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2. Project Objectives and Components:    

 a. Objectives:

  According to the Loan Agreement, the objective of the project was  "to improve child welfare and protect children's  
rights in [Bulgaria] through, among others, promoting community -based child welfare approaches as alternatives to  
institutionalized child care" (Loan Agreement, Schedule 2). The objective as stated in the PAD adds the dimension of  
cost-effectiveness: "to improve child welfare and protect children's' rights in Bulgaria through promoting  
community-based child welfare approaches such as de -institutionalization, abandonment prevention and street  
children services, as cost-effective alternatives to institutionalized child care " (PAD, page 2, italics added).

This ICR Review uses the PAD's statement of objectives as the benchmark for evaluation because the PAD identifies  
the high cost of the previous system as a sector issue to be addressed, and because one of the project's  
performance indicators was that the  "average cost per child in community -based alternative care is maintained at not  
more than 80 percent of the traditional state institution cost by  12/31/2003 (PAD page 2 and 36).

 b.Were the project objectives/key associated outcome targets revised during implementation?     
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    Yes
    If yes, did the Board approve the revised objectives /key associated outcome targets?
No

 c. Components (or Key Conditions in the case of DPLs, as appropriate): 

        1. Capacity building (estimated cost US$8.27 million, actual cost US$12.01 million). This included: (a) policy 
development; (b) MIS, monitoring and evaluation; (c) public awareness and training; and  (d) project management.
2. De-institutionalization (estimated cost US$7.01 million, actual cost US$10.18 million). This component included 
support to the Bulgarian Government in improving the welfare of children through  (a) day care centers, (b) family 
counseling and support,  (c) parental education, (d) mother and baby units, (e) foster care training services, and  (f) 
restructuring and rehabilitating institutions .
3. Abandonment prevention and protection of children's rights  (estimated cost US$3.39 million, actual cost US$3.34 
million). This component focused on: (a) child development in disadvantaged communities;  (b) child protection and 
(c) reduction of social exclusion.
4. Street children services (estimated cost US$0.87 million, actual cost US$1.72 million). 

 d. Comments on Project Cost, Financing, Borrower Contribution, and Dates:     
        The actual project cost, loan amount, and cofinancing were higher than the appraisal amounts . The ICR does not 
explain if this was due to euro-dollar exchange rate fluctuations or partly or fully explained by other factors . The loan 
amount appears to have been fully disbursed --there was no cancellation. The project closing date was extended  
twice by one year each, for a total of  2 years. The main reason given by the ICR for the first extension was that  
project design was too ambitious to be implemented during the original  3 year period. The main reason given by the 
ICR for the second extension (which was accompanied by a reallocation of loan proceeds among expenditure  
categories) was to allow the funding of the operational costs for the first year of functioning of the community -based 
services, established under the project . 

 3. Relevance of Objectives & Design:         
   The relevance of the project objective was substantial since the  2006 Country Partnership Strategy for Bulgaria laid  
emphasis on addressing poverty and social exclusion . Also, the focus of the project objective of improving child  
welfare through alternatives to institutionalized care was appropriate given the many problems with institutionalized  
care. However, the relevance of design was low because the design of the alternatives to institutionalized care  
needed to focus a lot more on the  quality  of care. In addition, there is little evidence that the improvements  
recommended by the mini-QER were incorporated adequately into the design and implementation of the project . The 
project's M&E system also remained too input and output oriented  (focused, e.g., on deinstitutionalization, training 
etc), with an inadequate focus on child welfare outcomes .     

 4. Achievement of Objectives (Efficacy):     
    The project achieved several of its quantitative targets  (e.g., reduced child institutionalization rates etc ) and 
supported licensing regimes for social service providers, procedures for outsourcing the provision of social services  
for children etc (ICR page 12), but the extent of improvement in child welfare and protection of children's rights  
resulting from these measures is difficult to assess because of lack of outcome data . This is a particularly serious 
deficiency because of the far -from-automatic correlation between the quantitative targets adopted by this project and  
its objective (e.g., the extent of improvement in child welfare will depend on the quality of care received by the child  
after de-institutionalization--reductions in institutionalization rates per se do not guarantee improvements in child  
welfare). The ICR notes positive achievements  (e.g., change in communities' attitude to children's problems,  
understanding that all children must enjoy the same rights, etc .) in a beneficiary survey (2006 Independent 
Assessment of the Complexes for Social Services ), but also recognizes that  "The period of effective work of the  
complexes for social services to children and families is extremely short  -- up to 7 months....It is impossible to assess 
realistically the effect of the complexes' operation " (ICR page 36). Finally, cost-effectiveness data are lacking despite  
cost-effectiveness being mentioned in the project objective . 

