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2. Project Objectives and Components:    

 a. Objectives:

  This project was implemented in parallel with the IBRD's Agricultural Acquis Cohesion Project  (P091715). A single 
ICR was prepared for the two projects : the IBRD financed Agricultural Acquis Cohesion Project  (P091715) and the 
GEF financed Agricultural Pollution Control Project  (P100639). The ICR’s ratings for relevance, efficacy, efficiency  
and outcome were separate for each of these operations .  As it is difficult to combine the ratings, this  ICR review is 
prepared only for the Agricultural Pollution Control Project and a separate ICR review was carried out for the   
Agricultural Acquis Cohesion Project . 

The project objective stated in the Grant Agreement   (p. 6) was" to significantly increase the use of environmentally  
friendly agricultural practices by farmers in the Recipient ’s Danube River basin in order to reduce nutrient discharge  
from agricultural sources to surface and ground water bodies, by : (i) promoting mitigating measures for nutrient  
reduction from agricultural sources to surface and ground water bodies  (manure management); (ii) implementing a 
national Agri-environment policy (Code of Good Agricultural Practices) and the national water protection policy,  
particularly concerning nitrates;  (iii) carrying out of a public awareness campaign that would disseminate the benefits  
of Project activities with the aim of replication at the national and regional levels; and  (iv) efficient Project 
management." 

The Project Appraisal Document statement of project development objectives  (p. 8) was: "to significantly increase the 
use of environmentally friendly agricultural practices by farmers in Croatia ’s Danube River Basin in order to reduce  
nutrient discharge from agricultural sources to surface and ground water bodies ". 

The global environment objectives stated in the Project Appraisal Document  (p. 8) was: "to reduce the discharge of  
nutrients into waters draining into the Danube River and Black Sea ". 

This review uses the Grant Agreement version of the objectives .   
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 b.Were the project objectives/key associated outcome targets revised during implementation?     

    No

 c. Components: 

        1111....    Mitigation of Nutrient Loads to Water Bodies from PointMitigation of Nutrient Loads to Water Bodies from PointMitigation of Nutrient Loads to Water Bodies from PointMitigation of Nutrient Loads to Water Bodies from Point ----Source PollutionSource PollutionSource PollutionSource Pollution     ((((Manure ManagementManure ManagementManure ManagementManure Management ))))    ((((appraisalappraisalappraisalappraisal     
estimateestimateestimateestimate ::::    US$US$US$US$        14141414....61616161    million, actualmillion, actualmillion, actualmillion, actual ::::    US$US$US$US$    14141414....50505050    millionmillionmillionmillion))))
The component aimed to establish a Nitrates Mitigation Investment Fund of $2.66 million within the Payment Agency 
to finance grants for 75 % of the cost of manure storage and management in  three counties for medium-scale 
livestock farmers. Grants would contribute to the construction of the platforms /sumps and associated pumping and  
agitation and spreading equipment . Also, the component aimed to support water & soil monitoring and impact  
analysis efforts in collaboration with the Croatian Water Agency and Directorate for Water Management, by installing  
piezometers in selected sites to monitor the quality of water flowing out of livestock farms implementing the project  
financed manure management sub-projects.

2222....    Development and Promotion of AgriDevelopment and Promotion of AgriDevelopment and Promotion of AgriDevelopment and Promotion of Agri ----Environment MeasuresEnvironment MeasuresEnvironment MeasuresEnvironment Measures     ((((appraisal estimateappraisal estimateappraisal estimateappraisal estimate ::::    US$US$US$US$        3333....79797979    million, actualmillion, actualmillion, actualmillion, actual ::::    US$US$US$US$    
3333....77777777    millionmillionmillionmillion))))
This component aimed to assist the implementation of the Code of Good Agricultural Practices .  The specific 
activities would include:(a) Publish user-friendly guidelines that would help farmers understand and implement the  
relevant provisions of the Code of Good Agricultural Practices that dealt with the aspects of the Nitrate Directives with  
particular focus on manure storage and application as organic fertilizer based on a healthy soil nitrogen balance; b ) 
The Croatian Agriculture Extension Institute would undertake a training and demonstration program to educate and  
train the livestock community in sustainable, cost -effective manure management practices and the project would  
build capacity under this sub-component by recruiting three technical staff . 

