the bidding document and the 
evaluation of bids. 
 
16. The project complied with the safeguards requirements. The initial environmental 
examination was approved by the Gosekoexpertisa (State Ecological Expertise) under the 
Samarkand Province Nature Protection Committee in August 2013 before the contract award and 
environmental monitoring reports were submitted to ADB covering July 2015 to June 2017.  
The land acquisition and resettlement plan was updated in May 2015, also before the contract 
award. The updated land acquisition and resettlement plan confirmed that the project site will be 
on a reserved land and will no longer require land acquisition and resettlement.  

 
17. The project was implemented under private sector financing with much of the preliminary 
work completed by ADB and used the same site as the ADB-financed canceled project.  
Since the project’s configuration had changed leading to a different project, there were opportunity 
costs involved and the new PPP was not signed with ADB. Hence, this validation assesses the 
project ineffective.   
 
C. Efficiency of Resource Use 
 
18. The PCR rated the project less than efficient for process efficiency of procurement and 
consultant recruitment. Procuring the design–build–operate contract for the power plant took 
about 2.5 years from drafting the bidding document to contract signing, mainly to allow the 
government to address internal concerns on the accuracy and impartiality of the bidding and 
selection processes. The government and ADB were also unfamiliar with the  
design–build–operate contract modality. Therefore, the PCR considered the delays in procuring 
the design–build–operate contract reasonable. ADB issued swift reviews and approvals to reduce 
delays. Likewise, consultant recruitment took 1.5 years mainly as a result of lengthy internal 
government approvals. 
 



 6 

19. The PCR noted that the government signed PPP agreements to construct solar energy 
facilities in six regions in Uzbekistan, including the first project in Samarkand using the same site 
as the ADB-financed canceled project. This validation notes that these PPP agreements were no 
longer part of the ADB-financed project. Given the shortcomings in process efficiency,  
this validation assesses the project less than efficient.  
 
D. Preliminary Assessment of Sustainability 
 
20. The PCR rated the project unlikely sustainable since it was canceled at an early stage. 
The political risk of losing the government’s buy-in to the project after changes to the government 
could not be mitigated and appeared to be the key trigger for the loan cancellation.  
The other risks to project sustainability such as economic, institutional, technical, financial,  
and safeguards risks did not materialize during the early stages of the project and were unlikely 
to materialize as the project preparation helped mitigate these risks. Since the project was 
canceled at an early stage, this validation assesses the project unlikely sustainable. 
 

III. OTHER PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENTS 
 
A. Preliminary Assessment of Development Impact 
 
21. The PCR did not provide preliminary assessment of the project’s development impact.  
As the target project outcomes were not achieved, there were no contribution to impacts from 
what was financed by the ADB project. 11  Therefore, this validation does not provide an 
assessment on the preliminary impact of the project. 
 
B. Performance of the Borrower and Executing Agency 
 
22. The PCR rated the performance of the borrower unsatisfactory since its buy-in to the 
project was not sustained through the changes to the government. The performance of 
Uzbekenergo as executing agency was rated less than satisfactory. The PMU worked effectively 
with the ADB project team in project preparation and initial implementation, and there was strong 
commitment to achieve project deliverables. However, Uzbekenergo did not comply with the loan 
covenants relating to pre-commencement works and audit. Access roads to the project site were 
not rehabilitated to the standard before the design–build–operate contract award as required by 
the loan agreement. Uzbekenergo submitted its annual audited financial statements and audited 
project financial statements to ADB for fiscal years 2014 and 2015, but not for 2016 and 2017 as 
stipulated in the project agreement. ADB received the first consolidated audited financial 
statements for 2015 of Uzbekenergo only in February 2018, 20 months after the due date in  
June 2016. The transition of Uzbekenergo from using national accounting standards to 
international financial reporting standards caused the delay. 
 
23. This validation notes that the non-compliance with covenants and delays were not major 
issues. Delays caused by the transition from national accounting to international financial 
reporting standards were likely beyond the control of Uzbekenergo. The more significant issue 
was the government’s move away from public sector financing of the project to private sector 
financing. Although this may have been appropriate for the country, the borrower should have 
indicated their willingness to go with the private sector before doing the preliminary work with 

 
11  The work subsequently financed by the private sector after the project was canceled cannot be attributed to this 

project.   
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ADB. Therefore, this validation assesses the performance of the borrower and executing agency 
unsatisfactory. 
 
C. Performance of the Asian Development Bank and Co-financiers 
 
24. The PCR rated the performance of ADB satisfactory. From the concept stage,  
ADB was instrumental in promoting solar power policy and project development in Uzbekistan 
through the Solar Energy Development policy and advisory TA and later through a project 
preparatory TA. ADB fielded four review missions, a midterm review, and five special project 
administration missions. The project benefited from innovative solutions by the management of 
the Central and West Asia Department of ADB and the project teams in its headquarters and the 
resident mission.  
 