 5. Efficiency (not applicable to DPLs):         
         No economic analysis is presented although it should have been undertaken at least for some project activities, for  
example, civil works. There is no cost-effectiveness analysis despite the reference to cost -effectiveness in the PAD's 
statement of objectives and despite the inclusion of a performance indicator on the cost of alternative care relative to  
institutionalized care in the PAD.

aaaa....    If available, enter theIf available, enter theIf available, enter theIf available, enter the     Economic Rate of ReturnEconomic Rate of ReturnEconomic Rate of ReturnEconomic Rate of Return     ((((ERRERRERRERR))))////Financial Rate of ReturnFinancial Rate of ReturnFinancial Rate of ReturnFinancial Rate of Return ((((FRRFRRFRRFRR))))    at appraisal and theat appraisal and theat appraisal and theat appraisal and the     
rererere----estimated value at  evaluationestimated value at  evaluationestimated value at  evaluationestimated value at  evaluation ::::        



                     Rate Available? Point Value Coverage/Scope*

Appraisal % %

ICR estimate % %
* Refers to percent of total project cost for which ERR/FRR was calculated.

 6. Outcome:     

    Based on sections 3, 4, and 5 above, outcome is rated moderately satisfactory .
  aaaa.... Outcome RatingOutcome RatingOutcome RatingOutcome Rating ::::  Moderately Satisfactory

 7. Rationale for Risk to Development Outcome Rating:     
    A number of factors raise the risks to the project's outcome . Scarce availability of counterpart funding and political  
changes had sometimes hampered project implementation  (ICR, page 10) and could re-emerge as issues in the 
future. The beneficiary survey (2006 Independent Assessment of the Complexes for Social Services ) noted the 
following (ICR, page 19):

interaction and relations among the representatives of all institutions operating in the field of social welfare  �

suffered some times due to the different level of understanding of the reforms;
there was difficult and sometimes poor cooperation among the complexes and the institutions responsible for the  �

child protection system administration, due mainly to the poorly harmonized legislation, regulating different areas  
of activity; and
relatively low public awareness regarding the provision of the services offered by complexes, may impede the  �

operation of the centers at full capacity .   
The ICR also noted that the role and future of the State Agency for Child Protection, created by the project,  "remains 
unclear in the perspective of EU integration when it may lose some of its prerogatives related to service standards'  
setting and supervision and thus its operational autonomy may be diminished " (ICR page 13-14).  

However, the fact that Bulgaria has harmonized its child welfare policies with those of other EU member states  
means that this approach may not be reversed .
   
     aaaa....    Risk to Development Outcome RatingRisk to Development Outcome RatingRisk to Development Outcome RatingRisk to Development Outcome Rating ::::  Moderate

 8. Assessment of Bank Performance:        

  While the mini-QER made useful suggestions, there is little evidence of the adoption of its recommendations in  
the design and implementation of the project . The extensions in the closing date were necessitated by a  
misjudgment of project complexity at the start . The M&E system was flawed since it lacked an outcome  
focus--supervision did not fix the weaknesses in M&E design .

    aaaa....    Ensuring QualityEnsuring QualityEnsuring QualityEnsuring Quality ----atatatat----EntryEntryEntryEntry ::::Moderately Satisfactory

    bbbb....    Quality of SupervisionQuality of SupervisionQuality of SupervisionQuality of Supervision ::::Moderately Satisfactory

    cccc....    Overall Bank PerformanceOverall Bank PerformanceOverall Bank PerformanceOverall Bank Performance ::::Moderately Satisfactory

 9. Assessment of Borrower Performance:        
There were delays resulting from the availability of counterpart funding, but according to the Region the project  
never stopped disbursing due to lack of counterpart funds . According to the Region project implementation  
continued despite political changes . More attention was needed to better defining the roles and responsibilities of  
the various child welfare institutions and ensuring coordination among them . The implementing agency 
performed well overall although it must also partly take responsibility for the lack of an outcome -focus in the 
project's M&E system. 
    aaaa....    Government PerformanceGovernment PerformanceGovernment PerformanceGovernment Performance ::::Satisfactory

    bbbb....    Implementing Agency PerformanceImplementing Agency PerformanceImplementing Agency PerformanceImplementing Agency Performance ::::Satisfactory

    cccc....    Overall Borrower PerformanceOverall Borrower PerformanceOverall Borrower PerformanceOverall Borrower Performance ::::Satisfactory