3333....    Public Awareness and Replication StrategyPublic Awareness and Replication StrategyPublic Awareness and Replication StrategyPublic Awareness and Replication Strategy         ((((appraisal estimateappraisal estimateappraisal estimateappraisal estimate ::::    US$US$US$US$        0000....71717171    million, actualmillion, actualmillion, actualmillion, actual ::::    US$US$US$US$    0000....71717171    millionmillionmillionmillion))))
The aim was to familiarize the population at the national and project county levels with the project and its benefits  
and thereby raise the interest of potential future clients . The project aimed to assist the Croatian Agriculture  
Extension Institute to develop and maintain a website containing detailed information on project activities and  
programs on technologies and land management systems appropriate for reducing point and non -point nutrient loads 
from agriculture to surface and ground water bodies; also a k nowledge sharing provision was to be implemented for 
government and project staff participation in Global Environment Fund International Waters Learning Exchange and  
Resource Network conferences and workshops and other international seminars relate to  nitrates management .

4444....    Project ManagementProject ManagementProject ManagementProject Management     ((((appraisal estimateappraisal estimateappraisal estimateappraisal estimate ::::    US$US$US$US$    0000....59595959    million, actualmillion, actualmillion, actualmillion, actual ::::    US$US$US$US$    0000....58585858    millionmillionmillionmillion))))    The Project management 
was fully embedded in the Project Implementation Unit of the Agricultural Acquis Cohesion Project established within  
the Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry Water Management .

 d. Comments on Project Cost, Financing, Borrower Contribution, and Dates:     
            Project CostsProject CostsProject CostsProject Costs :::: 
Total actual costs of US$ 19.79 million were slightly less than the appraisal estimate of US$  19.99 million  

FinancingFinancingFinancingFinancing ::::    
IBRD funds under Agricultural Acquis Cohesion Project  (P091715) provided $ 13.90 million and the appraisal 
estimate and actual were the same. The Global Environment Grant (TF909845) provided US$ 5.00 million which was 
almost completely disbursed ($ 4.99 million), 

Borrower ContributionBorrower ContributionBorrower ContributionBorrower Contribution ::::
It was expected at appraisal that the Borrower would provide US$  5.00 million but the actual contribution was slightly  
lower at US$ 4.99 million. Local communities contributed US$ 1.10 million, which was the same amount estimated at  
appraisal. 

DatesDatesDatesDates::::
The project closed on the original closing date of  July  31, 2012.  

 3. Relevance of Objectives & Design:             

 a.  Relevance of Objectives:             
SubstantialSubstantialSubstantialSubstantial     
The project development objectives overall were relevant to country priorities but balanced by that  "to reduce nutrient 
discharge from agricultural sources to surface and ground water bodies " part of the objectives was not measurable  



during the duration of the project that led to the marginally  'substantial' rating . 

Croatia's candidate status to the EU was confirmed in April  2004 and at the time of project preparation, the  
Government of Croatia was actively working to comply with EU requirements and obligations . The Government faced 
substantial challenges in meeting these requirements, particularly in the agricultural and environment sectors . For 
the agri-environment policy, the requirements mainly included the application of measures towards achieving  
compliance with the European Union water directives since in the region the agricultural sector was one of the main  
polluters of water resources. Croatian farmers lacked knowledge and capacity to effectively apply for support for  
measures to reduce point source pollution from poor manure and slurry storage and handling as well as adopting  
farming practices that would mitigate water pollution of agricultural origin . Implementation of the EU Nitrates 
Directive, including the development of the Code of Good Agricultural Practices to address nutrient management was  
key to comply with EU pre-accession requirements. 

The project development objectives were relevant to country priorities . The Government requested World Bank  
assistance to fill specific gaps that would contribute to  fulfill the implementation requirements for EU accession . 
Activities under the project would, in part, provide incremental support to activities under the Agricultural Acquis  
Cohesion Project (P091715) to strengthen Croatia’s capacity and readiness to absorb European Union pre - and 
post-accession funds.