25. This validation notes the long procurement process since it took over 2 years from the 
issuance of the invitation for bids in November 2014 to the contract signing in December 2016. 
ADB did not have a standard bidding document for design–build–operate contracts where multiple 
reviews and iterations by ADB, PPTA consultants, and the government were necessary to 
integrate its features. ADB accepted the government’s reason that they lacked the knowledge 
and experience in operating solar photovoltaic power plants and its decision to consider 
implementing pilot projects with lower capacities (30–50 megawatts), which is not different  at all 
from 100-megawatt projects or even more as a valid reason to cancel the project.  
Furthermore, the government used the results of feasibility studies conducted under ADB’s Solar 
Energy Development policy and advisory TA project in order to implement a new solar 
photovoltaic power project similar to and in same provinces of the canceled loan and signed a 
PPP agreement with SkyPower Global in May 2018.  
 

26. However, despite of all above-mentioned shortcomings and based on the unforeseen 
major reorganization in the government in 2017, when all ongoing and pipeline projects funded 
by international financing institutions were suspended or were immediately canceled,  
which triggered the loan cancellation in August 2017, this validation assesses ADB performance 
satisfactory. 
 

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

 
27. The PCR rated the overall performance of the project less than successful.  
The project was rated relevant as it was aligned with the country strategies.  
It was innovative being the first large-scale solar power project in Central Asia.  
However, the project was rated ineffective as the expected outcome and outputs were not 
achieved due to loan cancellation. It was rated less than efficient for there were delays,  
and unlikely sustainable as the project was canceled at an early stage.  
 
28. This validation assesses the project relevant, ineffective, less than efficient, and unlikely 
sustainable. Overall, it assesses the project less than successful.  
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Overall Ratings 

Validation Criteria PCR IED Review 
Reason for Disagreement  

and/or Comments 

Relevance Relevant Relevant  

Effectiveness  Ineffective Ineffective  

Efficiency  Less than 
efficient 

Less than 
efficient 

 

Sustainability Unlikely 
sustainable 

Unlikely 
sustainable 

 

Overall Assessment Less than 
successful 

Less than 
successful 

 

Preliminary Assessment 
of Impact 

Not applicable Not applicable  

Borrower and executing 
agency 

Unsatisfactory Unsatisfactory  

Performance of ADB Satisfactory Satisfactory  

Quality of PCR  Satisfactory Para. 33. 

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

 
B. Lessons 

 
29. The PCR identified five lessons. First, future solar projects need to consider the potential 
for private sector financing along with rigorous project preparation and due diligence.  
Second, the choice of the design–build–operate contract modality was a key contributing factor 
for the project delays and, eventually, loan cancellation, although it was assessed as the best 
option by ADB and the government. ADB has since adopted the same bidding document for solar 
power projects in Afghanistan and Southeast Asia. Third, the need for strong coordination among 
the government (particularly Uzbekenergo as executing agency), ADB, and the consultants. 
Fourth, the need to maintain sound procurement principles. And fifth, the need for improvements 
in contract administration. 
 
30. This validation offers one additional lesson, which relates to the PCR’s first lesson.  
ADB guidelines for economic analysis requires that private sector involvement be considered for 
all projects proposed for ADB financing as part of the economic rationale for the project.  
For evaluation, this is related to the relevance criterion. Therefore, not only solar power projects 
should be considered for private sector financing. This is particularly important for former centrally 
planned economies where the private sector is not yet fully developed. 
 
C. Recommendations for Follow-Up 
 
31. The PCR suggested five recommendations. First, ADB should continue to engage in the 
renewable energy subsector in Uzbekistan and explore financing opportunities,  
particularly nonsovereign financing, through its Private Sector Operations Department.  
Second, procurement planning for future projects should continue to assess the modality to be 
adopted. Executing agencies that are not familiar with the recommended modality or have limited 
procurement capacity should engage experienced consultants at an early stage.  
Third, post-qualification due diligence should continue to be considered for future procurement on 
an exceptional basis, and only with a well-qualified third-party verifier. Fourth, to improve contract 
administration, ADB and executing agencies should continue training on contractual conditions 
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and dispute resolution. And fifth, ADB should continue to closely coordinate with its clients, 
especially for new procurement and other project implementation arrangements, and adhere to 
the principles of integrity, efficiency, and economy while being open to innovative solutions.  
This validation has no other recommendations to offer. 
 

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

 
32. Other than the submission of financial statements and reporting on safeguards,  
no monitoring or reporting system was instituted. There was no requirement for a project 
performance monitoring system. 
 
B. Comments on Project Completion Report Quality 
 
33. The PCR was well-written and provided a comprehensive description and objective 
assessment of project outcome, outputs, and the achievement and non-achievement of targets. 
It described the various issues candidly and objectively. This validation assesses the quality of 
the PCR satisfactory. 
 
C. Data Sources for Validation 

 
34. Data sources included the Report and Recommendation of the President, PCR, mission 
reports as well as country strategies and national plans. 

 
D. Recommendation for Independent Evaluation Department Follow-Up 

 
35. Since the project was not implemented, no project performance evaluation report should 
be prepared. 
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