 10. M&E Design, Implementation, & Utilization:     
   M&E design was weak with an almost total lack of outcome data on child welfare or children's rights although  
several input/output indicators (de-institutionalization, training, etc) were identified and data collected on them. 
Weaknesses in M&E design were not fixed during implementation . Given that inputs/outputs (rather than outcome) 
were measured and that the links between inputs /outputs and outcomes were not self -evident or well-established, 
the usefulness of the project's M&E system in decision -making or in informing resource allocation is likely to have  
been limited.   
 aaaa....  M&E Quality RatingM&E Quality RatingM&E Quality RatingM&E Quality Rating ::::  Negligible

 11. Other Issues (Safeguards, Fiduciary, Unintended Positive and Negative Impacts): 

   According to the ICR, there were no major environmental issues during project implementation, given the relatively  
small size civil works for the rehabilitation of existing infrastructure or the construction of new small building  
infrastructure for the sub-projects. While this sounds plausible, the accuracy of the ICR's assessment is difficult to  
verify without a field assessment  (which has been recommended).

12121212....    RatingsRatingsRatingsRatings:::: ICRICRICRICR  IEG ReviewIEG ReviewIEG ReviewIEG Review Reason forReason forReason forReason for     
DisagreementDisagreementDisagreementDisagreement ////CommentsCommentsCommentsComments

OutcomeOutcomeOutcomeOutcome :::: Satisfactory Moderately 
Satisfactory

Lack of outcome data relating to the  
project objective, cost-effectiveness of 
the alternative child welfare 
approaches also difficult to ascertain . 
Please see sections 3, 4, and 5.

Risk to DevelopmentRisk to DevelopmentRisk to DevelopmentRisk to Development     
OutcomeOutcomeOutcomeOutcome ::::

Moderate Moderate

Bank PerformanceBank PerformanceBank PerformanceBank Performance :::: Satisfactory Moderately 
Satisfactory

Lack of focus on welfare outcomes,  
quality of child care, and weak M&E. 
Please see section 8.

Borrower PerformanceBorrower PerformanceBorrower PerformanceBorrower Performance :::: Satisfactory Satisfactory

Quality of ICRQuality of ICRQuality of ICRQuality of ICR ::::
    

Satisfactory

NOTESNOTESNOTESNOTES:
- When insufficient information is provided by the Bank for IEG  to  
arrive at a clear rating, IEG will downgrade the relevant  ratings as  
warranted beginning July 1, 2006.
- The "Reason for Disagreement/Comments" column could 
cross-reference other sections of the ICR Review, as appropriate .

 13. Lessons:     
   This ICR Review supports three of the four lessons drawn in the ICR, viz . that:

NGO capacity may be uneven and that a proper assessment of the capacities should precede the delegation  �

of responsibilities to them;
Creating new institutions requires that the division of labor and relationship between the new institution and  �

existing ones is clearly defined; and  
Sustained commitment of local authorities has to be built -up and secured before their selection as partners .�

This ICR Review adds to the ICR's second lesson and modifies the fourth one as below :
Creating new institutions requires up-front consideration of the end game (exit strategy etc) and a deliberate  �

movement towards it;
While the project implementation timeframe has to be realistic vis a vis objectives  (as noted in the ICR), �

project objectives and design also need to be realistic vis a vis the country's institutional capacity . 

 

 14. Assessment Recommended?     Yes No

    Why?Why?Why?Why? To verify the ratings.



 15. Comments on Quality of ICR:     

Satisfactory overall, but only marginally so . The ICR provides scant outcome data although it does provide significant  
input and output data. This may partly be a reflection of the weak project M&E system, but the ICR did not point out  
this weakness in the M&E system and made little attempt to present an outcome -focussed analysis. It did not 
commission surveys/studies to fill data gaps and properly assess the extent to which child welfare improved or the  
rights of children were protected as envisaged by the project objective . There is no cost-effectiveness analysis 
despite the reference to "cost-effectiveness" in the statement of objectives in the PAD. The actual project cost, loan 
amount, and cofinancing were higher than the appraisal amounts . The ICR does not explain if this was due to  
euro-dollar exchange rate fluctuations or partly or fully explained by other factors . 
    aaaa....Quality of ICR RatingQuality of ICR RatingQuality of ICR RatingQuality of ICR Rating ::::    Satisfactory