The Project’s objective of reducing non-point source nutrient pollution from agriculture to the Black Sea and Danube,  
although unlikely to be measurable in the life of the project,  was consistent with Global Environment Fund  

Operational Program Number 8, Waterbody Based Operational Program, which focused mainly on seriously  
threatened water-bodies and the most important trans-boundary threats to their ecosystems . 

 The project objectives were also consistent with the Bank ’s Country Assistance Strategy for Croatia  (FY 09-12), 
specifically Pillar 2, Strengthening private Sector-Led growth and Accelerating European Union Convergence and  
Pillar 4, Increasing the Sustainability of Long -Term Development,    and strengthening environment management and  
nature protection.  

 b.  Relevance of Design:             
SubstantialSubstantialSubstantialSubstantial
Although, the nutrient reduction objective was not measurable during the lifetime of the project, as mentioned above,   
the project logic was relevant, i .e. he project activities were logically linked to the project development objective of  
increasing the use of environmentally friendly agricultural practices by farmers in the recipient ’s Danube River basin 
in order to reduce nutrient discharge from agricultural sources to surface and ground water bodies through manure  
management,  implementing a national Code of Good Agricultural Practices and the national water protection policy,  
and  carrying out of a public awareness campaign . Component 1 aimed to finance grants for manure storage and  
management investments. Component 2 aimed to implement code of good agricultural practices and component  3 
aimed to carry out public awareness campaign . 

 4. Achievement of Objectives (Efficacy):     
        The achievement of the project development objective of  "significantly increasing the use of environmentally  
friendly agricultural practices by farmers in the Recipient ’s Danube River basin in order to reduce nutrient discharge  
from agricultural sources to surface and ground water bodies " is rated modestmodestmodestmodest     on balance due to limited  outcome 
evidence. 

OutputsOutputsOutputsOutputs ::::

• A total of some 65 applications were received and 48 investments were made to build manure platform and  
pits, as well as some manure spreading equipment to reduce point source pollution for large livestock farms . Total 
investment amount was US$ 2.6 million. 

• Funds provided for construction of  30 water analysis stations amounting to US$  267.000. 

• The Paying Agency staff was trained on agricultural extension skills and various agricultural topics and  
calculations in agriculture.

• Farmers were trained in good agricultural practices through field demonstrations . Demonstration plots were 
on 87 farms totaling 1,400 ha of arable land....    In total some 10,000 farmers benefitted from the training activities . 

• 3 studies by Agricultural Faculties were financed . Studies were on  fertilizer response of the most popular  
crops and vegetables and measuring of nitrate percolation . 

• The project conducted a public awareness campaign with more than  390 presentations, lectures and media  



appearances. The code of good agricultural practices was distributed to  85,000 farmers and 80,000 pieces of 
promotional materials were used in the campaign . 

OutcomeOutcomeOutcomeOutcome ::::
The ICR could not  provide evidence regarding the achievement of the main outcome indicator  ( At least 10% 
reduction in discharge of nutrients into surface and groundwater in the three project regions ) because the evidence 
from the piezometers installed in the project areas to monitor nitrate level changes which would be one measure of  
reduced discharge was inconclusive . The reported progress in larger farmers ’ adoption on the use of at least some 
preventive measures for pollution may lead to measurable positive change in nutrient discharge in the future once  
sufficient scale is achieved. The results suggest that either more time or larger scale changes in practices are  
needed. 

The outcome indicator - At least 40% of the farming population in the project areas adopting preventive and remedial  
measures to reduce nutrient discharge  -  was achieved. Based on the last survey conducted in April  2012 of 785 
farmers, 94% had adopted at least one of the preventive measures like organic manure usage, proper manure  
storage and the three-year crop rotations. However,  with only one practice required to meet the criteria and with one  
of those practices  being the application of manure and another being crop rotation, it is not clear what scale of  
contribution to nutrient control attributable to the project might be expected since use of manure on at least some  
modest scale at farm level and some crop rotation is not uncommon in most farm systems . In any case, nutrient 
leaching comes also from manure application on fields although efficient crop uptake, given carefully timed  
application, should help to reduce it .  The survey also showed that  26% of 163 surveyed farms had appropriate  
manure storage. It is not clear how this changed over time and what share was attributable to the project .

The outcome indicator - percentage of cropped area (target 30 %) in the project counties under relevant nutrient  
reduction measures -  was achieved. These were predominantly the larger farmers .

The outcome indicator - Unified set of monitoring guidelines and standards for soil and water adopted and
implemented - was fully achieved although this is closer to an output level achievement since it a means rather than  
an end. Croatian Water's main laboratory and institutions that analyze soil have both
developed standards which are now harmonized with European Union requirements .

The outcome indicator - Percentage of livestock farms in three participating counties that have animal waste  
storages- was reportedly achieved. Based on the last survey done in April  2012, 88 % of farms had some means of 
animal waste storage (against a baseline of 6 % of farms and a target of 25 % of farms). Evidence was not provided 
on the range of type and quality of storage other than an indication discussed later that it was too costly but the ICR  
reported that there was growing appreciation of the need for manure storage and disposal .

There was no outcome evidence on the achievement of the indicator  - Increased national awareness of linkages  
between local actions and impact on water nutrient load although, as noted above, the ICR presented output level  
information on the public awareness campaign . According to the ICR, while awareness campaigns and  
demonstrations were held, the Croatian Agricultural Extension Institute  never developed into an effective advocate  
of environmental measures in agriculture . Extension services in Croatia remained weak and largely disconnected  
from farmers as their primary clientele. For instance, the application of locally produced cheap nitrogen fertilizer was  
still broadly advocated instead of making better use of organic fertilizer  (manure/slurry) which would also reverse 
some of the mineralization and loss of topsoil that has taken place over the past  50 years as documented by the 
Osijek Agricultural Faculty. Nevertheless, the demonstration fields and the accompanying research for fertilizer  
optimization are reported to have generated interest especially among larger farmers .

 5. Efficiency:         
         ModestModestModestModest
The ICR provided the results of an analysis with some theoretical assumptions on nutrient reduction and incremental  
cost analysis scenarios but details of calculations or magnitudes were not provided and the nutrient reductions were  
not actuals.. Due partly to this,questions about the cost effectiveness of the on -farm investments and the lack of  
nutrient reduction impact evidence, the efficiency rating is modest . The evidence would have been more robust if the  
ICR could have presented actual comparative data to underpin the theoretical calculations . The financial cost 
effectiveness calculation at farm level leads to the conclusion that the on farm investments were not in themselves  
cost effective  for the farmer unless subsidized . However, they are cost effective for the overall society due to  
negative off-site impacts . But being above a break even point for society as a whole still does not show cost  
effectiveness if there was a more cost effective alternative, which seems to have been the case .

According to the ICR (p. 18), reduction in the nutrient pollution of the Black Sea was identified as the main benefit of  
the project, which was to be achieved from improved farming practices and improved storage and handling of  
manure. The ICR assumed annual reduction of dissolved nutrients flowing into the Black Sea  as   20 kg/ha Nitrate 



and 2.5 kg/ha Phosphate, half of what was already flowing to the sea . However, a significant proportion of farmers for  
many years would need to apply the methods for such a significant amount of overall reduction . 

The ICR also provided an Incremental Cost Analysis baseline scenario, that  included costs of various projects  
financed by a number of donors totaling US$ 18.4 million out of which GEF would provide US$ 6.00 million towards 
achieving Global Environmental Benefits .  The assumption was that the investments themselves would only have a  
limited impact on water quality, but that the IPARD compliance measures developed under this GEF project would  
become an integral part of the overall EU Common Agriculture Policy and thus have a large multiplier effect in terms  
of accessing finance. 

As noted above, the ICR (p. 37) provided a cost effectiveness analysis from the farmer's and society's perspective . 
Accordingly, average cost for constructing an above -ground manure storage facility was estimated to be about  1,350 
EUR per Livestock Unit (LU). Assuming a usage period of 30 years, the average annual depreciation cost is  45 EUR 
per LU. With an opportunity cost of capital of  6 % per year, the annual opportunity cost would be EUR  81 per LU, 
giving an annual financial cost of around  126 EUR per LU. By investing in this impervious manure storage systems,  
farmers would incur an annual charge of EUR 126/LU/annum, while generating a benefit of about EUR 38/LU/year 
(EUR 15 for N, EUR 8 for P2O5 and EUR 11 for K2O). From the farmer’s perspective, therefore, as in many  
countries, it is more cost effective to buy these nutrients as fertilizer than through investment in manure storage . A 75 
% subsidy from Government for manure storage construction, however, makes manure storage cost neutral for the  
farmer. From the societal perspective, the value of the associated environmental damage and public investments is  
about EUR 244/LU/year, which is double the annual cost of the proposed measure and justifies public investment in  
manure storage. 

The ICR also reported that the choice of design for manure pits and platforms made entirely of concrete was not the  
most cost effective option, suggesting that, although effective, the project technology was not efficient . The project 
should have used the opportunity to test alternatives . Some could have been at lower cost levels that would have  
had a better chance of being readily adopted at a lower subsidy and have been more cost effective . The ICR reports 
that unit costs for construction were within the range considered normal in the Western Balkan region . 

No administrative or operational inefficiency information was reported by the ICR . 

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 No
ICR estimate No

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

 6. Outcome:     

    Relevance of objectives is substantial in relation to Bank and country priorities and strategies, however reduction  
of nutrient discharge to water bodies was unlikely  to be measurable during the life of the project unless close to the  
source. Relevance of design is rated substantial due to a  logical and relevant results framework . The achievement of 
project development objective is rated modest due to lack of evidence on reduction of nutrient discharge from  
agricultural sources, although there has been some progress on  pollution prevention by a significant percentage of  
the larger farms.  Efficiency is rated modest mainly due to limited evidence and the low cost effectiveness of the main  
technology for manure storage compared to alternatives .
  aaaa.... Outcome RatingOutcome RatingOutcome RatingOutcome Rating ::::  Moderately Unsatisfactory

 7. Rationale for Risk to Development Outcome Rating:     
     The project is  considered in the bigger context of European Union accession and water pollution directives of EU .  
The reduction in pollution from agriculture was reflected in  Croatia’s Code of Good Agricultural Practices and the  
Common Agricultural Policy which emphasize measures to mitigate pollution from agriculture . Due to the expected 
continuous EU programs and funding on the agricultural pollution issue, sustainability of  project interventions are  
likely and risk to development outcome is moderate . 
   
     aaaa....    Risk to Development Outcome RatingRisk to Development Outcome RatingRisk to Development Outcome RatingRisk to Development Outcome Rating ::::  Moderate



 8. Assessment of Bank Performance:        

 
 a.  Quality at entry:        

     Quality at Entry was mixed and on balance moderately unsatisfactory due to a major shortcoming with the  
results framework.  The main objective of reduction in nutrient discharge was not attainable  within the project  
implementation period, and therefore the related outcome indicator  was not likely to be measurable, as changes  
in the level of nutrients discharged in surface water take some years to be measurable in ground water  (See 
Section 10). 

On the other hand, the project technical design in general was adequate . The project design particularly drew on  
the experience of the Poland Rural Environment Protection Project which employed a similar approach to  
improved on-farm manure storage. Some of the key lessons learned from rural environmental and agricultural  
operations in the region and reflected in the proposed project included : the importance of early involvement of  
local administrations, communities and key decision makers in project preparation; and  dissemination of  
information for  widespread adoption of new technologies . 

Planned project implementation arrangements were adequate . Management was undertaken by the Project  
Implementation Unit of the Agricultural Acquis Cohesion Project on a cost -shared basis. A GEF-funded additional 
technical specialist, to serve as livestock /nitrates management specialist, was hired .  Project monitoring and 
evaluation was the responsibility of both the Project Implementation Unit and the Croatian Agricultural Extens ion 
Institute.  According to additional information provided by the project team,  the project coordinator 
(livestock/nitrates management technical specialist ) was based in Zagreb in the Project Implementation Unit . 
Since the project entailed many field activities, including support and interaction with the the farmers, there were  
three designated county coordinators  (one for each of the three selected pilot counties ) and they were field-based 
(one per country who were embedded within the local Croatian Extension Institute ). Also, two so-called Grant 
Officers who dealt with Nitrates Mitigation Investment Fund activities were based in the Paying Agency . 

Main risks and mitigation measures were addressed during appraisal but with the exception of the following risk,  
"agro-processors and farmers did not have access to credit, machinery and inputs that would enable them to  
practice mitigation  measures". While the risk was identified the mitigation was inadequate, i .e. the PAD stated 
that the banks were already pre-financing SAPARD (Special Accession Program for Agriculture and Rural  
Development) investments and contractor credit was available . Also, the design of manure platforms only  
included construction of concrete structures with no other alternatives . These, were expensive to build, most  
farmers did not have the means for  75 % of the value of the investments, and bank financing was not accessible . 
The Project had to revise the manual in July  2011 to allow for upfront payment for grant funds .  Less expensive 
options of manure storage  other than concrete such as steel ceramic or fiberglass were later included in  
construction options. Testing ranges of alternatives would have been better from the outset . The alternatives are 
not new technologies.

                
QualityQualityQualityQuality ----atatatat----Entry RatingEntry RatingEntry RatingEntry Rating ::::        Moderately Unsatisfactory

 b.  Quality of supervision:        

     The project had  four different Task Team Leaders which led to a lack of continuity . While there were some 
delays in the early part of the project with auditing, the problems were resolved in the second year . There were 
no fiduciary issues in subsequent years  of project’ implementation. However, problems with the result framework  
as mentioned above were not resolved during implementation .  
                

Quality of Supervision RatingQuality of Supervision RatingQuality of Supervision RatingQuality of Supervision Rating ::::  Moderately Unsatisfactory

Overall Bank Performance RatingOverall Bank Performance RatingOverall Bank Performance RatingOverall Bank Performance Rating ::::                  Moderately Unsatisfactory

 9. Assessment of Borrower Performance:                

 a.  Government Performance:                

      Very little information is provided in the ICR on government performance .  It reports that (p. 21), the project 



benefitted from "fairly consistent" Government support. However, the Ministry did not always utilize the  
opportunities that the project provided to adjust its policies towards more fiscal sustainability, better targeting of  
its agricultural support, and more environmentally sustainable farming practices .
        

Government Performance RatingGovernment Performance RatingGovernment Performance RatingGovernment Performance Rating  Moderately Satisfactory

 b.  Implementing Agency Performance:         

      ICR reported that (p. 21) the Implementation team was very pro-active and it is in large part responsible for  
the overall positive outcomes achieved . No other information was provided in the ICR. 
                

Implementing Agency Performance RatingImplementing Agency Performance RatingImplementing Agency Performance RatingImplementing Agency Performance Rating ::::  Satisfactory

Overall Borrower Performance RatingOverall Borrower Performance RatingOverall Borrower Performance RatingOverall Borrower Performance Rating ::::                 Moderately Satisfactory

 10. M&E Design, Implementation, & Utilization:         
 
 a. M&E Design:         

    According to the Project Appraisal Document project monitoring and evaluation would be the responsibility of both  
the Project Implementation Unit and the Croatian Agricultural Extension Institute . According to the ICR, the M&E 
consultant was hired in 2009 and M&E reports were submitted regularly . The M&E framework was generally sound,  
the development indicator largely reflected the objectives . There was one issue with the outcome indicators . The 
second indicator: “10% reduction in discharge of nutrients ” was not likely to be measurable within the project  
implementation period, as changes in the level of nutrients discharged in surface water take some years to be  
measurable in ground water. 

 b. M&E Implementation:         

    Three field surveys were conducted in  2009, 2011 and the final one in 2012. The surveys provided substantial  
necessary data and helped establish the final assessment of the project indicators  (for a total of some 10 indicators). 

 c. M&E Utilization:         

     The ICR did not provide any information on M&E utilization . According to additional information provided by the  
project team, throughout the project life M&E findings were used to redefine planned activities and allocate available  
funds within each category. At the end of the project, a workshop was held where M&E findings for both projects  
were presented to all stakeholders .

   
 M&E Quality RatingM&E Quality RatingM&E Quality RatingM&E Quality Rating ::::  Modest

 11. Other Issues     
 
 a. Safeguards:     
The project was rated as a category B project . The safeguard policy, OP 4.01: Environmental Assessment was 
triggered by proposed project activities . According to the Project Appraisal Document, no major environmental issues  
were envisaged under the project . In fact improved nutrient management under the project was expected to yield  
benefits through sustainable rural growth and development . Overall, the project was expected to contribute to the  
reduction of livestock and agriculture pollution of soil and water in Croatia . An Environment Management Plan (EMP) 
was prepared to ensure that activities under these components would  be closely monitored, which was published on  
July 30, 2007. No environmental safeguard compliance ratings form ISRs, MTR or other evaluations were provided  
by the ICR. According to additional information provided by the project team, safeguard compliance was satisfactory .

 b. Fiduciary Compliance:     
Although there were some difficulties with timely audit during the implementation of the Project Preparation Facility,  
once these were resolved, the project benefitted consistently from unqualified and timely financial audit reports . No 
fiduciary rating was provided in the ICR.  According to the additional information provided by the project team,  
Financial Management arrangements including : project accounting and reporting arrangements; internal control  
procedures; disbursement; financial manual; external audits; and organization and accounting staff were found to be  



satisfactory. There were no overdue audits and all actions that were required were met timely and appropriately .  

 c. Unintended Impacts (positive or negative):         

 d. Other:         

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

OutcomeOutcomeOutcomeOutcome :::: Moderately 
Satisfactory

Moderately 
Unsatisfactory

 The achievement of the project  
development objective is rated modest  
due to lack of evidence on the  
reduction of nutrient discharge to water  
bodies from agricultural sources,  
although there has been some 
progress on  pollution prevention by a  
significant percentage of the larger  
farms.  Efficiency is rated modest 
mainly due to limited evidence and the 
low cost effectiveness of the main  
technology for manure storage 
compared to alternatives.

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

Moderate Moderate

Bank PerformanceBank PerformanceBank PerformanceBank Performance :::: Moderately 
Satisfactory

Moderately 
Unsatisfactory

Due to issues with the results  
framework both QAE and supervision 
are rated moderately unsatisfactory .  

Borrower PerformanceBorrower PerformanceBorrower PerformanceBorrower Performance :::: Moderately 
Satisfactory

Moderately 
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:     
    The ICR offers several lessons of which the following are the most important  (with some reformulation of 
language):

Investments for mitigation of environmental pollution measures in agriculture depend on public support andInvestments for mitigation of environmental pollution measures in agriculture depend on public support andInvestments for mitigation of environmental pollution measures in agriculture depend on public support andInvestments for mitigation of environmental pollution measures in agriculture depend on public support and     ����

incentives, the latter being influenced by farm sizeincentives, the latter being influenced by farm sizeincentives, the latter being influenced by farm sizeincentives, the latter being influenced by farm size ....    Switching to organic fertilizer makes sense economically  
when farms have significant livestock holding . These investments in most countries only take place with  
targeted support and adequate information programs . Such investments  can only make financial sense on  
farms of a certain minimum size above the small or subsistence farmers or those with fragmented parcels . 

Partnering with other donor organizations such as the EU, FAO, GEF and the Dutch Embassy, withPartnering with other donor organizations such as the EU, FAO, GEF and the Dutch Embassy, withPartnering with other donor organizations such as the EU, FAO, GEF and the Dutch Embassy, withPartnering with other donor organizations such as the EU, FAO, GEF and the Dutch Embassy, with     ����

coordination across a common objective, can be highly beneficialcoordination across a common objective, can be highly beneficialcoordination across a common objective, can be highly beneficialcoordination across a common objective, can be highly beneficial ....    In this case, aid coordination across the  
common objective helped Croatia meet the EU accession agenda in the agricultural sector . The approach has 
potential to be replicated in other neighboring countries aspiring for EU membership .

 14. Assessment Recommended?     Yes No



 15. Comments on Quality of ICR:     

The ICR is rated satisfactory but marginally so, due to the following :. The ICR rated project components while  
presenting the achievement of project development objectives, the ratings should have been focused on objectives  
not components. Also the ICR did not provide information on safeguard compliance -- evidence that the project  
completed mitigation measures  Very limited information was reported on the Quality of Bank Supervision and  
Borrower Performance.

    aaaa....Quality of ICR RatingQuality of ICR RatingQuality of ICR RatingQuality of ICR Rating ::::    Satisfactory


